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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

School-Based Management/Shared Decision-Making (SBM/SDM) in New
York City, rests on the conviction that we can improve schools by giving school
professionals and parents the flexibility to develop local solutions for local problems.
As Chancsilor Joseph A. Fernandez has written, "It puts educational decisioris about
specific children into the hands of the people who know them best,” and gives them
the resources and the discretion needed to carry out these decisions.

Shared decision-making goes hand in hand with school-based management --
a form of decentralization that shifts planning, program implementation, and
accountability to the individual school. It attempts to strike a balance between school
autonomy and central office control. While the research literature often discusses
school-based management and shared decision-making as two distinct administrative
concepts, in New York City these terms are currently linked together with regard to
applying shared decision-making as a management approach in schools.

Accountability is critical to this approach. By encouraging SBM/SDM,
educators link two cardinal principles: a school system must require school staff to
accept responsibility for student outcomes; but a school system cannot ask school
staff to accept responsibility for results if it does not involve them in the decision-
making process.

In New York City, “school-based planning* as an administrative approach has
been an important component of Basic School Staffing (BSS), a large-scale program
introduced in 1987-88. The BSS program seeks to rebuild instructional support
services in elementary and middle schools through a planning process based at
individual schools.

This report fulfills part of the BSS evaluation requirements. It also serves as &
research base for the introduction of SB#/SDM into New York City's public schools.
It does not treat shared decision-making in isolation, however; rather, it addresses
the topic in the framework of Effective Schools Research (ESR) and related school
improvement literature.

AN HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

Before the 1980s, most schools identified as effective evolved from the
dedicated but “groping" efforts of a principal or other schocl leader, or a small group
of leaders. Beginning about 1980, efforts to create unusually effective schools on a
planned basis proliferated rapidly throughout the United States.

Effective schools advocates based their efforts in part on research that showed
the key role of shared decisicn-making in developing staff motivation and
commitment. They began to emphasize faculty involvement in initial planning as a




wey to help a large number of schools become more effective. In this way, the |
effectivé schools model led to a greater stress on school-based planning and shared
decision-making.

I': New York City, a formal mechanism for SBM/SDM was introduced, on a
limitec' -.ale, with the School Improvement Project (SIP) in the late 1970s. While
prom(:.13 the characteristics known to be associated with effective schools, SIP
introdi.2+.  school-based planning groups representing participating schools’
CONS* by " 138,

In 1987-88, New York City's Board of Education established the Basic School
Staffing (BSS) program to raise staffing levels in the City’s public schools over a
five-year period to the standard prevailing elsewhere in New York State. in 1989-90,
the program is in its third year; since its inception, "school-based pianning* has been
critical to its design and implementation.

In January 188C, Joseph A. Fernandez took office as Chancelior the New York
City Board of Education, and announced that his administration would make School-
Based Management/Shared Decision-Making the driving force of educational reform.
He wrote: "Over time, School-Based Management/Shared Decision-Making can bring
creativity back into our classrooms by infusing the principle of teacher/parent

ownership into every aspect of the educational process" (The Chancellor's Budget
Request for 1990-G1, p.1).

2. Fernandez announced that his administration would begin laying the
grcundwork for this approach immediately, with a view toward introducing it into
some schools in September, 1990.

SBM/SDM AND EFFECTIVE SCHOOLS RESEARCH

The Effective Schools Research (ESR) model is an approach to school
improvement that holds promise for children in disadvantaged situations because it
offers a mechanism for identifying and supporting instructional environments and
strategies to enhance learning for students with special needs. Programs that adhere
to the formal ESR model share three key attributes. They are committed to quality
and equity; they are research-based; and they are data-driven.

Many studies of effective schools projects suggest that most of the decisions
and actions needed for significant improvement must be reached and implemented at
the school level. Some point to key attributes of effective schools that are related to
SBM/SDM: faculty cohesion; faculty input in decision-making; and an emphasis on
problem-solving.

The research also establishes a link between school-based planning and )
stronger accountability. Administrators who solicit faculty input in planning are more
likely to insist on vigorous adherence to resulting policies.




CONCLUSIONS

This report addresses four major issues in the effective schools movement that
bear directly on SBM/SDM projects: the teacher’s voice; district/central ieadership;
parent/community involvement; and mission. It then draws general conclusions
about the planning process.

The Teacher's Voice

* There is a great deal of support for making teachers key players
in school reform. But thera has been little research to guide
principals and teachers in collaborative planning efforts.
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* Nationally, most teachers take part in textbook selection and
curriculum planning, but play virtually no role in crucial decisions
on budget, staff, and school policy.
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*

Greater teacher participation is not inconsistent with
administrative action and initiative at the superintendent or
principal level.
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* If initiatives are too fast, or too radical, and run counter to

teachers' perceived self-interest, they may prove

¥ counterproductive.

g

% Parent munity Involvement

f * Narrowing the gap between students’ experiences at home and
: in the classroom is a major challenge facing policy-makers.

. * Parent adv.sory committees are widespread, but there is little
: evidence that these groups hold meaningful decision-making
3 power.

* Successful SBM/SDM hinges on a judicious mixture of autonomy
on the part of the planning group, and a measure of leadership
from the central office -- a kind of “directed autonomy.”

° * Leadership and support from central decision-makers (and, in

projects with state government participation, from state officials)
are vital to success.
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Effective schools researchers stress the importance of
district/central leadership in setting the mission, priorities, and
directions for successful change.

District/central planners must strike a balance between two
objectives: to foster change at the school level, thair plan must
address needed changes in district policies and programs; but
they must stop short of mandating what each school must do in
its improvement plan.

Change is most likely to take hold when it combines elements of
“bottom-up* planning with *top-down" stimulation, guidance, and
support.

Today, the effective schools movement has shifted from a
school-by-school approach to a district/citywide model.

This model builds upon the notion of a district/central plan that
supports school change, but assumes that change requires the
alignment of policies, programs, and procedures beyond the
control of a single school.

Ideally, the district/central office acts decisively to provide general
direction, and at the same time gives sufficient technical and
financial assistance to allow successful program implementation.

When central decision-makers abdicate responsibility for helping
schools implement mandates, the result is *non-implementation,”
“iliusory implementation," or “phantom implementation.*

Articulating the district/central and school mission is a primary
consideration.

Organizational researchers agree that a complex organization like
a school cannot have multiple missions; one must emerge as

primary.

Early in the planning process, participants must address key
questions that ray appear self-evident, but often cause
confusion: how are they defining SBM/SDM? What end result
are they trying to achieve?
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The Decision-Making Process

*

Research and practice suggest the following broad guidelines for shared
decision-making:

Include representatives of all groups -- e.g., administrators, teachers,
parents -- who have a stake in the outcome on the planning team.

Establish ground rules for team decision-making.

Keep issues related to improving instruction high on the agenda.
Base plans for improvement on solid information.

Keep improvement goals sharply focused.

Use rigorous, sound methods to monitor student achievement criteria.

Allow for substantial staff development time, building it into the regular work
day whenever possibie.

Participants in the planning process are most effective when they
are given wide latitude in implementing curriculum and instruction
at the classroom and school levels.

The success of SBM/SDM hinges on the availability of
substantial, appropriate training and technical assistance, both for
teachers and administrators.

Members of school-based planning committees need adequate
time, both to develop planning procedures and to hammer out
and monitor action plans -- especially if they are considering
ideas that may conflict with state or district policy.

If they are to move decisively to change instructional
programming, planning committees need discretion to allocate
resources for priority areas.

Be realistic about the need for technical assistance.
Avoid strategies that bureaucratize your initiatives.

Seek out materials, methods, and implementation strategies that have
proven successful elsewhere.

6)
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The practice of shifting the locus of educational decision-making to the

individual school building is described through several closely related concepts:

school-based planning, shared clecision-making, and school-based management.

AR,

Throughout the research literature, these three terms are often used inierchangeably

i to describe various acpects of decision-making and management processes

occurring at the local school level.
In this report, we generally use the term Shared Decision-Making/School-

Based Planning (SDM/SBM) because we believe it provides the most comprehensive

S R e R I L

description of the overall process taking place within an individual school ar.d

because it reflects the philosophy and program guiding school reform today in New

AR SR e

York City. To provide a clear context for our discussion, the following paragraphs

define our understanding of these key terms.

SHARED DECISION-MAKING

School-based planning may refer to decisions made at the school level by a
: single principal or administrator; it does not necessarily denote a consultative
: process. In contrast, consultation among school professionals and parents is clearly

critical to shared decision-making.

in addition, school-based planning tends to focus attention on curriculum

i o planning, whereas shared decision-making extends to all of the key domains of

? decision-making. This includes not only the teaching process, but also resource
%s . allocation; work allocation; and policy-making, such as grading policy, reporting

2\ procedures, student rights, performance evaluation. and staff hiring (Conley 19889).
33 o
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The focus on shared decision-making is part of the *second wave* of schoo!
reform, in which attention shifted from state-leve! initiatives to restructuring the system
by which local schools are run (Cistone 1883). The emphasis, in recent school
refcrm efforts, on defining and shifting the locus of educational decision-making
reflects a long tradition, in organizational science, of looking at organizations as
decision-making entities (Conley 1989). It reflects the growing consensus -- in private
enterprise as well as public institutions -- that top-down, bureaucratic forms of
mariagement are not effective (Cooper 1989). Shared decision-making implies
shared leadership, meaning “that all members in an organzation are encouraged to

participate in decisions that affect them" (Regional LAB Reports, March 1989).

H -BASED MANAGEMENT/SHARED DECISION-MAKING

Shared decision-making goes hand in hand with school-based management, a
form of decentralization that shifts planning, program implementation, and
accountability to the individual school, and ensures that school professionals and
parents have the concrete resources and assistance they need to carry out these
roles.

SBM/SDM attempts to strengthen the role of stakeholders through shared
information and greater involvement in decision-making. It attempts to strike a
balance between school autonomy and central office control (Land and Walberg
1989).

SBM/SDM has been most closely identified with Dade County Florida, where it
was introduced in the mid-1980s by Superintendent Joseph Fernandez. However, its

origins date back to 1971 and Florida’s Citizen’s Committee on Education. This

2

12

i

,;
v;;,"!
R sk

R L A PT




s :{\}gﬁg}ivﬁq?mggr;&@,:.:;».W [ R R P NN - s

group concluded that the "complexity" of educational problems are best handled
whera and when instruction occurs"(cited in Rosow and Zager 1989, p. 147), and
that educational decisions -- including decisions about the use of educational funds --

be made at the school levsl, rather than in the central office.

Today, there is a growing consensus that SBM/SDM is a key to revitalizing
American education. It has been endorsed by both community groups é@nd by

leading associations of school administrators, teachers, and school boards.

TABILITY

Accountability lies at the heart of school reform (Cavazos 1989). SBM/SDM is
a means to an end: a rigorous accountability system is needed 1o guarantee that
educational programs actually improve achievement (Fernandez 1990).

SBM/SDM links two cardinal principles: a school system must require school
staff to accept responsibility for student outcomes; however, a school system cannot
ask school staff to accept responsbility for results if it does not not involve them in
the decision-making process.

in the context of SBM/SDM, decision-making, at any level, must be data-
driven. While the educational literature emphasizes teacher participation in decision-
making, it has surprisingly little to say about increasing teachers’ access to timely
information. SBM/SDM calls for a direct connection between assessment and
planning. Achievement data drive planning, so that new programs target

. demonstrated areas of weakness and build on known strengths (Fernandez 1930).

Before instituting SBM/SDM in any school, a school system must be prepared to give
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studsnt need.

if schools aré going to be held accountable for results, they must have the

tools and inforimation they need to address these kev questions: On the basis of -

hard achievement data, what do we know about the specific needs of our students?
Which outcomes do we most value? Does our prngram of curriculum and instruction

address those outcomes, while meeting all mandates? If not, how can we change ;

0 S P  R h 5 ER U e Pl :h:.'va: Y EAY

that program? Which goals shall we pursue? What resources and support do we

#

need to ensure success?

Finally, are studentis in our schools achieving the results we seek? If not, how

YR RIS (AN 2 b

can we make our school more effective? And are all groups of students benefitting

equally from our programs? If not, how can we ensure equity?

By addressing these critical questions, local planners forge strong links

between shared decision-making and shared responsibility.

THE BASIC SCHOOL STAFFING PROGRAM

In New York City, school-based planning and consultation was specified as a
critical component of Basic School Staffing (BSS), a large-scale program introduced
in 1887-88 Conceived as a strategy to create more effective schools, the BSS
program sought to rebuild instructional support services in elementary and middle
schools through a planning process based at the individual school level.

The BSS proposal called for a two-pronged evaluation: first, a literature-based
review of issues in school-based planning; and second, a field study of program
implementation. This report is intended to meet the first requirement. At the same

time, it serves as a research base for policy development as we move toward
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SBM/SDM in New York City’s public schools.’
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This report surveys current issues in SBM/SDM, but it does not treat that topic

AN

L2l

e in isolation. Rather, it takes a broader approach, reflecting the fact that SBM/SDM

is embedded in & multi-faceted reform program. It is one element in a process that
aims to create the positive climate that students need to succeed, and that educators
need to improve ther schools.

SBM/SDM is closely linked with a cluster of educational initiatives that together
constitute a strategy of active collaboration, giving educators and consumers the
discretion and resources they need to create effective, responsive, distinctive
schools. In the history of New York City's educational policy, shared decision-making
is inextricably tied to movements for school improvement, shared accountability, and
decentralization.

For all of these reasons, we have placed our review of SBM/SDM in the
framework of Effective.School Research (ESR) and related school improvement
literature. Each chapter addresses different aspects and issues pertinent to
SBM/SDM, specifically:

* Chapter 1 provides a historical perspective of school-based planning in
New York City;

* Chapter Il contextualizes the relationship of SBM/SDM within the effective
schools research;

* The field study evaluation report, “Basic School Staffing (BSS) Program 1987-88
and 1988-89", is also available from the Office of Research, Evaluation and

) Assessment.
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* Chapter iil outlines some of the major issues involved in SBM/SDM;

* Chapter IV addresses implementation issues and offers a practical
guide for participants interested in implementing SBM/SDM; and

* Chapter V summarizes the conclusions of this report.
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I. AN HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE:
SCHOOL-BASED PLANNING IN NEW YORK CITY

As Edward B. Fiske recently wrote in the New York Times, “Public education
in the United States has traditionally been viewed as a national interest, a state
responsibility, and a local enterprise” (June 7, 1989). Centralized decision-making
has not always been a given; indeed, for much of America’s history, local or iay
control of schools was the rule, rather than the exception.

This section recounts the recent history of school-based planning in New York

City, placing these initiatives in the context of the effective schools movement.

FEECTIV H THRUST

The effective schools thrust is so basic to today’s reform efforts that one easily
forgets how recent a phenomenon it is. Before the 1980s, most schools identified as
effective evolved from the dedicated but “groping" efforts of a principal or other
schoo! leader, or a small group of leaders.

By the early 1980s, educators were unwilling to wait for a few highly successf.!i
schools to spring haphazardly from the unplanned efforts of an exceptional or
maverick principal, and began to seek out strategies for systematically enhancing
effectiveness. Beginning about 1980, efforts to create effective schools on a planned
basis proliferated rapidly throughout the United States. In most cases, such efforts
have taken shape as multi-school projects which, to some extent, recognized the
participating school building as the fundamental unit for bringing about improvement.

Effective schools advocates based their efforts in part on research that showed

the key role of shared decision-making in developing staff motivation and

17
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commitment (Purkey and Smith 1983; Taylor 1984; Mace-Matluck, n.d.). They began

to emphasize faculty involvement in initial planning as a way to help a large number
of schools become more effective. In this way, the effective schools model led to a

greater stress on school-based planning and shared decision-making.

S LT TRt T30 oo D] S £ 5 sl £RHL I G IR L S Db r
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Tt!E NEW YORK CITY SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

In New York City, today’s commitment to broader participation in educational

5. r_san:ik."z::—{h‘;; 4ok AR AR
. . 1

decision-making has roots in the late 1960s. The citywide decentralization plan
adopted in 1969 responded to the public demand for a strong community role in

shaping educational policy. But while locally elected school boards did indeed set

IR L i S 6T (L, g

policy for their districts in critical areas, the structures and processes for local

Ay

decision-making were seldom put into place at the school level.

s oA

By

A formal mechanism for school-based planning was introduced, on a limited

23

scale, with the New York City School Improvement Project, which grew out of the

work of Ronald Edmonds in the 1970s. A prominent rasearcher and co-founder of

ALt Sy 1

the Effective Schools Research model of school improvement, Edmonds isolated five
characteristics of schools where achievement was high, and where that achievement

was equitably distributed across the student population (Edmonds 1978). These

“correlates" of effactive schools included:

B Y o R N L I S Ve

Strong administrative leadership

Emphasis on basic skills

An orderly school climate

Ongoing assessment of pupil progress
High expectations for student achievement

* % % » »

In 1978, Edmonds was invited to put his ideas to work in the New York City
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Schools, first as Senior Assistant for Instruction and later as Deputy Chancellor for
Instruction. As his research was put into practice, the New York City School
Improvement Project (SIP) took shape. Founded upon the conviction that "all
chiidren can learn," SIP was “intended to demonstrate that it is possible anytime,
anywhere to intervene in a school" (Edmonds 1982).

In addition to focusing on the five correlates, the proposal for SIP incorporatad
school-based management and designated a special role for school liaisons or
facilitators. The aim was “to help participating schools improve their instructional
effectiveness through school-based planning groups representing the school
constituencies" (Canner and Guttenberg 1984).

In fall 1979, ten public elementary schools chose to pilot the SIP program
(Clark and McCarthy 1983). Four of the original ten schools subsequently chose not
to continue, but by 1983, an additional 19 elementary schools had joined the project.
Participation was later extended to the high schools. Although a follow-up study of
these original SIP schools has not been conducted, the program continues in many
schools throughout New York City.

To recount the history of SIP or evaluate its impact is beyond the scope of this
report. But since it was the New York City’s first formal adoption of school-based
planning and shared decision-making, this excerpt from an early evaluation summary

merits citation:



o,

ey
’f:%:“.'i?;, i »‘x,"

o

IR AR DY

R A,

BRSPS B,

PRSP G 10 AT B B

R T sy s P e cion e

Ay PYIRE LR A B

TSt

S

s

HIREY

A

e

The New York City's School Improvement Project demonstrates that
when schools rigorously implement activities that address the Edmonds
factors, gains in student achievement and staff attitudes can be made.
However, there is no magic formula or set of prescribed activities that
will automatically lead to increased effectiveness at low-achieving urban
schools. Systematic and skillful application over a period of time
sufficient for reai institutional change to occur is required. (Canner and
Guttenberg 1984).

SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT INITIATIVES IN THE EARLY 19805

In the 1980s, educational reform moved to the top of the nation’s political
agenda, and support for school improvement intensified. On the national level, a
number of widely-cited studies sparked concern about the quality of education in the
United States. These include: A Nation at Rigk, the 1983 Report of the National
Commission on Excellence in Education; A Nation Prepared, the Carnegie Report on
the Task Force on Teaching as a Profession; and Time for Results, the 1986 report
issued by the National Governors Association. in its 1989 regort, A Time for
Assertive Action, the New York State Education Department echoes this concern.

On the state level, the New York Board of Regents issued its Regents Action

Plan in 1882. This was followed in 1984 by a series of state-mandated reforms,

including:
* more rigorous high school academic achievement requirements;
* public disclosure of student performance on designated

indicators; and

* the identification of low-performing schools which were then
required to initiate school-based planning through a program of
school improvement.

Late in 1985, the New York City Schools’ Chancellor announced a citywide

policy of school improvement, calling for dramatic changes in the public school

10
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system, including provisions for closing or reorganizing schools which failed to meet
minimum academic performance standards. The city and state governments made
resources available to bolster guidance services, support dropout prevention

programs, reduce class size, and increase remediation efforts. The plan gave

P I el

low-performing schools three years to show significant improvement on selected

win Ry,

indicators.

In December 1985, a Commission on Minimum Standards was established to

A ettt s

set the standards that would guide future improvement efforts in New York City public

ni ek

schools.

RV

I L STAFFING PROGRAM

A IO o e Y

in 1987-88, New York City's Board of Education received $20 million from the
City Council and the Board of Estimate to rebuild instructional support services in
elementary and middle schools. The initiative -- Basic School Staffing (BSS) -- sought
immediately to "strengthen instructional support by hiring additional subject
specialists, library, guidance, attendance, training and supervisory staff to be
assigned to individual schools" (Green 1988). The initiative's long-range goai was to
raise staffing levels in the City’s public schools over a ﬁve-yéar period to the standard
prevailing elsewhere in New York State.

The BSS initiative was conceived as a resource strategy for school
improvement, and school-based consultation and planning, including shared
decision-making, was critical to its design and implementation. School-based
planning processes and committees already in place in a school were required to
play a key role in determining local staffing needs. Where no such process or

11
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structure was in place, the BSS initiative required that a school-based consultation

and planning process be implemented. Chancellor Green anticipated that “every
elementary and middle schoo! in New York City would see a tangible gain in staff and
services that would be tiie product of local planning and consuttation® (Memorandum

of May 6, 1988).

THE FERNANDEZ ADMINISTRATION: SBM/SDM IN NEW YORK CITY

When he took effice in January, 1990, Chancellor Joseph Fernandez set a new
agenda for the school system. To improve student performance, he introduced
SBM/SDM as a central policy and process in New York City’s public schools,
committing all of the energies and resources of the central administration to
supporting this transformation.

Shared decision-making is a critical component of SBM/SDM, which insists on
local, collaborative planning. This planning process is designed to sharpen schools’
focus on their students’ particular learning styles, interests, languages and cultures,
and their specific strengths and weaknesses. It emphasizes locally-designed
services, making it possible for a school to respond to the needs of all of its students,
including those with special needs such as giftedness, handicapping conditions or
limited English proficiency. Local planning efforts also allow schools to help students
deal with critical issues such as substance abuse, homelessness, teen pregnancy, or
child abuse.

The new policy recognizes that without intensive, focused professional
development and parental support, SBM/SDM cannot work. The process of

translating SBM/SDM intc day-to-day practice therefore begins with these support
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services. They are now underway, with a view toward implementiig SBM/SDM in
over 100 schools in September 1990. Along with increased decision-meking
autonomy, SBM/SDM schools will also be accountable for achieving the instructional
goals they have set. A formal documentation of the SBM /SDM initiative ‘will be
conducted to provide regular feedback to all participants. As noted in Chancellor
Fernandez's Special Circular No. 41, 1989-1990, this will include formal evaluations of
technical assistance activities, attitude surveys of planning team members, and

formative evaluations of school-based activities.
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. SCHOOL-BASED MANAGEMENT/SHARED DECISION-MAKING
AND EFFECTIVE SCHOOLS RESEARCH
School-based management -- and its critical collaborative planning component
-- is a central issue that educators are considering as they work to create settings

conducive to student success and school improvement. We therefore begin our
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discussion of relevant research with a review of effective schools research, as it
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relates to school-based planning and shared decision-making.

Numerous studies conducted over the last decade document substantial

4 AL A
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improvement at schools that have taken part in effective schools projects, or similar
school improvement efforts (McCormack-Larkin and Kritek 1982; Eubanks and Levine
1983; Taylor 1984; Gauthier, Pecheone, and Shoemaker 1985; Lezotte and Bancroft
1985; Everson, Scolay, Fabert. and Garcia 1986; Nagel 1986; Groom 1989; Murphy

* 3 e g s 3

and Waynant 1989). These studies shed light on implementation of the Effective

IO

Schools Research model, and identify critical issues in the planning of a multi-school

project.

FEECTIVE SCH RESEAR L

The Effective Schools Research (ESR) model is an approach to school
improvement that holds promise for children in disadvantaged situations because it
offers a mechanism for identifying and supporting instructional environments and
strategies to enhance learning for children with special needs.

As an extension of Ron Edmonds’ original research, a further set of seven
“correlates” has been developed by Gauthier (1982, 1985), Shoemaker (1982:198),
Villanova (1984), and others involved in the Connecticut School Effectiveness Project.

14
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These correlates have become closely associated with the ESR model. They include:

Opportunity to learn and attention to student time on task
Frequent monitoring of student progress :
Positive home-school relations

* Safe and orderly environment

* Clear school mission

* Instructional ieadership -
* High expectations for success

*

*

*

Of course, virtually every major educational program seeks to create more
effective schools, and pursues at least some of the objectives listed above. But

programs that adhere to the formal ESR model share three key attributes. They are:

*  Committed to quality and equity: They focus both on quality of
education and equality of educational opportunity. To be
considered “effective” or “improving,” a school must be able to
demonstrate that its educational program meets both criteria.

* Research-based: They rest on a solid foundation of research.
The various ESR programs across the nation are based -- in
terms of content and process -- on the effective schools and
effective teaching research that has evolved over the last 15
years. In addition, these programs draw upon three related
bodies of research: effective staff development; organizational
development in education; and planned change programs.
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empirical data. In the process of introducing planned change,
measurable or observable evidence is given more wsight than
subjective professional judgments. These data are used to
determine when teachers, classrooms, or schools have met
pre-set standards.

i
; * Data-gdriven: Decision-making at the school level is informed by

These attributes set ESR-based programs apart from other approaches to school

improvement.

SBM/SDM AND THE ESR MODEL

Studies of effective schools projects support the premise that the individual

15
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schoo! building is the key unit for bringing about educational innovation. They

1

suggest that most of the myriad decisions and actions needed for significant

improvement must be reached and implemented at the school level (Edmonds 1979,

Brookover, et al. 1982; Austin 1985; Lezotte and Bancroft 1985). Other studies point

P AP L IR TEY

to key attributes of effective schools that are related to shared decision making.

TIPS A O P g DTN S Y R N

Faculty members t effective schools are committed to a school-wide mission ’
of academic improvement for all students. Compared to faculties in iess effective }
§ schools, they tend to be more cohesive, and achieve greater consensus regarding
ff the organization’s goals and problem-solving priorities. ?
”" Communication among faculty members tends to be stronger &t effective
schools -- both fostering and reflecting a collaborative, cooperative approach to
‘E’ improvement efforts. Extensive analyses by Furkey and Smith (1983), Taylor (1984),
% Rosenholtz (1985), Fuller and Izu (1986), Cohen (1988), and others show that
X cohesion and consensus are particularly important in organizations where staff are
§ challenged to accomplish a number of difficult and sometimes conflicting goals; —1
v where the means to accomplish these goals are not clear; and where external as well
h as internal considerations tend to cloud goals and fragment improvement efforts.
:1 Many analysts also believe that collegiality is a key factor in improving cohesion and
; communications, identifying and solving problems, and bolstering other aspects of
; effectiveness (Little 1882; McCormack-Larkin and Kritek 1882). In summary, ¢* idies
% of effective schools observe that their faculties tend to exhibit these *five C's’.

cohesion; consensus on goals; collaboration; collegiality; and superior

YRS

communications. Indeed, numerous researchers conclude that these charac teristics

16

A,

Yot
o]
e,



A T S S
e T L O P

account, in large measure, for a school’s success (Armor 1976; Wilder 1977; Clancy
1882; Jackson 1982; Sizsmcre, Brossard, and Harrigan 1983; Taylor 1984).
Faculty Input in Decision-Maki

In recent years, educators at every level of public education have called for
greater teacher input in decision-making as an important step toward strengthening
the profession and revitalizing the schools. The Dade County, Florida and the
Rochester, New York school systems are two of the largest and best-known efforts
that foster SBM/SDM.

In New York City, school-based decision-meking is an integral part of the
United Federation of Teachers/Board of Education contract. If 75 percent of a
school's staff agree on a school improvement plan addressing local needs,
contractual requirements can be waived. This “school-based options" provision was
exercised by 30 schools in 1988-89.

The literature indicates a sound basis for engaging teachers in planning.
Numerous researchers have found that effective schools rank high on facutty ingat in
decision-making (Borger, Lo, Oh, and Walberg 1985). A study conducted in San
Diego County, for example, reported that unusually effective schools scored high on
collaboration in problem-solving (Pollack, Watson, and Chrispeels 1987). Eight
thousand miles away, in inner-city London, researchers found that students made the
greatest strides in schools where "the deputy and/or teaching staff were involved in
decisions about the allocation of pupils and of teachers to classes" (Mortimore
1987:225).

Principals of effective urban schaols in Phi Deita Kappa case studies (Duckett
1980) had established mechanisms to provide staff input. Extensive shared
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decision-making was likewise characteristic of an effective school studied by New
York researchers (State of New York 1974).

The link between shared decision-making and accountability was noted by
Jackson (1982), who compared two effective schools with two less effective scheols.
Principals at the more effective schools were more likely to solicit faculty input in the
planning process, but then insisted more vigorously on adherence to resulting
policies.

The research suggests that high levels of faculty input may constitute the key
vehicle for change in the absence of strong leadershig, or when other improvement
initiatives have failed. But shared decision-making is unlikely to succeed in isolation;
serious attention must be paid to other effective school correlates as well.

m is on lem-Solvin

The case-study literature shows that administrators and teachers at effective
schoois are oriented to problem-solving, and have strong skills in this area, as well as
a willingness to change existing practices and implemen: more effective approaches
(e.g., Doll 1969; Brookover, et. al. 1979; Levine and Stark 1931; Sizemore, Brossard
and Harrigan 1983; Taylor 1984). Their attitude appears to be: "if what we are doing
is not working for students, particularly low achievers, we will identify the obstacles

we face and try something else that ma / overcome them."
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IIl. MAJOR ISSUES IN SBM/SDM

Public education has entered a period of change and experimentation. Today,
there is widespread, growing acceptance of the notion that schools profit
tremendously from increased teacher participation in fundamental reform -~ including
site-level planning (of which SBM/SDM is an example). And more and more, that
theory is becoming practice.

Proposals for programs that give teachers a greater voice in school-level

f AR AT,

planning vary widely: at one end of the continuum are relatively modest projects that

)¥3

A3

involve teachers in fairly marginal decisions; at the other end are radical efforts that

IR S

o

give teachers primary or sole responsibility for re-designing virtually every aspect of

,.,
3

their schools, with few constraints and little or no regard to historical precedent for

RS SRE EHERZ

budget allocation, class size, or contractual rules.

The scope of this report does not allow for a comprehensive analysis of such
proposals and experiments. (Some are discussed at length in other sources, such
as Clune and White 1988; Conley, Schmidle, and Shedd 1988; and White 1988.)
However, we can review five major issues in the effective schools movement that

have particular relevance to SBM/SDM projects: the teacher’s voice; district/central

SRS, p (i,
RPN TR

leadership; parent/community involvement; mission; and the planning process. The

first four are discussed in this chapter; the planning process is covered in the

HIE

following chapter.

THE TEACHER'S VQICE
What roles should be assigned to the principal and teachers, and what kinds
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of resources do they need to succeed? As we have noted, in the past, effective
schools have generally evcived from the innovative efforts of an exceptional principal
or individual leader. Unquestionably, the principal's instructional leadership is a
major factor in improving schools. However, educational reformers recognize even
the most talented benefit from collaboration with parents and teachers, who have
most specific knowledgs of students’ educational needs, and that all principals can
ba far more effective if teachers are fully committed to fundamental changes.
Accordingly, there is a great deal of support for proposals to strengthen the decision-
making role of

teachers, making thern key players in school reform. Unfortunately, there has been
little research to guide principals and teachers -- to help them define their rcles or
learn how to function -- as they work together to plan and implement improvement
efforts (Conley, Schmidle, and Shedd 1988).

Most effective schools projects have used some kind of decision-making
commiittee or cabinet, including the principal and elected or appointed teacher
representatives. Frequently, parents or representatives of the community and/or
external organizations are also included, as are students at the secondary level.
Such committees are often useful -- sometimes even indispensable -- components in
planning (Kopple 1985). But beyond this generalization, research provides few clues
as to the optimal size fcr a planning group, how it should operate, or the
mechanisms it might use to involve the entire faculty, such as votes or membership
on subcommittees.

For example, research provides no specific guidelines fcr dividing or
distributing decision-making among administrators or teachers: it is & matter for
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reasonable, well-intentioned people to sort out. Most often, guidelines will vary a
great deal from district to district, and even from school to school, dapending on the
shared values of the people involved and of their school’s culture (T aylor 1984).

The literature on teacher empowerment raises a number of difficult, related

Questions:

1o 0 h | k ision

Recently, the Carnegie Foundation contacted some 40,000 public school
teachers in all 50 states to determine the extent of teacher involvement in educational
decision-making. More than haf of these teachers completed the survey, and the
resulting study, issued in 1988, was the most comprehensive evar conducted in this
area (The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, September 1988).

The survey found that most teachers take part in textbook selection and
curriculum planning, but play virtually no role in crucial decisioiis on budget, staff,
and school policy. Across the nation, teachers reported particularly little input in
setting promotion and retention policies, deciding school budgets, evaluating ieacher
performance, selecting new teachers, or selecting new administrators. They were
somewhat more likely to play a role in setting standards for student behavior,
deciding whether students are tracked into special classes, and designing staff
development and in-service programs.

In his introduction to the study, Ernest Boyer characterized teachers as

“front-row spectators in a reform movement in which the signals are being called by

governors, legislators, state education officials -- those who are far removed from the

field of action."




rs or ini mi I

First, while some researchers lay stress on empowering teachers by providing
them with more decision-making authority, others underscore the importance of
administrative action and initiative, at the superintendent and/or principal level, in
school improvement (Leiberman 1988). These findings are not necessariy
contradictory, for decision-making in organizations is not a zero-sum game. Greater
teacher participation does not necessarily reduce the power of administrators
(Tannenbaum 1968; Pecheone and Shoemaker 1984).

hers’ self-interest?

A second consideration, closely related to the first, is that many actions
required to make schools more effective may run counter to teachers’ perceived
self-interest. For example, substantial improvernent is likely to require more time and
effort beyond the bounds of the present workday; the acquisition of new instructional
techniques may be a difficult task for many teachers; and an emphasis on active and
enriched learning, focused on higher-order skills, means a de-emphasis on those
skills that are most easily taught. Of course, the fact that teachers are asked to take
on new responsibiltties, and even hardships, is a strong argument for taking steps
toward shared decision-making. Initiatives will be most productive if they are not
undertakan too quickly and are not perceived as too radical or running counter to
teachers’ self-interest.

Is iraining available?

The success of SBM/SDM hinges on the availability of substantial, appropriate
training and technical assistance, both for teachers and administrators. The
importance of training was emphasized in a recent study of developments in 31
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A school districts attempting to initiate one or another approach to school-based

3 management:

g Increased training is an obvious response to the difficulty of the roles
involved in SBM, and lack of training did surface as a problem. ... In
schools or districts where very little training was provided, participants
complained that they had been given inadequate oriertation to the
program. (Clune and White 1888:28-29)

One approach to providing training and technical assistance has been
described by Everson, Toft, Fabert, and Garcia (1986), who portrayed the
implementation of a planning process developed and successfully put into place by :
the Midcontinent Regional Educational Laboratory (MCcREL). A school leadership ?
team was formed, with no more than nine members. Initially, four full-day workshops
for team members were spaced four to six days apart; administrators attended four
additional half-day sessions. The workshops were devoted largely to analysis of data Z
collected on student, teacher, and administrator performance at participating schools. |

Is there sufficient time for planning?

As one principal involved in school-based planning has written, "It is a process,
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not an event, and it requires mountains of time. We must create more time during

¥

the school day for educators to talk to educators" (Hasson 1989).

Members of site planning committees need adequate time, both to develop
planning procedures and to hammer out and monitor action plans. Clune and White
agree that planning can be a "very time-consuming process" for already burdened

principals and teachers, and may be especially protracted if the group is discussing

N 5T RS

"ideas which go against state laws or district policy" (1988:28).
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If a discretionary fund is available, planning committees and, indeed, entire
faculties can acquire early experience in aligning and realigning resources to pursue
educational goals, and can move quickly to change instructional programming. The
importance of a significant discretionary fund was highlighted in a recent evaluation of
efforts to enhance site-based planning in New York City (Kelly 1988).

Some SBM/SDM projects are experimenting with other mechanisms that allow
faculties to reallocate funds within their budgets, including special provisions for
waiving or modifying restraints imposed by state or district policies, or teacher and
administrator contractual limitations. It is too early to determine whether this

approach is likely to succeed, or under what circumstances.

RENT MMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

Increasingly, school improvement literature has focused on narrowing the gap
between students’ experiences at home and in the classroom -- particularly for
minority youth and those at risk of leaving school without adequate basic skills.
Indeed, several educators have recently concluded that the social, linguistic, and
experiential gap is the major obstacle faced by at-risk students, and that bridging it is
educators’ most pressing challenge (Comer 1988; Natriello, et al. 1986; Maeroff
1988; Cummins 1986).

Researchers have found that the more schools extend their reach into the
community, the more successful they will be with at-risk students (Comer, Hawley
and Rosenholtz 1984; Epstein 1987). "The Time for Assertive Action: School
Strategies for Promoting the Educational Success of At-Risk Students," issued last
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year by the New York State Education Commissioner’s Task Force on Education of

Children and Youth At-Risk, reflected a greater recognition of the need for resources

to fund school-community linkages.

Most schools and programs have created mechanisms, such as parent
advisory committees, to involve parents and other community members in
educational affairs. For example, some states have set up parent committees to
involve minority parents in shaping bilingual programs. In California, the parent group
.- which must reflect the makeup of the program's target population -- signs off on
school plans for the use of program funds (Cummins 1986).

Despite these initiatives, the literature rarely documents cases where parent
groups hold real decision-making power. The report on a conference on successful
schooling for the at-risk student, sponsored by the New York State Education
Department, found that, "There are many who believe that parent involvement is
either not needed or an impediment te efficient school functioning* (Graber and
Shapiro 1988). The consensus at this conference was that with so few successful
models of parent involvement, educators need to redefine the process. "It is not
sufficient to tell schools that they must have parent involvement; they will need to be
assisted in the process" of implementing a systematic approach to parent support.

Some cbservers of parent advisory groups go a step further, viewing them as
detrimental to the cause of school improvement. Writing in the Harvard Educational
Review, Jim Cummins concludes:

Although lip service is paid to community involvement through Parent

Advisory Committees (PAC) in many education programs, these
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committees are frequently manipulated through misinformation and
intimidation (Curtis 1984). The result is that parents from dominated
groups retain their poweriess status, and tneir internalized inferiority is
reinforced. Children’s school! failure can then be attributed to the
combined effects of parental illiteracy and lack of interest in their
children’s education. (Cummins 1986:26).

can schools effectively invalve narents in planning?

The literature provides :.umerous case studies of school-based planning

projects that successfully involved parents and other community members.

Describing the planning compaorient of the Mastery in Learning Project in his Wells,
Maine junior high school, principal Robert G. Hasson, Jr. documents a team
approach to resolving sixth graders' behavior difficulties:

. . . The team decided that a special plan should be developed
to help these students develop the skills necessary for success in
school.

Students, parents, and staff all contributed to the development of
this plan; the special education teachers who worked in the schoo! and
the Mastery in Learning sitc consultant provided advice as well. All of
the information gathered was presented to the entire {eam at meetings,
and the recommendations were eventually developed into a
Comprehensive Behavior Plan.

The team, as a whole, developed the pian, implemented it, and
continue to reflect on and revise it. ("How to Own Your Own School," in

The Regional Lab Reports: On Shared Leadership, March 1989, p. 5)

Working in two New Haven schools serving large populations of at-risk
students, James P. Comer concluded that fostering positive interaction between
parents and school staff is a key to promoting academic achievement. And a major
step in that direction is reducing the destructive home/school interactions that, in

Comer’s view, typify many urban schools.
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To this end we created in each school a governance and management

team of about a dozen peopls lad by the principal and made up of

alected parents and teachers, a mental-health specialist and & member

of the nonprofessional support staff - all he adults who had a stake in
. The teams decided issues rangitig rom the schools’

the outcome
academic and social program to changes in school procedures that
seemed to engender behavior problems. {(Comer 1988:46-47, emphasis

added.)
ion ision-

In the Comer model, a set of rules guided each team. First, all team
members -- including parents -- had to recognize the principal’s authority, but the
principal could not make unilateral decisions without considering tha views of team
members. Second, the teams agreed to concentrate on problem solving, rather than
assigning blame for current difiiculties. And third, the group made decisions by

consensus rather than by vote.

ICY A A iP

Practitioners who have impiemented effective schools projects and analysts
who have monitored results generally share the conviction that leadership and
support from central decision-makers (and, in projects with state government
participation, from state officials) are vital to success (e.g. Purkey and Smith 1983;
Clark, Lotto, and Astuto 1984; Pecheone and Shoemaker 1984).

Not surprisingly, the same conclusion has been stressed in more general

research on school change (e.g., Fullan 1982; Hall and Hord 1887; Fuhrman, Clune,

and Elmore 1988). A summary of major findings by Cox, French, and
Loucks-Horsley (1987), based on several decades of research on successful change
in education, concluded:
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Principals...did not act alone, but in combination with district and other
building staff.... A combination of district/buliding pressure and support
was critical...[in part because] for significant innovations to receive
adequate attention they had to have the district's mandate, which...in
effect, took pressure off principals.... Leadership and support took
many forms and came from me' y sources.... The collaboration and
support structures of successful change efforts are models for routine
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d district/school operations, not a single recipe for who should do what.
(1987:23-24)
How much autonomy should school-based planners have?

On the one hand, much of the research cited in this report shows that

school-based planners are most effective when they are given wide latitude in

g\ implernenting curriculum and instruction at the classroom and school levels (see also
E Floden, et al. 1987). On the other hand, effective schools researchers stress the
importance of district/central leadership in setting the mission, priorities, and

2. directions for successful change.

: To address priority needs in a systematic and equitable manner, districts must
:g’, ensure that schools share some common ground in terms of how they organize and
% deliver educational services. In this light, how much autonomy should school-based
2

§ planners have? The literature points to several key considerations:

i re traini t te?

}i-; As we have noted, successful SBM/SDM requires substantial staff

i; development time and technical assistance. Training and assistance become more

critical as teachers and administrators assume greater autonomy. Floden (1987)
and his colleagues conclude their five-state study of mathematics content policy with
the observation that few school districts have *the inservice education budgets and
capacities required for giving substantive preparation for teacher autonomy"
(1987:32).
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Movement toward a full autonomy mode! of SBM/SDM is a very recent

L W T

X development. It is associated with experimental school-based management and

teacher empowerment strategies which give faculties nearly total control over budget,

L4
e

bl

curriculum, and personnel appointments. There has been little research on the

potential utility or practical implementation of these approaches.

However, many schools have become far more effective based on the

v
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leadership of teams or committees which have limited autonomy, pruvided that key

elements such as leadership training and staff development time have been

b sl
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adequately addressed. For this reason, school planners should be cautious about

moving too quickly or simplistically toward the full autonomy model until more is

STy
- daiie B
P ke W 0 AT H

known about how to do so successfully.
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Is ther ractical alternative t mpl nomy?

7o

The success of a school improvement project depends on a judicious mixture

Pl

of autonomy on the part of the planning group, and a measure of leadership from the

central office -- a kind of "directed autonomy."

ki 2, &
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At both the sctiool and classroom levels, faculties at effective schools tend to

have significant flexibility and independence in making decisions about what and how

A

they teach and other educational issues. But except at a few, isolated "maverick”

Pl
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schools that have achieved success more or less on their own, success also hinges

on strong, supportive central leadership.

gty
T

This premise rests on the findings of researchers who have studied innovation
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in general, and planned change in particular. They have found that change is most

o
fad

likely to take hold when it combines elements of "bottom-up” planning with "top-down"
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stimulation, guidance, and support (Huberman and Miles 1982; Hall and Hord 1987;
McLaughlin 1987).

In this model of directed or "guided” autonomy, says organizational analyst )
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Robert Waterman, involved central leadershir. *3ts employees know “that persons at
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the operating level, who know the most about day-to-day problems, can take action

to solve them" (Waterman 1988:82). He adds that directed autonomy can motivate
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staff commitment by making their jobs more meaningfui and exciting (1988:92). "

e

ety

oy
14

o]

T

"y
¢
"+

Effective schools research stressed that school improvement takes place one

'Lf?ﬁf;

school at a time; early school improvement programs based on this research

e
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supported the individual school as the strategic unit for change.

Today, the effective schools movement has shifted from this school-by-school

R 7,561{«}5‘@})’19 o

approach towards a district or city-wide model. Two patterns have apparently

Spaeeeng:

AEe
3%

combined to reinforce the emphasis on overall district planning.

]

b

First, the clamor for educational reform in the 1980s created a riew political
environment: local school districts could not satisfy their various constituencies
without a comprehensive program of school improvement.

A second trend emerged independiant of these larger political considerations.

B e e e

People implementing the effective schools model at the school level realized all too

well that individual schools function in a larger context. When a school faculty set out

on their own to plan and implement a program, they often found themselves

challenged by their colleagues in other schools, or impeded by district-level or central -

AR RS

policies and practices. These challenges would arise, for example, when different
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discipline and grading practices resulted in inconsistent treatment of studsnts within a
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single district, or when highly mobile student populations transferred among schools
with a district.

These two factors resulted in a ncw, stronger formulation of the effective
schools process, which places great emphasis on school-level change, but stresses
the larger organizétional context and its role in giving direction and support to the
individual school’s effort. It builds upon the notion of a district or central plan that
supports school change, but assumes that change requires the alignment of policies,
programs, and procedures beyond the control of a single school.

Generally speaking, the district/central plan is drafted by a group of teachers,
building and district administrators, and community and parent representatives. The
process builds upon the collaborative model that had become most common at the
school level. Once the plan is written it goes to the local board of education where,
one hopes, it is approved without significant modification. This act establishes the

plan as a matter of official policy and as the guiding force for school improvement in

the district and in each of its individual schools.

District and central planners must strike a balance between two objectives: to
foster change at the school level, their plan must address needed changes in district
policies and programs; but they must stop short of mandating what each school
must do in its improvement plan.

A successful district/central planning group lends guidance, direction, and
human and financial resources to the school-based improvement effort. But if the
district/central planners go too far, the school planners’ sense of ownership -- and

31

R AL L

ooy AR

4 oate
seefour S En R o o a5,

o it

ooyt




SRR LY ety
vl YT

NANEST R gt g 3 s e
L

A%
£

N SRR C D .
TSR U A
< N RSN

ot

the involvement and commitment it erigenders -- is lost.

Based on experience with effective schools projects in Connecticut and .
elsewhere, Shoemaker (1986:5-6) spells out six key district office or central functions:

* Initiating: Includes articulating mission and goals, introducing a
collaborative planning process, and securing public commitment

from the superintendent of schools. ;f

* Planning: This includes developing outcomes-based objectives to
help “teachers and principals focus their energies on improved %
teaching and learning." 3

* Conferring legitimacy: Developing policies to protect practices 7
involving systematic homework, rigorous promotional standards, 3
expansion of academic learning time, and other activities
associated with effective schools.

%

*  Enhancing implementation: Includes supporting staff
development, technical assistance in collecting and analyzing

data, and provisicn of appropriate resources. 4

* Evaluating: Includes assisting projects in communicating results,
and using data to affect practice in participating scheols.

* Sustaining effort: Includes a variety of actions to maintain ;
motivation and continuity through the many years required for
fundamental school improvement.

Researchers have documented numerous cases where promising
improvement efforts broke down when a new principal was unwilling or unable to
sustain initial momentum (e.g., Farrar 1984). Shoemaker and her colleagues (e.g.,
Pecheone and Shoemaker 1984) have stressed the role of central leadership in
ensuring continuity of committed leadership at the building level. In our own .

experience, some effective schools projects have been severely compromised or
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virtually destroyed by central administrators who maintained the trappings of a

Gl e e

3

32

42

el
E %"s‘sﬁ‘:‘l’ﬁrﬁi“aﬁhﬁ.‘k‘:\‘l 2 e S E Ly el e

MREEA I im 4 s mia o i 4. ek yaae s N R




project, and paid lip service to its importance, but diverted participants’ attention to
other *hot" educational topics.

There is relatively little research on district/central responsibilities in
implementing effective schools projects or otherwise contributing to schoo!
improvement. Those studies that do focus on this togic confirm the importance of
district/central leadership and support. Murphy and Hallinger /1986), for example,
studied superintendents of 12 unusually effective schools and concluded that they

were “actively invoved" and “influential” in:

* developing district and school goals;

* developing procedures for selecting staff (gspecially new
administrators);

* supervising and evaluating principals;

* establishing and monitoring a "district-wids instructional and
curricular focus"; and

* ensuring consistency in “technical core" operations such as the
functioning of categorically-funded programs, use of standardized
teacher evaluation procedures, and monitoring of curriculum and
instruction.

A recent study comparing San Diego County schools which had and had not
achieved a “significant measure" of *equity gains" (a more equitable distribution of
achievement scores across all economic subgroups) confirmed and extended
Murphy and Hallinger’s findings: it concluded that equity schools tend to be in

districts that stress "control of principal behavior and site level activity" through a

range of activities, including selection, supervision, evaluation, and training of
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principals as well as goal setting, resource allocation, and test analysis. Central office
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“staff in these districts focussed on "technological core” considerations involving
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-f‘:: curriculum, instruction, and staff development (Pollack, st al. 1988:29-31). In

<

addition, external direction and support were provided by the county office of .
education, district ccnsortia, the State Department of Education, and other agencies.

s absiidom H Rl ds o, e

The recent emphasis on the district-wide model serves several valuable
functions:

* It ackiiowledges that when it comes to sustaining school
planning and improvement, there are no unimportant adults in the
system.

* It acknowledges the critical role of the superintendent and board
of education members in providing leadership and vision to
school reform.

PR P o e
T T Rt P A

* It -ecognizes the need to ensure alignment between the school
site and the district/central office.

* Finally, it communicates to school-level personnel that they are
central to school effectiveness.

Early prograrmis resulted in a growing list of schools that reported having
benefitted from school improvement efforts. The more recent emphasis on

district-level/central planning is also beginning to bear fruit: there are encouraging

signs that districts can effect change if they can balance dedication to efficient

coordination with commitment to school-level initiative.

in summary, some "top-down" initiative is critical to the success of school

N improvement projects, and central decision-makers are responsible for providing
many kinds of assisiance at each step in the process. Ideally, the central office acts
" decisively to provide gereral direction, and at the same time gives sufficient technical
4 and financial assistance to allow successful program implementation (Brickell 1930).
W 34
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Effective schools projects offer numerous examples of this model. In these
¢ projects, district or central officials have:

: * Facilitated decision-making at the local level by waiving requirements and
regulations for individual schools that present reasonable plans for
improving student achievement, and show a willingness and capacity to be
accountable for the use of funds and for results.

* Specified an instructional management system that stresses higher-order
skills, and at the same time provided technical assistance to help programs
devise instructional strategies, carry out relevant testing, and add both
clerical and computer support to facilitate teacher record-keeping.

* Set reading comprehension standards to identify students needing remedial
help, and at the same time provided funding and technical assistance to

{ provide appropriate compensatory services. Both Connecticut and New
York use the Degrees of Reading Power Test to implement this approach.

* Prepared district-level discipline codes emphasizing an orderly and safe
environment, and at the same time provided resources for
in-school suspension rooms, more “time-out" rooms, security guards, or
other elements required to ensure that the code is effective and equitable.
Brieschke (1987) documents a counter example: a case where the district
mandated strict discipline, but did not provide the funding and other
resources needed to achieve their goal.

These examples underscore the importance of ensuring that schools have the

resources and organizational structures needed to meet system-wide mandates.
Central planners must ensure that the changes they introduce are manageable for
teachers in terms of record-keeping, contacts with parents, class size, daily student
load, and time for staff development as well as individual and collaborative pianning.
What happens when central decision-makers abdicate responsibility for helping
schools implement mandates? Observers have described the likely result as
"nonimplementation” (Brieschke 1987), “illusory implementation” (Popkewitz,
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Tabachnick, and Wehlage 1982; Williams 1989) and "phantom implementation"
(Pagrow 1988).

Research indicates that articulating the district/central and school mission is a
primary consideratiori. In some cases, the mission may appear self-evident: of
course a school district wants its students to achieve. But having defined this
overriding goal, planners may ask: What specific steps have we taken in the past to
fuffill this mission? How successful have we been? What changes can we make to
increase our success?

The experience of a Colorado school system that has implemented site-based
management suggests that early in the planning process, participants must address
questions that may seem self-evident, but that can muddie the planning process if
they are not explicitly discussed and answe;ed. What do we mean by school-based
planning and shared decision-making? What end result are we trying to achieve?
What is our school’s primary mission? (Harrison, Killion, and Mitchell 1989).

Why do we have to settle on one as the primary mission?

Organizational researchers agree that a complex organization like a school
cannot have multiple missions; one must emerge as primary (Bennis and Nanus
1986).

A pramise of the Effective Schools model is that a school's first and
fundamental mission is teaching for learning, and that ali other functions must serve

that mission. The school must make decisions, take actions, and develop policies,
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procedures, programs and practices to
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imize success in fulfiling that mission.
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Early in the development of the school improvement process, it was assumed

that everyone understood and agreed upon a school’s primary mission. Today,
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educaiors are more realistic, and work to get people to grasp the implications of

setting teaching for learning as the school’'s mission.

ko «a B AL I P
Pibminn il il

L
T
R A e e Bl ks

A
N
e

.,,
,Mm.e
.,

&y

”

Lhet
T Y

Tk

SR S b



IV. THE PLANNING PROCESS

IMPLEMENTATION ISSUES

In her synthesis of recent research on school-based management, Jane L. David

Vo

(19889) wrote:

School-based managsment is not a fixed set of rules. It is the opposite
of prescription; in fact, by definition it operates differently from one
district to the next and from one school to the next and from one year
to the next. And that is the point -- the goal is to empower school staff
by providing authority, flexibility, and resources to solve the educational
problems particular to their schools. (p. 52)

The literature therefore provides little specific data and few recommendations on
implementating SBM/SDM management projects, or the planning process that is

critical to their success. However, most researchers agree on these key points:

* Schools are unlikely to change without increased autonomy.
This can be achieved most effectively by changing the norms and
culture established by district leaders, including the
superintendent, the school board, and the teachers’ union (David

1989)

* School-based planners are most effective when they are given
wide latitude in implementing curriculum and instruction at the
classroom and school levels.

* The success of SBM/SDM hinges on the availability of
substantial, apprepriate training and technical assistance, both for
teachers and administrators.

* Members of SBM/SDM committees need adequate time, both to
develop planning procedures and to hammer out and monitor
action plans -- especially if they are considering ideas that may
conflict with state or district policy.

* If they are to move decisively to change instructional
programming, planning committees need discretionary funds
to allocate resources for priority areas.
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The following guidelines for school-based planners spring from the conclusions

of researchers cited in this study:

As noted earlier, the research literature offers few specific guidelines
concerning optional group size, how it should operate, or mechanisms to use to
involve the entire faculty. How the planning team functions will vary from district to
district, and even from school to school, depending on the shared values of the
people involved and of their school's cuiture.

2. tablish ground rules for team decision-making.

Comer (1988) outlined a set of rules that all team members (staff and parents)

agreed to abide by, e.g.:

* focusing on problem-solving rather than assigning blame for current
difficulties;

* recognizing the principal’s authority in consultation with the team.

* making group decisions by consensus rather than by note.
3. i related to improving instruction high on th n

Planners should not wait very long before beginning to address instructional
issues. They shculd place some emphasis on general climate, orderly environment,
and related effectiveness correlates which almost always need attention. When other
improvemants hinge on a specific correlate, it may assume the highest priority.

Effective school plans focus on a range of correlates, involving instructional

arrangements, active learning, positive school climate, appropriate monitoring of
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student progress, and other aspects of schonling. Instructional issues tend to be

more difficult to address and may expose fundamental differences of philosophy and
values among planners. For this reason, these issues require more time and
resources than, say, climat; improvements (Pecheone and Shoemaker 1884), and
they should be addressed first. School improvement plans should pay particular
attention to grouping, higher-crder skills, compensatory services, pacing, and other
key aspects of instruction (Levine and Leibert 1987).

4.  Base plans for improvement on solid information.

School planning should be data-driven: appropriate information should be
collected and used to guide participants as they devise and implement pians for
improvement. Generally spezking, planners should train their attention on
discrepancies between advantaged and disadvantaged students in acquiring essential
learning skills, particularly those involving higher-order learning.  School-level
analysis of such data not only provides a basis for designing sharply focused
improvement initiatives; equally important, it calls attention to the educational
outcomes that school and district staff consider most important (Lezotte and Bancroft
1985).

The literature provides numerous examples of effective schools projects in
which appropriate data played a central part in shaping effective implementation,
including: Murphy and Waynant's (1989) description of a large suburban project;
portrayals by the Southern Coalition for Educational Equity (1986) and by Groom
(1989) of big city projects; Everson, Toft, Fabert and Garcia’s (1986) description of a
small suburban project; and desciiptions by Gauthier (1982), Shoemaker (1982,
1984) and their colleagues working at the state level in Connecticut.
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Effective schools projects too often fail because they try to do too much in too

N ]

short a time (Lezotte and Bancroft 1985). For example, faculties of inner-city :
elementary schools cannot succeed if they are expected to make substantial

g 3K sl vt e S

improvements in the instruction of reading, language arts, math, science, and social
studies - all in one year (Levine 1985).

This is particularly true when staff development, curriculum development, and

PRI N
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other resources are limited -- as they almost always are. But even when resources
are substantial, overload is a problem; indeed, abundant resources may contribute to
the problem by encouraging school planners to take on too much.

6. i itor ievem

The assessment process should be guided by a clear set of principles. The

i e b e o & A PR

following recommendations are grounded in effective schools research:

* Assess higher-order learning separately, and give more weight to
these skills than to mechanical skills (Guthrie 1987; Cooper
1989).

* At the elementary level, give more weight to performance in
grades 3-6 than to test results in the earlier grades.

* Pay close attention to testing phenomena and conditions that are
likely to skew results and invalidate conclusions about a school's
level of effectiveness (Armor 1976; Gottfredson 1988, Walker and
Levine 1989).

* Whenever possible, use both norm-referenced and
criterion-referenced tests, since they shed light on different
aspects of achievement and allow different kinds of interpretation
(Lezotte 1986; Romberg 1988; Ivens 1988; Brousseau 1989). -
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* Whenever possible, use multiple measures of students’
socio-economic (SES) and raclal/ethnic background to control
for social-class influences on achievement (Armor et al. 1976;
Austin 1978; Levine, et al. 1979; Austin and Holowenzak 1985,
and Stringfield and Teddlie, et al. 1987).

* In most cases, judge school effectiveness on the basis of data
that have been disaggregated by student SES and race/ethnicity
(Edmonds 1978; Brookover and Lezotte 1981; Lark, Blust, and
Coldiron 1984; Frederick and Clauset 1885; Brookover 1985,
Lezotte 1986; Homiston 1888).
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=3 * In judging school effectiveness, examine gender differentials and

o interactions.
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A 7. i v i ilding it into ti r

x Research shows that teachers need considerable time and practice to acquire B

new or improved instructional approaches, and that in effective schools, staff

R AT

development is an i~tegral and ongoing activity. Working with a small group of
teachers to promote more independent reading in a suburban elementary school,
Kurth and Stiomberg (1984) found that it took a great deal of time for teachers to
nain effectiveness in enhancing students’ comprehension skills. Indeed, success
depended on “continuous, almost Herculean" staff development efforts (1584:2).
8. listi the need for technical assistan

Technical assistance -- particularly in the form of specialized staff -- is vitally
important to schoo! improvement programs. They help faculties assess their current

levels of effectiveness, identify problems, develop the capacity to work together
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productively, and initiate and carry out significant changes in educational

programming and delivery. Depending on the history, nature and scope of a project,

technical assistance may involve the state department of education, central office
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specialists, organizational development consultants, other external consultants, and

in-school staff.

Researchers have documented the utility of technical assistance in effective
schcols projects that involve SBM/SDM. Pecheone and Shoemaker (1984), Arbuckle

(1986), and Shoemaker (1986) described the substantial specialized assistance made

available by the Maine and Connecticut State Education Departments. Eubanks and

Levine (1983) describe technical assistance arrangements in New York City projects;

some required a facilitator in each school for the equivalent of at least one day a

week.

Groom (1989) portrays a successful big-city project in which 18 elementary

schools have their own full-time instructional specialists, and in addition share three

full-time effective schools staff and other external resources. Kopple's (1985)

assessment of school improvement efforts in Philadelphia conclude that a facilitator

must be present in the school at least one day a week for several years. Murphy and

Waynant (1989) describe similar arrangements for a project involving predominantly

black elementary schools in a large suburban district.

Technical assistance and staff development are essential in part because more

than ever, true school effectiveness is -- or should be -- defined in terms of

improvement in students’ comprehension and other higher-order skills (Anderson, et

al. 1885; Herber and Nelson-Herber 1988; Honig 1988). Recently developed

instructional methods for improving comprehension have been impressive and

widespread; they constitute a virtual revolution in educators’ capacity to help children -

grasp new concepts and ideas (Pearson 1985); but until recently, there has been

"essentially nothing in instructional materials or in teacher training that helps the




teacher learn what to do when the child does not understand” (MacGinitie and
MacGinitie 1986:x). As a result, teachers in most schools need help of various kinds
to make their instruction more effective.
9.  Avoid strategi ize v
Too often, promising improvement plans are strangled in a bureaucratic tangle
during the implementation phase: ideas give way to forms and checklists, as
mandated components are rigidly applied in participating schools and classrooms.
Effective schools research has a great deal tc say about issues that warrant

consideration in designing an improvement plan (Lezotte 1982a). In particular, it has

clearly established these principles:

* Participating schools and classrooms need sufficient scope to
adapt a proposed curricular or instructional change to their
setting.

* Informed individuals, rather than bureaucratic regulations and

checklists, should help to guice the implementation process.

* Impersonal control mechanisms may be convenient for high-level
decision-makers, but they do not help educators solve practical
problems; participants’ personal knowledge and grasp of
complex realities is far more important. (Spence, Takei, and Sim
1978; Fullan 1982; Cox, French, and Loucks-Horsley 1987.)

10. k terial t nd implementation str ies that roven
ful elsewhere.

A school that develops its own plans and implementation strategy need not
re-invent the wheel: indeed, faculties cannot be expected to create successful
programs entirely on their own initiative (Lezotte and Bancroft 1985). However,
approaches developed in other schools or projects can seldom if ever be
transplanted successfully without considerable adaptation. in fact, off-the-shelf
strategies for initiating change or improving instruction may be dangerous, if they are

44

2
a

-
ot



D P ML Rt S A A (o

1S AT B U N SN e

R A T i or Ko ey

I R S 0

. e

introduced as a substitute for the hard work and considerable resources required to
bring about real improvement. Planners are most likely to fulfill their mission if they
carefully review and adapt approaches that have besn successfully developed and
implemented at another site.

Planners might consider, for example, some of the following approaches,

which come out of recent research:

* Using "effective teaching" approaches to systematize the lesson
delivery of teachers who may be weak in this area (Brookover
1972).

* Adopting curricular materials designed specifically to develop
students’ comprehension skills (Levine and Stark 1982).

* Building on strategies designed to involve parents and other
community representatives (Comer 1980, 1988; Murphy and
Waynant 1989; Henderson, et al. 1985).

* Using test instruments, such as the Degrees of Reading Power
(DRP) test, that are designed to help teachers plan and deliver
instructiun and focuses on improving comprehension.

* Experimenting with cooperative learning strategies that help
engage students more actively in learning (Brookover 1982;
Slavin 1987).

* Introducing Teacher Expectations for Student Achievement
(TESA) training early in a project to sensitize teachers and help

develop their skills in reaching low achievers (Brookover 1982;
Olson 1986).

Additional approaches that have been successfilly adapted by local projects are
described in a 1989 volume edited by Lezotte and Taylor.

Visits to other schools and districts allow planners to miake informed decisions
about whether successful practices would work in their own situation. In this sense,
travel opportunities have a great impact on planners’ capacity to make significant

improvements in their own schools.
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V. CONCLUSIONS

This report addresses four major issues in the effective schools movement that
bear directly on SBM/SDM: the teacher’s voice; parent/community invoivement;

. i
. e . . sy
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district/central leadership; and mission. It draws general conclusions about the

't i 24

planning process.
The Teacher's Vol
* There is a great deal of support for making teachers key players

in school reform. But there has been little research to guide
principals and teachers in collaborative planning efforts.
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Today, most teachers take part in textbook selection and
curriculum planning, but play virtually no role in crucial decisions
on budget, staff, and school policy.
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* Greater teacher participation is not inconsistent with
administrative action and initiative at the superintendent or
principal level.

Lo b 20 A Uk iV o

* If initiatives are too fast, or too radical, and run counter to
teachers’ perceived self-interest, they may prove
counterproductive.

[ LY

n mmuyni lvement

* Narrowing the gap between students’ experiences at home and
in the classroom is a major challenge facing policy-makers.

* Parent advisory committees are widespread, but there is little
evidence to date that these groups hold meaningful
decision-making power,

District/Central Leadership

* Successfui school-based planning hinges on a judiciotis mixture
of autonomy on the part of the planning group, and a measure of
leadership from the central office - a kind of "directed autonomy."

* Leadership and support from central decision-makers (and, in
projects with state government participation, from state officials) 1
are vital to success. i

{r .




o P e b TRy - B U I SR TEa A o a o Jers sl Sd e
s LSS R e 3 - R

R I T e R A ey

1 ey ¢
v i g A I 5 )

Effective schools researchers stress the importance of 3
district/central leadership in satting the mission, priorities. and
directions for successful change.

District/central planners must strike a balance between two
objectives: to foster change at the school level, their plan must g
address needed changes in district or central policies and g
programs; but they must stop short of mandating what each
school must oo in its improvement plan.

Change is most likely to take hold when it combines elements of
"bottom-up” planning with “top-down" stimulation, guidance, and
support.

Today, the effective schools movement shifted from this
school-by-school approach to a district city-wide model.

o el
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This model builds upon the notion of a district/certral plan that
supports school change, but assumes that change requires the
alignment of policies, programs, and procedures beyond the
control of a single school.

Ideally, the district/central office acts decisively to provide general
direction, and at the same time gives sufficient technical and
financial assistance to allow successful program implementation.

When central decision-makers abdicate responsibility for helping
schools implement mandates, the result is *nonimplementation,*
"illusory implemantation," or “phantom impiementation."

Articulating the district/central and school mission is a primary
consideration.

Grganizational researchers agree that a complex organization like
& school cannot have multiple missions; one must emerge as
primary.

Early in the planning process, participants must work together to
answer key questions: what do we mean by SBM/SDM? What
end result are we serking?
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* School-based planners are most effective when they are given
wide latitude in implementing curriculum and instruction at the
classroom and school levels.

* The success of SBM/SDM hinges on the availability of
substantial, appropriate training and technical assistance, both for
teachers and administrators.

* Members of school-based planning committees need adequate
time, both to develop planning procedures and to hammer out
and monitor action plans -- especially if they are considering
ideas that may confiict with state or district policy.

* If they are to move decisively to change instructional
programming, planning committees need discretionary funds.

Research and practice sug Jest the following broad guidelines for:

*  |nclude all parties -- eg., administrators, teachers and parents -- who
have & stake in the outcomes of the educational process.

»

Establish ground rules for team decision making.

* Keep issues related to improving instruction high on the agenda.
* Base plans for improvement on solid informaticn.

* Keep improvement goals sharply focused.

* Use rigorous, sound methods to monitor student achievement
criteria.

* Allow for substantial staff development time, building it into the
regular work day whenever possible.

* Be realistic about the naed for technical assistance.
* Avoid strategies that bureaucratize your initiatives.

* Seek out materials, methods, and implementation strategies that
have proven successful eilsewhere.

48




BIBLIOGRAPHY

Allington, R.L. (1886). "What is Remedial Reading? A Descriptive Study.” Reading
Research and Instruction, 26(1):15-28.

. (1989). "How Policy and Regulation Influence At-Risk Learners.” In Beau F.
Jones and Lorna idol, eds., Dimensions of Thinking and Cognitive Instruction.
Hillsdale, N.J.: Erlbaum.

Anderson, C.S. (1985). “The Investigation of School Climate.” Pp. 97-126. In Gilbert
R. Austin and Herbert Garber, eds., Research on Exemplary Schools. Orlando:
Academic Press.

Anderson, S.L. (1982). *Turning Around Junior H' ,as in the District of Columbia.”
Educational Leadership, 40(3):38-40.

Arbuckle, M. (1986). "An Update from Maine: Some Things We've Learned About
School Improvement." The Developer, March:1,3-5.

Argyris, C. (1980). “Making the Undiscuscable and Its Undiscussability Discussable.”
Public Administration Review, 40(3):205-213.

Armor,D., et al. (1976). Analysis of the School Preferred Reading Program in Selected
~ Los Angeles Minority Schools. Santa Monica: Rand Corporation. Ed 130-243.

Ascher, C. (1987). Improving the School-Home Connection for Poor and Urban
Minority Students. New York: Columbia University Teachers College Institute
for Urban and Minority Education.

Austin, G.R. (1978). Process Evaluation: A Comprehensive Study of Outiiers.
Baltimore: Maryland State Department of Education.

Austin, G.R., and Holowenzak, S.P. (1985). “An Examination of 10 Years of Research
on Exemplary Schools." Pp 65-82. In Gilbert R. Austin and Herbert Garber,
eds., Research on Exemplary Schools. Orlando: Academic Press.

Bamburg, J. and Andrews, R.L. (1987). "Goal Consensus in Schools and Student
Academic Achievement Gains.* Paper delivered at the annual meeting of the
American Educational Research Association, Washington, D.C., April.

Barr, R. and Dreeben, R. (1983). How Schools Work. Chicago: University of Chicago
Press.

48




Bennis, W. and Nanus, B. (1985). Leaders: The Strategies of Taking Charge. New
York: Harper and Row.

Block, A.B. (1983). Effective Schcols: A Summary of Research. Arlington, VA:
Educational Research Service.

Block, J.H. Efthim, H.E., and Burns, R.B. (1988). Building Effective Mastery
Learning Schools. New York: Loageman.

Blum, RE., et al. (1984). Onward to Excellence: Making Schools More Effective.
Portland, OR: Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory.

Borger,J., Lo, C., Oh, S., and Walberg, H. (1985). "Effective Schools: A Quantitative
Synthesis o Constructs.” Paper delivered at the annual meeting of the
American Educational Research Association, Chicago, April.

Brandt, R. (1982). "On School Improvement: A Conversation with Ronald Edmonds."
Educational Leadership, 40(3)12-15.

Brickell, H.N. (1980). “How to Change What Matters." Educational Leadership,
38(3):202-207.

Brieschke, P.A. (1987). " A Study of the Implementation of Regulatory Policy in the
Urban Elementary School." Pp 119-143 in George W. Noblit and William T.
Pink, eds., Schooling in Social Context: Qualitative Studies. Norwood. N.J).:
Ablex.

Brookover, W.B. (1985). "Can We Make Schools Effective for Minority Students?"
The Journal of Negro Education, 54(3):257-268

Brookover, W.B. and Lezotte, L.W. (1979)."Changes in Schoo! Characteristics
Coincident with Changes in School Achievement.” East Lansing.MI: Michigan
State University Institute for Research on Teaching Occasional Paper No. 17.
Ed 181005.

. (1981). "Educational Equity: A Demographic Principle at the Crossroads.” The
Urban Review, 12(2):65-71

Brookover, W.B. and Schneider, J.M. (1975). School Systems and Student
Achievement. Schools Can Make A Difference. New York: Praeger.

. (1982). Creating Effective Schools. Holmes Beach, Fl.: Learning Publications.

Buddle, R. (1988). Education By Charter: Restructuring School Districts. Andover:
Regional Laboratory fer Educational Improvement.




i

PRI e rres i e T XE

50 gt F

PORD AP A ey, GEPR G 2t 1 R A g Y B A

S ‘1{?@4;’“?wnhvhtl‘.‘ﬂjﬁf;‘w B W B IR Sy

RS
v'ﬁ S

B R N R 1 B S R

A b e TR IN A P e Y o Rh A A R A BN A, S K
S e e
A XM T T 2
i1

Burns, R.B. {1987). "Steering Groups, Leveling Effects, and Instructional Pace"
American Journal of Education, 96(1):24-56

California State Department of Education (1977). California School Effectiveness
Study: The First Year. Sacramento: State Department of Education.

Canaday, R. L., and Hotchkiss, P.R. (1985). "Scheduling Practices and Policies
Associated With Increased Achievement for Low Achieving Students.” Journal
of Negro Education, 54(3):344-355.

Canner, J., and Guttenberg, R. (1984). “The New York City School Improvement
Project." Social Policy, Fall, 18-20.

Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching (1988). Teacher Involvement
in Decision making: A State-by-State Profile. Princeton, N.J.: Author.

Carnegie Foundation Forum on Education and the Economy (1986). A Nation
Prepared: Teachers for the 21st Century.” Washington, D.C. Carnegie
Foundation.

Carter, G.R., Madison, A. B., Hall, E. D., and Lockamy, T.B. (1989). "A Case for
Equity AND Quality: How One Team is Making It Happen." in Lawrence W.
Lezotte, ed. Unpublished Monograph of Case Studies in Effective Schools
Ressarch. Madison, W1.: National Center for Effective Schools Research and

Development.

Cavazos, L.F. (1989). "Education: The Future Begins Today." NABE News, 2(5):4.
Excerpt from speech delivered to the U.S. Department of Education,
Washington, D.C., January 18, 1989.

Cazden, C.B. (1985). "Effectiveness of Instructional Features in Bilingual Education
Classrooms." Paper delivered at the annual meeting of the American
Educational Research Association, Chicago, April.

Cistone, P.J. (1989). "School-Based Management/Shared Decision
Making: Perestroika in Educational Governance." Education and Urban Society,

21(4):363-365.

Cistone, P.J.,Fernandez, J.A. and Tornillo, P.L. (1988). "Schoo!-Based
Management/Shared Decision Making in Dade County (Miami)." Education and
Urban Society, 21(4): 393-402.

Clancy, P.L. (1982). 19 Improving Schools and Why. Ypsilanti, MI: Eastern Michigan
University.

51

61

ST T T Balkanidi ol S




Clancy, D.L. Laito, L.S., and Astuto, T.A. (1984). "Effective Schools and Schoo!
improvement: A Comparative Analysis of Two Lines of Inquiry." Educational
Administration Quarterly, 20(3):41-68.

Clark, D. L. Lotto, L.S. and McCarthy, M.M. (1980). "Factors Associated with
Success in Urban Elementary Schools.* Phi Delta Kappan, 61(7):467-470.

Clark, T.A. and McCarthy, D.P. (1983). “School Improvement In New York City: The
Evolution of A Project.” Educational Researcher, 12(4):17-24.

Clune, W. H. and White, P.A. (1988). School-Based Management. New Brunswick,
NJ: Center for Policy Research in Education, Rutgers University.

Cohen, D.K. (1988). *Teaching Practice, Plus Que Ca Change.... " in Phillip W.

Jackson, ed., Contributing to Educational Change. Berkley, CA: McCutchan.
Pp.27-84.

Comer, J.P. (1980). School Power. New York: Free Press.

. (1987). "New Haven's School-Community Connection.* Educational
Leadership, 44(6):13-16.

. (1988). “Educational Poor Minority Children." Scientific American, 259(5):42-48.

Commissioners Task Force on Education of Children At-Risk (1888). The Time for
Assertive Action: School Strategies For Promoting the Educational Success of
At-Risk Students." Albany: New York State Education Department.

Conger, J.A. and Kotter, J.P. (1987). “General Managers." Pp. 392-403 in Jay N.

Lorsch, ed. Handbook of Organizational Behavior. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.:
Prentice-Hall.

Conley, S.C. (1989). "Who’s on First?": School Reform, Teacher Participation, and the
Decision-Making Process." Education and Urban Society, 21(4): 366-379.

Conley, S.C. Schmidle, T. and Shedd, J.B. (1988). "Teacher Participation in the
Management of School Systems.* Teachets College Pecord, 90(2):259-280.

Cooper, E.J. (1989). "Towards a New Mainstream of Instruction for American
Schools.” The Journal of Negro Education (in press).

Cox, P.L. French, L.C. and Loucks-Horsley, S. (1987). Letting the Principal Off the
Hotswat: Configuring Leadership and Support for School Improvement.

Andover, MA: The Regional Laboratory for Educational Improvement of the
Northeast and Islands.




Crawford J. and Kimball, G. (1988). A Case Study of a School with High Achisvement
Growth in 1986-87. Oklahoma City: Oklahoma Public Schools.

Cummins, J. (1986). “Strategies for Empowering Minority Students: A Framework for
Intervention." Harvard Educational Review, 56(1):18-36.

David, Jane L. (1989) "Synthesis of Research in School-Based Management.*
Educational Leadership, 46(8):45-53.

Delpit, L.D. (1988). "The Silenced Dialogue: Power and Pedagogy in Educating Other
People's Children." Harvard Education Review, 58(3):280-298.

Doll, R.C. (1969). Variations Among Inner City Elementary Schools. Kansas: City
University of Missouri-Kansas City.

Dorr-Bremme, D.W. (1989). “Culture, Practice, and Change: School Effectiveness
Reconsidered.” Elementary School Journal (in press).

Doyle, W.A. (1983). "Academic Work." Review of Educational Research, §3:159-199.

Dreeben, R. and Barr, R. (1988a). "Classroom Composition and the Design of
Instruction." Sociology of Education, 61:129-142.

. (1988b) "The Formation and Instruction of Ability Groups." American Journal
of Education, 97(1):34-64.

Duckett, W. R. (1980). Why Do Some Urban Schools Succeed? Bloomington, IN: Phi
Delta Kappan.

Edelman, M.W. (1987). The Children’s Time. Washington, D.C.: Children’s Defense
Fund.

Edmonds, R. (1978). “A Discussion of the Literature and Issues Related to Effective
Schooling." Paper prepared for the National Conference on Urban Education.
CEMREL, St. Louis.

. {1982). "Programs of Schooi Improvement: An Overview." Educational
Leadership, 40(3):4-12.

Edmonds, R.R. and Frederickson, J.R. (1979). Search for Effective Schools: The
Identification and Analysis of City Schools That Are Instructionally Effective
For Poor Children. Ed 170 396. |

Epstein, J. (1987). “Parental Involvement: What Research says to Administrators.” ‘
Education and Urban Society, 17(2):119-36.

53

b3




Everson, €, Toft, S.J., Fabart, B., and Garcia, M.(19806). "An Eifective Schoois
Program and Its Results: Initial District, School, Teacher, and Student
Outcomes in a Participating District.* Journal of Research and Development in
Education, 19(3):35-49.

Eubanks, E.E. and Levine D.U. (1983). "A First Look At Effective Schools Projects in
New York City and Milwaukee.” Phi Delta Kappan, 64(10):697-702.

- (1987). "Administrative and Organizational Arrangements and Considerations."
Pp. 19-32 in Dorothy S. Strickland and Eric J. Cooper, eds., Educating Black
Children: America’s Challenge. Washington, D.C.: Howard University.

Farrar, E. (1984). "The Connecticut School Etfectiveness Project at Cornelia Wheeler
School." Paper prepared for the Connecticut State Department of Education.

Felsenthal, H. (1982). "Factors Influencing School Effectiveness: An Ecological
Analysis of an 'Effective’ School." Paper delivered at the annuel meeting of the
American Educational Research Association, New York, March.

Ferguson, B. (1984). *Overcoming the Failure of an Inner-City School." Phi Delta
Kappan, 65(9):629-630.

Fetters, W.B., Collins, E. F., and Smith, J. W. (1968). Characteristics Differentiating
Under and Overachieveing Elementary Schools. Washington, D.C.: National
Center for Education Statistics. Ed 021 318.

Fiske, E.B. (1989). "Lessons." The New York Times, June 7, B6.

Fliegel, S. (1971). "Practices that Improved Academin Performancs at an Inner-City
School.” Phi Delta Kappan, 52(6):341-342.

Floden, R., et al. (1987). Instructional Leadership at the District Level: A Closer Look
at Autonomy and Control. Lansing, MI: Michigan State University Institute for
Research on Teaching Research Report No. 182.

Frederick, J.M. and Clauset, K.H. (1985). “A Comparison of the Major Algorithms for
Measuring School Effectiveness.” Paper delivered at the annual meeting of the
American Educational Research Association, Chicago, April.

Fuhrman, S., Clune, W.H. and Eimore, R.F. (1988). "Research on Education Reform:
Lessons in the Implementations of Policy.” Teachers College Record, 90(2):
237-257.

Fullan, M. (1982). The Meaning of Educational Change. New York: Columbia
University Teachers College Press.

54




Fulier, B. (1986). “Defining School Quality.” Pp. 33-70 in Jane Hannaway and
Marlaine E. Lockheed, eds., The Contributions of the Social Services to
Educational Policy and Practices. Berkley, CA: McCutchan.

Fuller, 8. and lzu, J.A. (1986). "Examining School Cohesion: What Shapes the
Organizational Beliefs of Teachers?" American Journal of Education,
94(4):501-536.

Gauthier, W.J. (1882). "Connecticut Perspectives on Instructionally Effective Schools.”
Paper delivered at the annual meeting of the American Educational Research
Association, New York, March.

Gauthier, V..J., Pecheone, R. L., and Shoemaker, J. (1985). "Schools Can Become
More Effective.” Journal of Nego Education, 54(3):388-408.

Glenn, B.C. (1981). What Works? An Examination of Effective Schools for Poor
Black Children. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Center for Law and
Education.

Good, T.L. and Brophy, J.E. (19886). "School Effects." Pp. 670-602 in Merlin C.
Wittcock, ed., Handbook of Research on Teaching. New York: Macmillan.

Gottfredson, G.D. (1988). You Get What You Measure, You Get Winat You Don't:
Higher Standards, Higher Test Scores, More Retention in Grade. Baltimore:
The John Hopkins University Center for Research on Elementary and Middle
Schools Report No. 29.

Green, R. R. (1989). Speech at Columbia Teachers College. “Answering to the
Children: Accountability, Partnership and Choice in Public Education.”
February 9, 1989.

. (1988). "School And District Planning for the Basic School Staffing Program”
The Board of Education of the City of New York Special Circular #47.

. (1688b). Address to the Parents and Principals Education Forum, Community
School District 10, June 8, 1988.

Gregory, K. and Mueller, S.G. (1980). “Leif Ericson Elementary School Chicago,
ilinois." Pp 60-74 in Willard R. Duckett, et al., Why Do Some Urban Schools
Succeed? Bloomington, IN: Phi Deita Kappan.

Groom, B. (1989), “Striving Towards Excellance ir the Performance of Students--An
Effective School Project.” Effective School Report (in press).

55

W
)




NEETRBRERIN A e b e

Guthrie, J.T. (1987). Indicators of Reading Education. CPRE Rssaarch Report Seriss
RR-005. New Brunswick. NJ: Rutgers Center for Policy Research in
Education.

7 e —
R R
. N sl .y

Hall, G.E. and Hord, S.M. (1987). Change in Schools. Albany: State University of
New York Press.

Hallinger, P. and Murphy, J. (1985). *Instructional Leadership and School :
nomic Status: A Preliminary Investigation." Administrator’s Notebook, :

N

31(5):1-4.

. (1986). "The Social Context of Effective Schools.” American Journal of
Education, 94(3):328-354.

Hasson, R.G. (1989). "How to Own Your Own School.* The Regional Lab Reports:
On Shared Leadership. March. Northwest Regional Labaratory.

vl S
Findigy Lo b S e ¥ e €, uis T GRAMAT N xS

Hawley, W.D. and Rosenholtz, S.J. (1984). "Good Schools: What Research Says
About Improving Student Achievement.” Peabody Journal of Education,
61(summer): w*ole issue.

Henderson, A., Marburger, C., and Oms. T. (1986). Beyond the Bake Sale. Columbia,
Maryland: National Committee for Citizens Education.

PG AT S VAT Wanlant A ,ﬁg@;&;_.g{m@gﬁﬁggwﬁdgi;.wg

Herber, H.L. and Neison-Herber, J. (1988). “Extending Literacy Expanding the
Perspective.” Pp. 69-77 in June L. Davidson, ed., Counterpart and Beyond.
Urbana, IL: National Council of Teachers of English.

(e

ypwice

Hodge, D.J. (1988). Higher-Order Thinking Skills Program. Detroit: Detroit Public
Schools Research and Evaluation Department.

ppoarye

f Homiston, D. (1988). "identifying Effective Schools by Both Quantitative and

3 Qualitative Methods." Paper delivered at the annual meeting of the American
i Educational Research Association, New Orleans, April.

§ Honig, B. (1988). "The California Reading Initiative.” The New Advocate, 1(4)235-240.
Hoover, M.R. {(1978). “Characteristics of Black Schools at Grade Level: A

3 Description.” The Reading Teacher, 31(7):757-762.

>
4]
%
3
8
=
=,
2
£
3

Huff, S., Lake, D., and Schaalman, M.L. (1982). Principal Differences: Excellence in
School Leadership and Management. Boston: McBer.

Huberman, A.M. and Miles, M.B. (1982). Innovation Up Close: A Field of Study in 12

School Settings. Andover MI: The Network. Impoco, J. (1988). *Mavericks Can
Win, Too." U.S. News and World Report, November 28:56.

56

e
4 66




R A R e L T S o) s AR Ayl A W o e T s ol L e P T L L et S AR N S
O R R S O R AR L T e T T e T e e
S ﬁ"v"’%— AT TR AT ) . i

AL Y R T
T *

Y

Ivens, S.H. (1888). "High Stakes Tests and the Assessment of Comprehension.”
Teaching Thinking and Problem-Solving. 10(5):7-11.

% . Jackson,S.C. (1982). Instructional Leadership Behaviors that Characterize Schools
that are Effective for Low Socioeconomic Urban Black Students.

Unpublished Ed. D. Dissertation, Catholic University of America,
Washington, D.C.

Jones, B.F. and Idol, L. Ed. (1989). Dimensions of Thinking and Cognitive Instruction.
Hillsdale, N.J.:Erlbaum.

I

Kean, M.J. et al. (1979). What Works in Reading? Philadelphia: School District of
Philadeiphia.

o g . ! o
BRI L i s+ a1 * Q8 iV 5 gl A et B e bt A

RN T e = TR SO T, 5
A R B

Kelley, T. (1988). "Small Change: The Comprehensive School Improvement
Programs.” New York City: Educational Priorities Panel. Pp. 58-59.

Kijai, J. (1988). Discriminating Ability of the School Effectiveness Correlates.” Paper
delivered at the annual meeting of the American Educational Research
Association, New Orleans, April.

rats, ey 58 b B AR Bt ¥ ey s S )

Kitgaard, R.E. and Hall, G.R. (1974). "Are There Unusually Effective Schools?"
Journal of Human Resources, 74:90-106.

Kopple, G. (1985). "Replicating Success: School Districts of Philadelphia.” Paper
presanted at the annual meeting of the American Educational Research
Association, Chicago, April.

Kozberg, G. and Winegar, J. (1981). “The South Boston Story: implications for
Secondary Schools." Phi Delta Kappan, 62(8):565-567.

Kurth, R. J. and Stromberg, L.J. (1984). "Improving the Teaching of Reading in
Elementary Schools.” Paper delivered at the annual meeting of the American
Educational Research Association, New Orleans, April.

Lark, H., Blust, R.S., and Coldiron, J.R. (1984). "An Investigation of the Variation in
Studer:it Scores for Effective and Ineffective Schools." Paper delivered at the
annual meeting of the American Educational Research Association,

New Orleans, April.

Leiberman, A. (1988). "Teachers and Principals: Turf, Tension and New Tasks.”
Phi Delta Kappan, 69(9):648-653.

b

Leinhardt, G. and Pallay, A. (1982). "Restrictive Educational Settings: Exile or Haven?"
Review of Educational Research, 52(4):5567-578.

¢

57

A k]
&
ool
&
L3N
i
'y
o
%
Ty
£l
£
L
¢
o3
i
3
5
i
3
ol
<
¥
2
L,
e
A
4.
o
s
3
%
23
3
)
*
¥
3
;{
H
i1
E
&
5
Bt
3
i
15,
it
2
4
29
%» .
£
2
5
S
=
b
Lon
¥
o
,}j.v
Y

67




570 ARG

4

"E-p‘a»r-:e«?gzﬂ:'g f SR e A

UL SR Ty T

e S

AT RNy b g R

Leithwood, K.A. and Montgomery, D.J. (1982). “The Role of the Elementery School
Principal in Program Improvement." Review of Educational Research,
52(3):309-339.

Lenz, L. (1988). "Kids Learn Ropes of Reading." Chicago Sun-Times, November 6:8.

Levine, D.U. (1985). improving Student Achievement Through Mastering Learning
Programs. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

. (1968). "A Mini-Description of Initially-Unsuccesstful Attempts to Introduce
Outcomes-Based Instruction.” Outcomes, 4(2):15-19.

. (1988). "Teaching Thinking to At-Risk Students: Generalization and
Speculation.” Pp. 117-137 in Barbara Z. Presseisen, ed. At-Risk Students and
Thinking: Perspective from Research. Washington, D.C.:NEA.

Levine, D.U. and Eubanks, E.E. (1986-87). *Achievement Improvement and
Non-Improvement at Concentrated Poverty Schools in Big Cities.” Metropolitan
Education, 3(Winter):92-107.

- (1989). "Organizational Arrangements at Effective Secondary Schools." In
Herbert J. Walberg and John V. Lane, eds., Organizing for Learning. Reston,
VA.: National Association of Secondary Schools Principals (in press).

Levine, D.U., et al. "Concentrated Poverty and Reading Achievement ir Seven Big
Cities.” Educational Leadership, 44(6):22-23.

Levine, D.U., Holdsworth, S., and Aquila F. (1987). “Achievement Gains in
Self-Centained Chapter 1 Classes in Kansas City." Educational Leadership,
44(6):22-23.

Levine, D.U. and Jones, B.F. (1988). "Mastering Learning." Pp. 166-167 in Richard A.
Gorton, Gail 7. Schneider, and James C. Fisher, eds., Encyclopedia of School
Administration and Supervision. Phoenix: Ornx.

Levine, D.U. and Leibert R.E. (1987). "Improving School Improvement Plans." The
Elementary School Journal, 87(4):397-412.

Levine, D.U., Levine, R.F. and Eubanks, E.E. (1984). "Characteristics of Effective
Inner-City Intermediate Schools.* Phi Delta Kappan, 65:707-711.

. (1985). "Successful Implementation of Instruction at Inner City Schools."
Journal of Negro Education, 54(3):313-332.

P
bR

L
AR
Tt

A Wy k25N A 0

o
Lo




Lavine, D.U. end Stark, J.C. (1981). Instructional and Organizational Arrangemsants
and Process for Improving Academic Achievement at Inner City Elementary
Schools, Kansas City: University of Missouri-Kansas City. NIE-g-81-0070.

. (1982). "Instructional and Organizational Arrangements that Improve
Achievement in Inner-City Schools." Educational Leadership, 40(3):41-46.
Levine, D.U. and Stephenson, R. S. (1987). "Are Effective or Meritorious School
Meratricious?" The Urban Review, 19(1):25-34.

. (1988). "Differing Policy Implication for Alternate Multiple Regressions Using
the Same Set of Student Background Variables to Predict Achievement."
Multiple Linear Regression Viewpoints, 16(2):98-104.

Lezotte, L. (1989). Unpublished Monograph of Case Studies in Effective School
Research. Madison, WI: National Center for Effective Schools Research and
Development.

Lezoite, L. W. (1982a). "A Response to D'Amicoi Not a Recipe But a Framev.ork."
Educational Leadership, 40(30):63.

. (1982b). “Effective Schools Research and Its Implications.” Citizen Action in
Education, 9, 1-11.

. (1983). "What is the Effective School Moverment?" The Effective School
Report, 1(1):4.

. (1986). "School Effectiveness: Reflections and Future Directions.” Paper
delivered at the annual meeting of American Educational Research
Association, San Francisco, April.

Lezotte, L.W., et al. (1980). School Learning Climate and Academic Achievement.
Tallahassee: Florida State University Teacher Ec"ication Projects.

Lezotte, L.W. and Bancroft, B.A. (1985a). "Growing Use of the Effective Schools
Model for School Improvement." Educational Leadership, 42(6):23-27.

. (1985b). "School Improvement Based on Effective Schools Research: A
Promising Approach for Economically Disadvantaged and Minority Students.”
The Journal of Negro Education, 54(30):301-312.

Lezotte, L.W. and Taylor, B.O. (1982). "How Closely Can Magnet Schools Be Aligned
with the Effective Schools Model?" Equity and Choice, 5(1):25-2S.

Little, J.W. (1982). "Norms of Collegiality and Experimentation: Workplace Conditions
of Success." American Educational Research Journal. 19(3):325-340.

59

64




Lonoff, R. (1971). "Supervisory Practices that Promote Academic Achievement in a
New York City School.” Phi Delta Kappan, 52(6):338-340.

Lytle, J.H. (1988). “Revised Chapter 1 Open Options for School-wide Plans.*
Education Week, 8(15):32.

Mace-Matluck, B.J. (n.d). The Effective Schools Movement: its History and Content.
Austin, TX: Soithwest Educational Development Laboratory.

MacGinitie, W.H. and MacGinitie, R.K. (1986). “Teaching Students Not To Read.* In
Suzanne de Castell, R. Allan Luke, and Kieran Egan, eds., Literacy, Society,
and Schooling. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Mackenzie, D.E. (1983). “Research for School Improvement: An Appraisal of Some
Recent Trends." Educational Researcher, 12 (3):5-16.

Maeroff, G.1. (1988). "Withered Hopes, Stillborn Dreams: The Dismal Panorama Of
Urban Schools." Phi Delta Kappan, 69(3):634-638.

Mamary, A. and Rowe, L.A. (1985). “Flexible and Heterogeneous Instructional
Asrangements to Facilitate Mastery Learning." In Daniel U. Levine, ed.,
Improving Student Achievement through Mastery Learning Programs.
San Francisco: Jossey-8ass. Pp. 203-222.

Manasse, A.L. (1984). How Can We Recognize Effective Principals? Alexandria, VA:
Nationa! Association of State Boards of Education.

Manhattan Borough President's Office (1989). "People Change Schools: A Practical
Agenda to Turn Our Childrens’Schools Around.” Second report of the
Manhattan Borough President's Task Force on Education and Decentralization,
1989. Task Force Chair: Anthony Alvarado.

Marburger, C.L. (1985). One School At A Time: School-Based Management -- A
Process For Change. Columbia, MD: National Committee for Citizens In
Education.

Maryland State Department of Education (1978). Process Evaluation: A

Comprehensive Review of Outliners. Baltimore: Maryland State Department of
Education.

McCormack-Larkin, M. (1985a). "Change in Urban Schools." Journal of Negro
Education, 54(3):409-415.

. (1885b). “Ingredients of a Successful School Effectiveness Project." Educational
Leadership, 42(6):31-37.




L R MRt Y TN S ST L pr g
B 0T SR DS e T

GE%

| A P
te R RS RO A Ev <

CATHL e L e AR, R

I3
+

e
]

MoCormack-Larkin, M. and Kritek, W.J. (1982). "Milwaukee's Project RISE."
Educational Leadership, 40(3):16-21.

Menahem, M. and Weisman, L. (1985). *Improving Reading Ability Through a Mastery
Learning Program: A Case Study.” In Daniel U. Levine, 8d., Improving Student
Achievement Through Mastery Learning Programs. San Francisco: Jossey-
Bass. Pp. 223-240.

Mortimore, P., et al. (1988). School Matters. Berkley: University of California Press.

Murphy, J.A. and Waynant, L.F. (1988). "Reaching for Excellence and Equity in
Prince George's County Public Schools.” In Lawrence W. Lezotte, ed.,
Unpublished Monograph of Case Studies in Effective School Research.
Madison, WI: National Center for Effective Schools Research and
Development.

Murphy, J. and Hallinger, P. (1986). "Characteristics of Instructionally Effective School
Districts." Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Educational
Research Association, San Francisco, April.

. (1985). "Effective High Schools-What Are The Common Characteristics?"
NASSP Bulletin, 69(477):18-22.

. (1989). “Principal Instructional Leadership." In P.W. Thurston and L.S. Lotto,
eds., Advances in Educational Leadership. Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

Murphy, J., Weil, M., Hallinger, P., and Mitman, A. (1982). “Academic Press:
Translating Expectations Into School Level Policies and Classroom Practices.”
Educational Leadership, 40(3):22-26.

Nagle, T. (+486). "A Longitudinal Study of Systematic Efforts to Raise Standardized
Achievement Test Scores Using Factors From School Effectiveness Research.”
Paper delivered at the annual meeting of the American Educational Research
Association, San Francisco.

National Commission on Education (1983). “A Nation at Risk: The Imperative for
Educational Reform." Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office.

Natriello, G. (1987). ‘Taking Stock: Renewing Our Research Agenda on the Causes
and Consequences of Dropping Out.* Pp. 168-178 in G. Natriello (ed.), School
Dropouts: Patterns and Policies. New York: Teachers College Press.

Olson, L. (1986). “Effective Schools." Education Week, January 15:11-22.

Payne, C. (1984). Getting What We Can For The Ambiguity of Success and Failure in
Urban Education. Westport, CN: Greenwood.

61




o
'

LT, 9 % w:wm@ AD L "n’,”qIﬁT'f‘i"}”':ﬂ’e}fl“w‘ﬁ‘“fW"??ﬁ % ?'

T

Aoy

S

Passow, A.H. (1888). "Issues of Accsss to Knowiedge: Grouping and Tracking.”
Pp. 205-225 in Laurel N. Tanner, ed., Critical Issues in Curriculum. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press.

Pearson, D.P. (1985). The Comprehensive Revolution Urbana, IL: University of
llinois at Urbana-Champaign Center for the Study of Reading Report No. 57.

Pecheone, R. and Shoemaker, J. (1984). "An Evaluation of the School Effectiveness
Program in Connecticut." Hartford: Connecticut State Department of Education
Bureau of Research, Planning and Evaluation Assessment, Testing and
Evaluation Unit.

Peters, T. and Waterman, R. (1982). In Search of Excellence. New York: Harper and
Row.

Peters, T, and Austin, S. (1985). A Passion for Excellence. New York: Random
House.

Pinnell, G. S. (1988). Success of Children at Risk in a Program That Combines
Writing and Reading, Urbana, IL: University of lllinois Center for The Study of
Reading.Technical Report No. 417.

Pisapia, J. and Currie, T.J. (1989). “The West Virginia Principals’ Academy: State
Sponsored Effective Schools Reform Initiative." In Lawrence W. Lezotte, ed.
Unpublished Monograph of Case Studies in Effective School Research.
iadison, WI: National Center for Effective Schools Research and
Development.

Pogrow, S. (1988). “Teaching Thinking to At-Risk Elementary Students." Educational
Leadership, 45(7):79-85. )

Pollack, S., Chrispeels, J., and Watson, D. (1987). "A Description: of Factors And
Implementation Strategies Used By Schools Becoming Effective For All
Students.” Paper prepared for presentation at the meeting of the American
Educational Research Association, Washington, D.C., April.

. (1987). "Developing Reliable and Valid Effective Schools Assessment
Instruments.” Paper prepared for presentations at the meeting of the American
Educational Research Association, Washington, D.C.

Pollock, S., et al. (1988). "A Desciption of District Factors that Assist in the
Development of Equity Schools.” Paper delivered at the annual meeting of the
American Educational Research Association, New Orleans, April.

Popkewitz, T., Tabachnik, R., and Wehlage, G. (1982). The Myth of Educational
Reform. Madison, WI: University of Wisconsin Press.

62

gt

4




Prasseisen, B.Z., 6d. (1988). At-Risk Students and Thinking: Perspectives from
Research. Washington, D.C.: NEA.

Provenzo, Jr., E.F. "School-Based Management and Shared Decision-Making in the
Dade County Public Schools.” In J.M. Rosow and R. Zager, eds. Allies in
Educational Reform. San Francisco and London: Jossey-Bass. Pp. 146-163.

Purkey, S. C. and Smith, M. W. (1983). “Effective Schools-A Review." Elementary
School Journal, 83(4):427-52.

Reading Recovery Project Staff (1988). "The Ohio Reading Recovery Project:
Comprehensive Report of Program Evaluation, 1984-1987." Unpublished
Report. Columbus, OH: Ohio State University.

Richardson-Koehler, V. (1987). “What Happens to Research on the Way to Practice?"
Theory Into Practice, 26(1):38-43.

Romberg, T.A. (1988). Changes in School Mathematics. CPRE Research Report
Series RR-007. New Brunswick, N.J.: Rutgers Center for Poiicy Research in
Education.

Rosenholtz, S. J. (1985). "Effective Schools: Interpreting the Evidence.” American
Journal of Education, 94(3):352-388.

Rossman, G.B., Corbett, H.D., and Firestone, W. A. (1988). Change and
Effectiveness in Schools. Philadelphia: Research for Better Schools.

Rowan, B. (1985). "The Assessment of School Effectiveness.” In Regina M.J. Kyle,
ed., Reaching for Excellence: An Effective Schools Sourcebook. Washington,
D.C.: Government Printing Office. Pp. 99-116.

Rowan, B., Bossert, S.L., and Dwyer, D.C. (1983). “Research on Effective Schools: A
Cautionary Note." Educational Researcher, 12(4):24-31.

Shapiro, N. and Graber, C.F. (1988). "Successful Schooling for the At-Risk Student.”
Conference Report and Recommendations. Pp. 3-8.

Shoemaker, J. (1982). "Effective Schools: Putting the Research to the Ultimate Test."
Pre-Post Press, 7(2):1.

. (1984). Research-Based School Improvement Practices. Hartford: Connecticut
State Department of Education.

. (1986). "Developing Effectiveness in the District, School and Classroom.”
Equity and Choice, 2:(2) (Winter):1-8.




O S R R

Fpd e Dy e A R e S P BRI

BRI o AR a6 e b A A el

e T A

LY e

T

i

5

:
K2
&
z
‘(l
i
ij;’ .

ey
1€

Sizemore, B.A. (1985). "Pitfalls and Promises of Effective Schools Research.” Journai
of Negro Education, 54(3):269-288.

Sizemore, B.A,, Brossard, C.A., and Harrigan, B. (1983). An Abashing Anomaly: The
High Achieving Predominantly Black Elementary School. Pittsburgh: University
of Pittsburge NIE-G-80-0006.

Slavin, R.E. (1987). “Cooperative Learning and the Cooperative School." Educational
Leadership. 45(3):7-13.

Smith, W.J. (1985). “Incorporating Testing and Retesting into the Teaching Plan.* In
Daniel U. Levin, ed., Improving Student Achievement Through Mastery
Learning Programs. San Francisco: Jossey Bass.

Southern Coalition for Educational Equity. (1986). Annual Report 1986. Jackson,
Miss.: Author.

Spence, L. D., Takei, Y., and Sim F.M. (1978). “Conceptualizing Loose Coupling:
Believing is Seeing or the Garbage Can Myth and Ceremony." Paper delivered
at the annual meeting of the American Educational Research Association, San
Francisco, April.

State of New York Office of Education Performance Review. (1974). School Factors
Influencing Reading Achievement: A Case Study of Two Inner City Schools.
Albany: State of New York.

Stedman, L.C. (1987). “its Time We Changed the Effective Schools Formula.* Phi
Deita Kappan, 69(3):215-224.

Steller, A.W. (1988). Effective Schools Research: Practice and Promise, Bloomington,
IN: Phi Delta Kappan.

Stringfield, S. Teddlie, C. (1987). *A Time to Summarize: Six Years and Three
Phases of the Louisiana School Effectiveness Study.* Paper delivered at the
annual meeting of the American Educational Research Association,
Washington, D.C., April.

. (1988). "A Time to Summarize: The Louisiana School Effectiveness Study."
Educational Leadership, 46(2):43-49.

Stringfield, S., Teddlie, C., and Suarez, S. (1986). “Classroom Interaction in Effective

and Ineffective Schools: Preliminary Results From Phase il of the Louisiana .
School Effectiveness Study.* Journal of Classroom Interaction, 20(2):31-37.

64

~!
-




Sudlow, R.E. (1289). “implementing Effective Research in a K-12 Suburban District:
4 The Spencerport Model." In Lawrence W. Lezotte, ed., Unpublished
3 Monograph of Case Studies in Effective School Research. Madison, Wi:
s National Center for Effective Schools Research and Development.
&

Tannenbaum, A. (1968). Control in Organizations. New York: McGraw-Hill.

: Taylor, B.O. (1984). Implementing What Works: Elementary Principals and Schoa!
: Improvement Programs. Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation, Northwestern
University, Evanston, IL.

Teddlie, C., Falkowski, C., Stringfield, S. C., Deselle, S., and Garvue, R. (1984). The
Louisiana Schoo! Effectiveness Study: Phase 11 1982-1984. Baton Rouge:
Louisiana State Department of Education.

Teddlie, C., Wimpelberg, R., and Kirby, P. (1987). “Contextual Differences in Effective
Schools in Louisiana.” Paper delivered at the annual meeting of the American
Educational Research Association, ‘Nashington, D.C., April.

P AT NS TR SO T e 08 St 0§l £ g3

Torres, J. (1987). “Setting School-Level Standards for LEP Student Achievement.”
Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Educational Research
Association, Washington, D.C., April.

U.S. Department of Education. (1987). School That Work Educating Disadvantaged
Children. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office.

Vaill, P. (1984). "The Purposing of High-Performing Systems." in Thomas J.
Sergiovanni and John E. Corbally, Leadership and Organizational Culture.
Urbana, IL: University of lllinois Press. Pp. 85-104.

Venezky, R. L. and Winifield, L.F. (1978). Schools That Succeed Beyond Expectations
in Teaching Reading. Newark, DE: University of Delaware. Ed 177-484.

Villanova, R. M. (1984). "A Comparison of Interview and Questionnaire Techniques
Used in the Connecticut School Effectiveness Project.” Paper delivered at the
annual meeting of the American Educational Research Association, New
Orleans, April.

Waterman, R. H. Jr. (1988). The Renewal Factor. New York: Bantam.

Weber, G. (1971). Inner-City Children Can Be Taught to Read: Four Successful
Y Schools. Washington, D.C.: Council for Basic Education.

Weiss, A.S. (1984). The Effectiveness of Project RISE in Raising Achievement Levels
of Pupils in Milwaukee Public School Inner-City Schools. Unpublished Ph.D.
Dissertation, Marquette University, Milwaukee, Wisconsin.

65

:~ )
: )




Wells, J. R. and Gendler, T. (1988). Beyond Management. Washington, D.C.: Council
for Basic Education.

West, C. A. (1985). "Effects of School Climate and School Social Structure on Student
Academic Achievement in Selected Urban Elementary Schools." Journal of
Negro Education, 54(3):451-461.

White, P. (1988). Resource Materials on School Based Management. New Brunswick,
NJ: Center for Policy Research in Education, Rutgers University.

Wilder, G. (1977). “Five Exemplary Reading Programs." Pp. 257-282 in John T.
Guthrie, ed., Cognition, Curriculum, and Comprehension. Newark, DE:
International Reading Association.

Wick, J.W. and Turnbaugh, R.C. (1 983). “A Successful Program to Improve Student
Performance.” Paper Published by the Northwestern University School of
Education Division of Filed Studies, Evanston.

Williams, M. R. (1989). Neighborhood Organizing for Urban School Reform. New
York: Teachers College Press.

Wilson, W. J. (1987). The Truly Disadvantaged: The Inner City, The Underclass, and
Public Policy. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

- ed. (1989). The Ghetto Underclass: Social Science Perspectives. Newborg
Park, CA: Sage.

Zirkel, P. A. and Greenwood, S. C. (1987). “Effective Schools and Effective Principals:
Effective Research?" Teachers College Record, 89(2):255-267.




END

U.S. Dept. of Education

Office of Education
Research and
: : Improvement (OERI).

ERIC

Date Filmed

March 29, 1991

g \‘1

CIRIC

e

et MR . L sy
MDY .mﬁl“*;r‘rﬁg&‘k{—v T e

™

SN T ST S SRR T 5 A e T a2y B Ty . PR Y >
N s SRR E 2

RN M o g vy
taET MY ~ *

Appendix 16

T RN s B A g 20 R £
RO PNt

SeaE

ks o

s

2

s

]

i

w

Tor g bt 0

.

N o
g e

e

woy el 2t
R T e P

A PRI 0 KA B o A AE

L S it ety @Y

>

<y

ea
g 3w




