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Power, Responsibility, Control, and Accountability:
A Case Study of Decision Making in an Implementation Effort in
a City School District
by
Dr. John R. Osheka and Dr. David W. Champagne

There were three research questions in this study:

|. What decisions were made in moving from a school district priority to
full implementation ot the pilot year Qf a project to lower the dropout rate
of at risk ninth grade students in a large City high school?

2 Who made the decisions throughout the planning and implementation
stages of the project?

3. What data were needed and used by the diff erent decision makers who

influenced the project?

THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES:

There have been repeated calls for data driven decision making in
educational systems (wallace, 1988; Cooley and Bickel, 1886). These
demands, exhortations, rationales and entreaties make good logical sense and
it followed should allow clearer, sharper and more accountable program
design, implementation and modification. This research was undertaken to
determine the degree to which data, either research or evaluation, were used
In decision making related to a high priority change effort in an urban school
system whose leadership strongly argues for this aporoach to decision
making and program design. We wished not only to determine the extent of
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data driven decision making, but what types and amounts of data were
required, expected, or used at the various levels of power and responsibility
within this school system. To whom were the program implementors
actually accountable? what were they accountable for? What data were
required to support their judgments?

GENERAL CONTEXT:

In the history of educatfon in the United States, many programs have
been implemented in our schools. Some have been successful, but most have
failled to survive. Relics of many of the fallures can be found in the
storerooms and book reoms of schools throughout the country (Hord,
Rutherford, Austin, and Hall, 1987). The phenomenon of often hastily planned
and hurried implementation of school programs with littie formal data based
evaluation has been highlighted by current calls for educational reform.
Works 1ike A Nation at Risk (1983), A Place Called School (1984), and
Horace's Compromise (1984) have described in depressing detafl many of the
problems found in today’s schools.

These problems persist because of the fallure of implementation
efforts to solve them. The literature which characterizes school
organizations as complex, unstructured, shifting combinatfons of problems,
people, and opportunities to make decisfons, (Cohen, March, and Olsen, 1972)
sugaests that this type of organizational structure has often led toan
_ approach of Initfating a number of programs in response to problems and
walting to see which one works best. The planning is seidom based on

analysis of the problem or on the collection and analysis of information

(Patterson, Purkey, and Parker, 1986).
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Recent reform efforts, focusing on raising academic standards, have
r~2sulted in many new programs. One possible outcome of these efforts may
be an Increase in the number of high school dropouts. Over one half of the
admintstrators of districts with twenaty five thousand or more have reported
a serlous drop-out problem (Nartrizilo, McDill, and Aaron, 1985). These
researchers contend that ratsing the standards of time, content, curriculum,
and homework are adding to the number of school dropouts. Repeating the
historic process described, districts across the country have implemented a
number of Intervention programs aimed at addressing this problem. We can
safely predict that most of these programs will fall and disappear, with
littie analysis or evaluation of the reasons. The problems will remain. In
order for these intervention programs to be successful at reducing the
number of dropouts, careful monitoring of both the students and the
interventions must be conducted, (Bickle, Bond, and LeMahtey, 1986). This
monitoring will provide Information to evaluate the program and may
facilitate decisfon making that results in necessary program adaptations.

The purpose of this study was to identify the factors and data that
influenced the key implementation decisfons of a ninth grade dropout
intervention program in a large urban high school. The results of this
research can be used to make more informed dectsfons regarding the
implementation or adaptatton of new school programs. These informed
decisions will be based on sound planning, based on reliable data collected

_ before and during the Implementation process itself.
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THE PROGRAM BEING STUDIED:
A Gropout intervention program was recommended to the Board of

Education in an urban school district as one way to meet the specific neecs
of low achieving ninth grade Students. Wehlage, Rutter, and Turnbaugh
(1987), reported that high school students whe are at risk of becoming
dropouts often demonstrate low self-esteem, perceive that they have little
control of their future, feel that adults in the school do not care about them,
and feel that the discipline code is unfair. The ninth grade intervention
program was Intended to address these four needs of at risk students in
several ways. The use of ccoperative learning in the Classrocm was to be
incorporated in the instruction of low achieving ninth grade students.
Research suggests that the use of cooperative learning helps to improve the
self-esteem of students and encourages them to take control of their future
by making them committed to their classes through increased achievement,
(Johnson and Johnson, 1974; Slavin, 1977). In addition, this intervention
program incorporated a two period a week teacher mentoring/enrichment
class. This mentoring/ enrichment time was designed to help students
control their behavior, interact with their teachers in a positive manner, and
take more active control of their future. The philosophy of Control Theory,
(Glasser, 1986), was Interwoven into the content of the mentoring class and

thie processes of these students' academic classrooms.

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY AND TECHNIQUES:
A descriptive case study design was used for this research. It was
conducted by a participant observer who was appointed pilot facilitator of

the Intervention after the program had been designed and the decision to
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implement 1t had been made. He remained the facilitator throughout the year
long study. He worked in cooperation with a university professor who
assisted in the design of the data collection system for the research. The
facilitator kept field notes of signif icant interactions during the study. He
also collected notes of meetings, agendas, reports and materials used in
making the original decision about program design, implementation, and
evaluation. Each decision maker involved in the program completed written
surveys focused on their decision making. The Facilitator also analyzed his
own written reports. He also recorded notes of meetings he attended related
to these reports. Teachers, students_, and building administrators who also
influenced the implementation were repeatedly surveyed and interviewed.
The Facilitator also used an open ended C-BAM question to record the
impressions and concerns of the participants regarding the pilot program.
Finally, students’ attendance and achievement records from before and after

the intervention were summarized and analyzed for district use.

SETTING OF THE STUDY.

The setting for this study was oné urban high school in a school
district composed of twelve high schools (grades 9-12) , fifteen middle
schools (grades 6-8), and forty eight elementary schools (grades K-5)
serving approximately 40,000 students. The professional staff of the school
includes ninety five teachers, one principal, three vice-principals, and four
pupil services professionals (guidance counselors). Over ninety percent of
the teachers are at the top of the seniority/pay scale and are guaranteed
their building position by contractual agreement. Unlike teachers, bullding

administrators are often transferred without warning in periodic district
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reassignments. The 1987-1988 school year, the year of this research, began
with a complete change in the administrators of this school. The incumbent
principal was transferred to a central office position, while his three
assistant weincipals were transferred to other schools In the district. The
new administrative team was appointed in July of 1987, a few weeks before
school opened for the year. The new principal was a former middle school
bulldirq principal.

The site for the implementation of the ninth grade intervention
pfogram i situated in a predominately white community on the vuter border
of the city. The community 15 largely working class families who have a
very strong community identity, having lived there for several generations,
and have a vested Interest in the churches, schools, and businesses located
there. These Institutions are seen as ways to maintain the status quo of the
community and thus provide a future home for their children. A number of
the high school staff had attended this school. The bullding 15 older but has
undergone major renovations over the past twenty years to accommodate for
overcrowding. The school is still overcrowded, however, and there 1s a lack
of classroom space to allow for the implementation of new programs which
require additional space. Of the students 77% are white and 23% are black.
The majority of the black students are bussed into “he school from
surrounding communities, while the ma jority of white students walk to
school. Due to the percelved ownership of the school by the predominately

_white student population there has been perifodic racial tension there. The
schoo! o7fers a comprehensive secondary program. It aiso provides special
courses for gifted and other special education programs. Approximately

thirty percent of the ninth grade students that enter leave the school before
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earning a high schoo! diploma. Reported reasons for early exiting from
school vary from working to lack of interest in school.

oOver the past decade, the city in which this high school s located has
had a decraase in its population and the assocfated tax base to provide for
the reforms which are being implemented. There has 2iso been a shift of
more mobiie white collar workers to the suburbs, and an increase in the
minority population of school age children. Since 1981, the school district
has made a major commitment to improve the quality of education it
provides for its students by implemzanting a number of innovative educational
programs. These programs are in response to periodic needs assessments
that are conducted throughout the district. The district has provided support
for these Initiatives by commitment of 1ts own funds and by aggressively
seeking outside funding from federal, state, and private foundatfon grants.
Among these change efforts have teen the institutionof a district wide staff
development program for all professionals of the district, the creation of
magnet programs at all school levels, increased responsibility for he
instructional teacher leaders of the district, and the active involvement of
the teachers in the instructional decision making processes at both the
building and district levels. The drop out prevention program studied here 1s
another effort in this long 1ine of {nnovations.

The high school in thiZ study has a history of Interest in telping low
achieving students who exhibit "pre-dropout” behaviors. The former
principal and a small cadre of teachers had developed and impiemented a
number of school based intervention programs aimed at helping ninth graders
remain in school. The philosophy behind the previous programs was that if
the 5chool could help a ninth grader move to the tenth grade, his/her chances
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to remain in school greatly increased. Tutoring, "mentoring”, and other
school programs formed the core of these Interventions. 1t was the former
principal and that cadre of teachers who expressed an Interest in pilot
testing the Intervention program of this study. The new principai also
expressed an interest in the program and assisted in the implementation of
the program studied.

DATA SOURCES:

Data were coliected both from school based participants and from
others external to the bullding who in any way influenced decisions about the
program. Avallable district documents related to the program were also
collecwed.

School-based participants included teacners and administrators
who played an active role in the actual déy to day implementation of the
program from the April 1987 through May 1988. These Individuals were: the
butlding administrators, the four project teachers, the on site teacher
facilitator, and the pupll services department representative. Other
significant individuals included in the study that provided a perspective of
the decisfon-making processes at various administrative levels were central
office administrators, members of the priority committee who designed the
program, and members of the superintendent’s cabinet.

The documents reviewed Included officfal district records and
_ recommendations for the adoption of an intervention program; minutes of
significant meetings; those documents which established a chrenological
record of the implementation; and the notes of teachers, the on-site teacher

facilltator, and the pilot facilitator.




FINDINGS:

information needs of the Administrator/Pilot Facllitator and

others responsible for making decistons reqarding the implementation of an

intervention program,

Individuals involved In the dectsion-making included the
superintendent, the Assistant Executive to the Superintendent, the Assistant
superintendent for Instruction, the Assistant Superintendent for Secondary
Schools, the Director of Staff Development, the Pilot Facllitator, and the
building administraters.

The Superintendent reported that he needed to know the answers to
three major questions before he could recommend the implementation of the
program. His informatfon needs were for the purpose of initiating the
implementation process. The three questions that provided him the
necessary information were;

1) What were the number of students who were at risk for

dropping out of school?
2) what were the reasons for the students' lack of success in
school?
3) What were the attitudes of the school staff regarding the SUCCESS
of these students?

According to the Superintendent his endorsenient of the pilot program
was based on reports of the numbers of students who were at risk for early
exiting of school and the reasons for their lack of success in school. He also
reported that after his Initial recommendation to Implement a pilot program
to address the needs of these students, he didnot request additional

information regarding the actual program. Once the initial recommendation
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was made, the Superintendont relied on others in the district to implement
and monitor the program. Throughout the pfiot implementation year there
was no indication of formal communication between the Superintendent and
other decision makers regarding the status of the program.

The Executive Assistant to the Superintendent requested information
regarding the program In the form of three brief intertm reports from the
Pllot Facilitator. From the data collected for this study, the use or flow of
this information isunclear. It is assumed that these reports were sent on to
members of the Board of Education as part of program update reports.
However, the Ptlot Factlitator recelve_d no feedback regarding the reactions
of Board Members or other district administrators.

The Assistant Superintendent for Curriculum and Instruction reported
that although he was not directly responsible for the impiementatior of this
program, he was iInterested in knowing the numbers of students who were
at risk of dropping out of school. In addition, he reported that he wanted to
know the reasons for the students’ lack of success in school, and the
attitudes of the professional staff toward these students.

According to the data collected from the Superintendent and the
Assistant Superintendent for Instruction, the Assistant Superintendent for
Secondary Schools was the Board Officer who was directly involved in the
process 61’ implementing this program. This responsibiiity was deiegated to
this Individual since the actual implementation of this program was to take
place in one of the District’s high schools. This Assistant Superintendent
‘ indicated a need to know the following information: Number of students at
risk for dropping out of sciwol, reasons for the students’ lack of success in

school, expectations of the starf for the success of these students, funding
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needed for the implementation, the physical space needed for the prograr,
the number of personnel needed to provide the services to the students, and a
general overview of the strategies that were to be incorporated. Of these
seven areas 07 identified Jata needs, only the last deait with the philosophy
and Instructional strategies of this pilot program. The ma jority of data
needed by this individual Involved the management of the school that was
involved.

The District's Director of Staff Development was aiso Inftially
involved In the implementation of the program. This Director Indicated a
need to know Informacion assocated with the actual implementation of the
pilot program. This information inclﬁded: numbers of students at risk for
dropping out of school, reasons for the students’ lack of success in school,
expectations of the staff for the suc’ess of these students, funding needed
for the implementation, the physical space needed for the program, the
number of personnel needed to provide the servic.s to the students, and a
general overview of the Instructional strategies that were to be
incorporated. Once again only one type of information dealt with the actua!
instructional aspect ¢f the program.

Once the Pilot Facilitator assumed responsibility for }rmonltoring the
actual implementation of the pilot program he Indicated that he needed
specitic information that would affect the implementation process. These
information needs included: pilot school data (avatlable space, scheduling
constraints, staff expectations, and attitudes), the research associated
with cooperative learning and mentoring, the amount of control he had
regarding the impiementation, the amount of funding availabie for
implementation, and the amount of support that he could expect from the

I



central office. This administrator indicated a wider range of inforrational
needs. He needed data concerning the management aspects of implementation
of the program as well as specific Information regarding the Instructional
strategies that were the basis of the program.

The building administrators reported a need for information that
directly affected the running of the school building. These Included: number
of students Involved, number of staff Involved, scheduling needs of the
program, amount of space needed to implement the pilot program, proposed
effect on the Incoming ninth grade students, administrators’ responsibllity
for the program, and the resources avgallable to the school that would support
the fmplementation of the program. As in the responses of the other
administrators, these data do not Show a percelved need by these individuals
for specific detalls regarding the Instructional strategies of the program.

Analysts of the data leads to the conclusion that the individuais who
were directly responsible for making decisions regarding the implementacion
of the pilot program had informat fon needs that were very focused and
specific to thelr areas of responsibilities. The data also Indicate that those
individuals who were closer to the actual implementation site needed
specific management information regarding the pilot program and its
implementation requirements at the pilot site.

Changes {n the Information Needs of Decision Makers,

The Superintendent, the Assistant Superintendent for Instruction, and
the Director of Staff Development reported that their information needs did
not change over the implementation year. However, the Assistant

Superintendent for Secondary Schools indicated that as the end of ths year
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approached, there was a need to know the reaction of ailof the participants
to the program. This administrator also Indicated 2 need to t »w the effect
that the program had on the students. The reason for this Change in
information needs was that a determination had to bie made inMay of 1988
regarding the possible expanston of the program at the secondary level.

The Pilot Facilitator's information needs constantly changed
throughout the year Cue to the varfous external factors that were infiuencing
the program. ‘New information was needed to make decisions regarding the
adaptations in the program, to develop the training program for the staff, and
eventually to recommend the continuation of the program. This
administrator needed to know: the cc;mmltment of the Board toward the
program, the support of central office administrators, the commitment of
the building staff toward the program, the effect the program had on the
students, and the effect the program had on the staff.

The building administrators also indicated that there was a change .0
their specific information needs. These changes were; the effect of the
program on the staff and the students, the possible expansion of the program
for the second year, the amount of space and scheduling needs of the program
it expanded, and the expectations that the central office ha2 for them {7 the
program expanded.

These responses demonstrate that there were changes in the
information needs of those individuals who were most closely involved with
the actual implementation of the program and its possible expansion. Each of
these changes In information needs was directly related to program changes

and adaptations.



Data collection strategies that were used by Decision Makers.
The Assistant Superintendent for Secondary Schools relied on the

Pilot Faciiitator for information regarding the program. This was
accomplished through periodic informational meetings that were initiated by
the Pilot Facilitator. The Director of Staff Development was aiso a
participant in these formal meetings. In addition, copies of the three
interim reports that were sent to the Executive Assistant to the
Superintendent by the Pilot Facilitator were sent to the Assistant
Superintendent for Secondary Schools and the Director of Staff Development.

The building administrators rel_ied upon the staff of the building for
information regarding their needs. This was done through verbal
cornmunication with the Building Teacher Facilitator. A self designed
guestionnaire was sent by the principal to the teachers. The admlmz‘trators
also initiated verbal contacts with the teachers and the students, and they
re~eived verbal information regarding the pilot program from the Pilot
Facilitator. This latter information sharing was initiated by the Pilot
Faciliiator to keep the building administrators aware of the developments in
the p. s5ram and to collect thelr impressions of the status of we pilot
pros =m

e Pilot Facilitator also relted upon verbal communications with the
various participants in the program. In addition, he made regular
observations throughout the year. These Included both formal and Informal
_Interviews, meetings, and one-to-one discussions with the teaching staff of
the program. In addition, he used the instruments that were designed to
collect data for the current study as described in the methodology section of

this study.
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’ c C the Implemen

This study identified twenty eight key decisions that were made
between Spring of 1985 and April of 1988. Analysis of the twenty eight key
decisions that were made regarding the program shows that those made
between the Spring of 1985 and April of 1986 involved policy decisions
based on a district-wide needs survey. Subsequent decisions to April 1987
were made in the development of the pilot program by a district committee
for low achieving students with the final approval of the board. These
decisions were all made prior to the appointment of the Pilot Facilitator.

The decisions made from April 1987 to August 1988 were made after
the appointment of the Pilot Facilitator. Many of the decisions made during
this time period were the result of recommendations made by the Pilot
Facilitator based upon his research of the strategies that were to be
incorporated in the program. In addition to the decisions made by the
Facilitator regarding the program, a decision to make major administrative
changes in the pilot setting was made durir.3 this time period. This decision
marked the beginning of a series of events and situations that greatly
influenced the overall outcome of the implementation of the pilot program.

Finally, the decisions made between the period of August of 1987 and

April 1988 were ones that involved adaptations in the pilot program as a

result of the school's crowded environment and the late identification of
students and teachers who were inciuded in the program. These decisions
included the fina! design of the pilot program and the training that took place
for the teaching staff. Each of these decisions was based upon data that
were passed through the office of the Pilot Facilitator t¢ the of fic of the
Assistant Superintendent for Secondary Schools.

15
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At the district level a needs assessment provided the inftial
information to the district that resulted in the decision to address the needs
of low achfeving at risk students. Once the program proposal was submitted
to the board for-approval, no additional information was generated at this
level that directly affected the pflot program.

From the time that the Pilot Facilitator recefved the assignment to
monitor the implementation of the program, he began to request, generate,
and use information that greatly influenced the program. This information
was generated from two sources. At the central office level, he depended
upon the Assistant Superintendent fof Secondary Schools and the Director of
Start Development to provide him with information regarding available
funding for the program, central office support for the program, and
eventually the acceptance of his recommendation for the expansion of the
program at the pilot site. This information was used to provide information
regarding the program to the bullding staff members. It was also used by the
Facilitator to make decisfons regarding the training of the staff and the
modifications that were made in the pilot program that were essential for
its survival in the school.

The Pilot Facflitator also requested information from the buiiding
level personnel who were directly invoived in the program. This was done
verbally through a series of meetings with both the teachers and the
administrators. In addition, the bufiding Teacher Facilitator provided the
Pilot Facilitator with an ongoing verbal account of the status of the program.

This Information was used by the Pilot Facilitator to develop training for the

teachers, make the necessary modifications in the program to adapt to the
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specitic needs of the school during the implementation year, and to make the
recommendation to expand the program for the 1988-1989 school year at the
site.

The Pilot Facilitator also did his own review of the literature.and
attended conferences to develop data for decisions about curriculum and
instructtonal strategies and teacher training for the program. with one
exception, there existed a two way tlow of information between all levels of
decision-makers who were involved in the program, and these data passed
through the Ptlot Factlitator of the program. The one instance in which
there was a one way flow of information was from the Pilot Facilitator to
the Executive Assistant, and it is aséumed, on to the Superintendent. In fact,
the data indicate that the Superintendent may not have recefved ongoing
information regarding the program once he made the initial recommendation
for implementation of a program to meet the needs of low achieving students

at risk for dropping out of school.

CONCLUSIONS:

This case study identified factors, events, and situations which
attected the implementation of this pilot program. These included Himited
communication of information regarding the program, the use of data by
individual decision-makers that was specific to their own responsibilities
regarding the implementation of the program, the planning of an intervention
without the input of the individuals who would eventually be responsibie for
the program, and the emphasis of the district and school pilot site on thelr
own programmatic needs before focusing on the needs of the ptiot program.

if the factlitator of apilot program is not aware of the priorities, practices,
17
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and the factors that influence the implementation then new programs that
are supposed to address the specific needs of the district's clients will
continue to have their implementation restricted and possibly te made
inerfective. This case study exemplifies both of these possibilities. In
addition, districts will not be able to fairly judge the effectiveness of these

new intervention strategles.

COMMUNICATIONS

This study revealed that once the school year began and a modified
pilot program was in place, the flow of information {rom one level of
decision-makers to the next rarely took place. The Pilot Facilitator was the
only individual who transmitted information regarding the program from one
level of decision-makers to another. The case also revealed that written
information regarding the status of the program was only generated by the
Pilot Facllitator who sent it to the Executive Assistant to the
Superintendent. However, this study was unable to identify the path of this
information once it was sent to the Mxecutive Assistant. As reported in the
case, the Pilot Facilitator receivedno feedback regarding the pilot program
from administrators above the level of the Assistant Superintendent for
Secondary Schools. This example of incompiete communication exemplifies
the concept of a loosely coupled system as described in the literature. In
this loose coupling, decisions are made in isolation, without the data

avallable in the entire system and with littie sharing of the reasons for

those decisions.
At the school level, the Pilot Faciiitator received information

regarding the program from both the teachers and the administrators.

18
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During the the first six weeks of the year, this information was recetved In
the form of verbal reports from both the administrators and the teachers. As
the year progressed, the researcher used formal questionnaires and open
ended C-BAM Instruments td generate additional information regarding the
program. Formal interviews and the open ended C-BAM instruments
administered to the staff provided the most reliable data regarding their
perceptions and attitudes about the program. Informal discussions with the
staff usually ended In a series of complaints about the students or the
conditions of the School. Although Interesting, these discussions weére
neither reliable nor complete. The researchers therefore recommend that a
facilitator of a new program ir; a school setting structure his/her
interactions with the participants through the use of preplanned interviews
and or questionnaires. A standardized method of interaccing with the staff
tor Information gathering will eliminate Information that Is not essential
for the monitoring of the the program and assure that essential information
{s gathered. The open-ended C-BAM Instrument is an effective means of
collecting valuable Information. The teachers In this study had the
opportunity to reflect on the open ended question as well as to respond in a
thoughtsul written response. This provided the Pliot Facilitator with the
opportunity to ncte changes in attitude and concerns of individuals regarding
the implementatfon of the program. In addition, this method of collecting
clear consistent data is the most cost effective method used in this study.
This study also suggests that once the Superintendent received the
specific Information that he needed to recommend the implementation of the
pflot program that he no longer needed or used additlonal information. In

tact, once he made the decision to implement a pilot program he assigned the
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actual planning and implementation of the program to others in the
organization. Specifically this charge was given to the Assistant
Superintendent for Secondary Schools, the Director of Staff Development,
and the Pilot Facilitator. It is assumed that this delegation of authority 1s
necessary in a district this size due to the number of district initiatives
that must be undertaken to address the wide variety of needs found in the
system. The expectation that one individual would be able to monitor ail
district initiatives Is unreasonable. However, this need to delegate with
little subsequent feedback could leave the chief administrator less that
adequately informed about new programs in the district. Therefore, !n such
a system the superintendent needs .to implement a consistent and accurate
method of collecting key information and data regarding the implementation
of new programs. That method must require sharing information with those
individuals responsible for making other decisions regarding the programs.
That system should also provide him/her with accurate information
regarding the status of the program, the effect it is having upon the
students, the effect it is having upon the school, and finally the cost
effectiveness of the Intervention. The Superintendent risks being cut off
from vital information if he/she does not establish such a feedback 10op. In
fact, the very program that he/she has been responsible for initiating may
not be maintained due to apparent neglect. The actual implementor of
programs needs some regular feedback regarding judgments being made or
perception of the program by the chief school officers.
- There are a number of recommendations that If impiemented would
result In a better flow of communication between all levels of

decision-makers, as well as provide a systematic means to monitor the
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implementation of a new program in a school organization. The first of these
{s to develop a set of specific questions that are expected to be asked and
answered by key decisfon makers throughout the varfous phases of a
program's implementation. This set of questions 1s designed to provide a
standardized method of collecting data regarding the status of programs, as
well as providing tirose who are directily responsible for designing and
implementing the program with the expectations held by central office
administrators. These questions provide a focus of communication for the
specific decisfon-makers oi the new program.

These questions should be arranged into the following three
categories; 1) The design of the prodram, 2) the implementation phase, and 3)
the evaluation of the program. The major questions foilow. Gthers may need
to be added in specific settings.

Program Monitoring Questions

Stay gram P

i, What are the problems/goals/or priorities you are trying to
address through this program?

2 what literature, people, or organizations have you consulted to
collect information about what others have tried to meet the same or similar
concerns elsewhere?

3. Wwhat were the resulté of prior efforts, and what have those
2fforts recommended for use in the future?

4  How similar were the populations and the conditions, in the
settings you reviewed, to those in our setting?

S |f there were no prior efforts to note, what theory did you drav’ on

in your design?



6. 2. ‘What is the speciric design you are proposing?

b. How {5 each step In the design consistent with your findings, or
does 1t go beyond your findings from the literature and your studies of other
Similar programs?

¢. Who was consulted and involved in the design decistons? What
were disaenting opinfons, and how were these dealt with?

d. How were those who must implement the program involved In
fts design?

7. Wwhat conditions are needed to provide an adequate trial of the
design you zre proposing? What 1s the time line?

8. What skills, training, agreements, and decisions are necessary in
order to begin a fair Implementation of the program that you are
recommending?

9, What extra persons and resources will be needed to implement the
program design being suggested? Do those people need special skills? How
will these Individuals have the time to devote to the implementatton?

10. what will the program cost in each setting recommended, and
how long will it take to try, evaluate, and then replicate to all settings in
which 1t 15 needed?

I 1. wWhat data must be collected, (When, from whom, and by whom), to
make decisions to adjust, scrap, or extend the program?

12. who will analyze these data and report them reguiarly? who will
recelve these reports?

13.  who Is responsible for making continuation, expansion, or
scrapping decisfons? How will those persons be Informed so that their

deCisions have a solid base?
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14, How does the program deslgn as suggested meet the original
goals and priorities? Where the program as recommended does not meet the
priorities, Justify and explain the reasons.

1S. What signs and data will be used to discover whether and at what
rate the program Is beginning to meet its Intended goals?

I, Who is In charge of the implementation?

2. How are the steps in your fmpiementation sequenced so that the
program 15 phased Into existing settings and calendars?

3. How are the steps In your implementation sequenced so that all
resources are avatlaple when needed?

4 How s the fmplementation sequenced SO that late delivery of key
materials ¢~ training or other resources can be managed and still allow for
fair implementation?

5. How are the critical steps In the implementation identified and
monitored so that you know when there are problems to attend to?

6. How do those involved in the implementation know when they must
begin thelr part of the project?

7. What problems have you anticipated in the implementation? How
will you know when these problems are arising?

8. Who 1is responsible for monitoring the progress of the
implementation? What data will be collected and reported to the persons
responsible for the major decisions of the implementation? Wno will collect
and analyze these data so that decisions makers can make informed

decisions?
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9, What reedback loops to the implementor are butlt into your plan
(from the top decision makers) so that they know that the program still has
the support it needs to succeed?

{0, When may senlor decision makers expect data from the
implementation so that they may give feedback on their expectations and
concerns?

Evaluation

1. How do you know that the evaluation data from the implementation
phase and 1ts results are being collected and analyzed on time?

2 what implementation forms have been developed to display the
evaluation data so that decision makers can understand them and easily
{dentify the trends they show?

3. How will the data and the results from the project be shared with
the total system, the community, and other agencles 5o that others may
benefit from the profect results?

4, what groups will meet to analyze the data to advise to extend or
scrap the program? When will these meetings be called? who will call
them?

It the district in this case Study had had such a set of monitoring
questions, significant decision-maker< would have noticed that the original
secondary program did not fully address the board's priority at the beginning.
For example, the research on intervening with low achieving students states
that support from the home and community are essentfal in preventing
students from dropping out of school. In addition, the original mission

statement from the board Stated that the pilot programs that were
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impiemented were to have included home and Community intervention.

_ Because recommended perfodic monitoring of the piiot program beg‘nning

with the plannlng' did not exist, this critical part of the intervention was
left out of the program that was finally approved for implementation.
Finally, the superintendent should expect to receive information from
these questions relating to the roles and decisions made by other decision-
makers who are Involved in the Implementation of the pfiot program. As a
result of the answers to these questions, other decision makers would also
receive Information regarding the entire program in relation to their own
responsibflities. This would provide an overview of the status of the
progrem to all decision-makers and Would prevent decisiens from being made
in tsolatfon based on limited information. Therefore, it is recommended that
research used In planning, missfon statements/objectives for pilot
programs, role responsibflities, and financial accountability, management
detatls, and Instructional issues serve as a framework for designing these
questions which will guide administrators’ implementation of new programs.
In additfon to the set of questions for monitoring the information that
Is needed to make decisions, about an implementation, there is a need to
establish two disiinct monitoring paths when a new program {5 being pilot
tested.  One path woula focus on the management detalls of the
implementation of the program. The other path would monitor the
instructional component of the new program. The Information regarding each
of the areas would be collected by different individuals. Each of these

~ individuals would collect accurate data, that was not influenced by the other.

IT such a monitoring program had existed In the case study pilot program,
algnificant characteristics of potential student dropouts (i.e., having low

25

n"
-2



Self esteem, Students reeling that they have little control of their future,
perceiving that adults in the bullding don't care about them, feeling that the
discipline code of the school is unfair), could have been monitored. The
Individual responsiple for this monitoring would have noted that the program
was not rully addressing all of these characteristics of at risk students.
This Information would have been passed on to the facilitator and decisions
about program changes could have been considered.

These monitors could be teachers, bulldirg administrators, or central
ofrice administrators. The Individuals would then channel the colle.ted
information to a pllot facilitator. It is recommended that these data be
shared with the pilot facilitator on a regular basls especially at the
beginning of the implementation period. The independence of this monitoring
Increases the 1ikelthood of real trials of new programs.

There should be a facilitator for every pilot implementation of new
programs. This pllot facilitator depending upon the size and financial ability
of the district could be a teacher, a buflding administrator, or a central
office administrator. This individual should be appointed as soon as a
decision is made to address a specific Issue by designing and pflot testing a
program. This Individual should also be given a clear charge of
responsibilities which would include 211 of the expectations and limitations
established by central office administrators about the program The charge,
besides answering the program monitoring questions, would include funding
limits and political issues and concerns. With these guidelines, the
" Tacilitator would be able to 3515t In planning the prcgram and In monitoring
the Implementation process. In addition, he/she could also provide clear

support to the ptlot program's staff through training, regular observatfons
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and feedback sessions, and by providing materfals essentfal to the success of
the program. This facilitator would also be the Individual who would be
responsible for providing first hand information regarding the program to the
superintendent and other significant decision-makers.

It is also recommended that the facilitator of a pilot program have
deciston-making powers Clearly spelled out. In addition, he/she should be
consulted on decisions that may affect the implementation of the program.
It he/she 15 consulted he/she will be able to iInfluence decisions regarding
the program and the factors that influence its Implementation. As this
study descrites, the case study Pilot Facflitator had limited decision-making
power throughout the Implementatlbn year. He should have been directly
involved in the selection of the site, the selection of the teaching staff, and
the master scheduling with the other decisfon-makers associated with the
pilot program. He also had limited knowledge regarding the district's
commitment to the program. In addition, because of his status in the
organization, the Facilitator had little influence over decisions outside of
the program that had an Impact on it. Because of his other district
responsibilities, he had limited time to spend at the actual ptlot site. If a
facilitator had v..n consulted early, some of the factors that had direct
impact on this program could have been considered. With early appointment
and clear direction provided by a charge of responsibilities, seme if not all
of the factors that affected the program negatively could have been adjusted

and many negative effects might have been eliminated.
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Planning
Tne lterature on organizations suggests that when staff members are

directly involved in the planning and implementation of new programs, they
become invested in the program and strive to make It succeed. The district In
this case study has made an effort to incorporate this philosophy into its
process for program planning. However, when committee members who plan
are removed from the actual implementation site they do not usually
demonstrate the same level of commitment as those who are at the actual
site of implementat ion.

Since the literature supports the fact that effective program
impiementation begins with pianning and involves the individuals that will
implement the plan, it follows that the school which will act as the pilot
site should be directly involved in the planning of the actual piiot program.
Therefore, 1t is recommended that once the priority is identified, the piiot
site should also be fdentified. The staff of the pilot site and the facilitator
should then begin planning the intervention program. This process would aiso
eliminate the need for a facilitator to “sell” a faculty a preplanned program
in which they have no ownership. This early involvement weuld also allow
the planning time to become part of the orientation and training of the staff.

Implem cntation of new programs

School districts race two enormous and often conflicting tasks. The
rirst of these tasks s to manage the existing program. The second task
) facing our schools {s the probiem of reform efforts as new needs arise for

various at risk groups.
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in this case study, thé immediate concern of this district was to
meet the ongoing needs of the district and the case study school. This
concern must be addressed. However, malntenénce of the ongoing school
program was accomplished at the expenseé of the pilot program. The
immediate needs of this district were S0 compelling that the ptlot program
could not be implemented in the site chosen with the conditions present
which were critical to its original design. As a result, the pilot which was
designed to meet the needs of a group of "at risk .wdents was not really
tested and the school was disrupted at the same time. This creates an
ineffective way to measure the SUCCESS Of failure of strategies involved in
the intervention. .

In this case, external factors such as a new administrative team,
crowded conditions in the school, and the lack of sufficient teachers to staff
the program, all led to constant modification and adaptations of the program
within the school environment. it pllot programs are to be more than a band
ald attempt to quickly address an 1Ssue or 2 problem, a commitment must be
made to insure that a ptiot program has an environment and support from the
district to sufficiently test its intervention strategies. This case study
leads to the conclusion that minimum conditions for tmplementation must be

defined and ensured before real trials should begin.
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