Tracing a Local Innovation Through a Changing
Institutional Culture, 1968 -1992

Introduction

magine yourself as a fifth-

grade student who has spent

your entire school ca-

reer—kindergarten through
fourth grade—in one elementary
building. When the 1992 term
opens, you will be expected to
“blend” in with 800 other fifth and
sixth grade students of whom you
may know only thirty former fourth
grade classmates. What anxieties do
you face as the new year ap-
proaches? As a ten-year-old, do you
worry about how you will make
friends or whether or not the work
will be too hard? Will the teachers
be nice? How are your parents feel-
ing about the change? What anxi-
eties do they hold for you? Is there
anyone to help you manage this big
transition?

Smooth Move was a program,
which [ will later describe in detail,
designed by alocal schoal counselor
in mid-sized Illinois city, to respond
to these questions. The names of in-
dividnals, schools, and have been
changed. She sought to gain the per-
spective of the fourth-graders soon
to be attending Charles Lindbergh
school, the building slated in 1992 to
house all district fifth and sixth
graders. Her central aim was to alle-
viate fear and facilitate their transi
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I hope to
illuminate how
the surrounding

institutional
culture and policy
structure worked
both to frustrate
and encourage a
grassroots
professional
innovation in
Larchmont.

tion to a much larger school commu-
nity. For now, I only want to point
out that this was a modest and sen-
sible response to a fairly concrete
redistricting problem. Yet, to this
day, in spite of the single-minded
advocacy and hard work ot one
counselor, several principals, and
many teachers, it has failed to
achieve stable implementation. In
other words, it is not yet fully insti-
tutionalized. I wanted to better un-
derstand why not. By tracing the
fate of one local innovation through
its initiation and implementation
phases, I hope to illuminate how the
surroundling institutional culture
and policy structure worked both to
frustrate and encourage a grass-

roots professional innovation in
Larchmeont.

According to the November,
1992, United Way of Northwest Illi-
nois “ Community Needs Assess-
ment Report,”

{Larchmont)} is a commu-
nity of stability and
strength, experiencing re-
cent growth in its retail, in-
dustrial, and housing sec-
tors...made up of mostly
middle-income families,
working mainly in the
manufacturing and agri-
cultural areas."

The next highest sacioeconomic
category is occupied by those em-
ployed in the professional and serv-
ice sectors. Household income has
risen locally, according to the 1990
census repart, “however, over one-
third of the residents are earning
less than $20,000 per year.”

Larchmont continues to have a
stable population of approximately
28,000 people. Ilts “rural” atmos-
phere comes from being sur-
rounded by good farm land while
“urban” influence stem from its lo-
cation only thirty miles from the
nearby city of Rockford. This urban
influence is reflected also by the five
Fortune 500 companies which bring
both professional and blue collar
workers to the community. Over the
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past several years there has been an
increase in the number of African
American, Asian American and
Hispanic restdents. This increasing
cultural diversity is also reflected in
the Larchmont student population.
The State of Illinots Public Act 84-
126 requires all public school dis-
tricts to report student performance
and background information for
each of the schools within the dis-
trict. Table 1 below indicates the
growth of respective groups from
1989 to 1996.

The number of students from
families in low socioeconomic cir-
cumstances has also risen during
the past 11 years, from 23.1% in 1985
to 31.8% in 1996.

Larchmont
Redistricting History
(1968-1974)

Phase 1: Communi%
Consensus {1968-1975)

Charles Lindbergh Middle
School first opened its doors to in
the fall of 1968 to sixth, seventh, and
eighth grade students. Much time
and effort had gone into planning
for this first middle school in the
Larchmont community. A building
committee, comprised of adminis-
trators and elementary and secon-
dary teachers strove to counter the
sentiment that: “First we shape our
buildings and thereafter they shape
us. We hope that the new middle
school will not ‘shape us’ but will
serve education now and in the un-
foreseen decades” (Larchmont

School District, December, 1966).
Though the middle school would
not entirely shape the educators,
many unforeseen events and barri-
ers would prove to have a profound
impact on the new middle school
staff and students.

While Lindbergh Scheol was to
receive sixth, seventh and eighth
grade students in 1968, the
Larchmont Junior High School
would house the rest of the District’s
seventh and eight graders and all of
the ninth graders. This meant that
now the District had one middle
school and one junior high
school—both feeding into the high
school. This didn’t seem to cause
much concern at the time. The first
principal of Lindbergh identifies the
main reason for building a middle
school as “crowded elementary
buildings.” Originally, only sixth
graders from a few designated ele-
mentary buildings were supposed
to attend the new school, but soon
all sixth grade classes were being,
transported to Lindbergh (personal
communication, November 9,
1996). He also notes that the
Larchmont School District wanted
to ensure an “appropriate” distribu-
tion of minority students between
Lindbergh and Larchmont Junior
High. The principal recalled that at
the time, parents were mainly re-
lieved that the over-crowding prob-
lem had been solved. It is likely that
arn important community spokes-
person had given the “blessing” to
the middle school. He noted that it
was a little surprising that there
were no noticeable ripples of dissent
in the community over the selection

of the students to be assigned to
each building. When asked who the
leading advocates were, he couldn’t
remember a single individual or
group. At any rate, the politically
influential were apparently satis-
fied with the outcome.

The first attendees
of Charles
Lindbergh School
soon found that
they would end up
making a
minimum of four
transitions
between buildings
during their
passage through
the Larchmont
Public School
system.

The first attendees of Charles
Lindbergh School soon found that
they would end up making a mini-
mum of four transitions between
buildings during their passage
through the Larchmont Public
School system. Their path was de-
termined by the differing grade con-
figurations among the eight elemen-
tary schools, Some were K-5 build-
ings, others K-6. All students from
K-5 buildings whe entered Lind-
bergh went on to Larchmont Junior
High School to complete the ninth
grade, From there they moved to
Larchmont High School for grades
ten, eleven, and twelve. Thus, after
leaving Lindbergh, they would
spend only one year at Larchmont
Junier High before entering the high
school. On the other hand, if a stu-
dent had attended a six-year ele-
mentary building, then s/he went
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directly to Larchmont Junior High
School before entering the high
school. Implementing the middle
school concept resulted in an odd
trade-off. Some students would
have several years of busing to vari-
ous schools before ever reaching the
high school.

From a district perspective, this
entire fransition was accompanied
by a large increase in student bus-
ing. The elementary buildings were
all neighborhood schools. Most stu-
dents walked to and from school,
and some often went home for
lunch. Lindbergh was located sev-
eral miles from their homes. There
were no planned activities to pre-
pare for the altered family-school
relationship. In today’s climate, the
need to make preparations would
seem imperative. The casual atti-
tude of the time may be explained
by:

{1} naivete on the part of parents
and educators;

(2) the assumption that students
had such a secure and safe com-
munity that there would be no
student fear of the unknown;

(3) self-esteem worries were less
prominent at that time.

During the 1960s and 70s, under
the auspices of the Larchmont
Board of Education, the “Education
Specifications of Middle School
West,” had been crafted and it be-
came the foundational paper far
what was to become Charles Lind-
bergh School. In this document are
listed all the comunittee members
who worked on the development
and planning stages. It is strikingly
obvious today that all were either
teachers or school administrators.
No school board members are men-
tioned, nor were there any parents
or students included. Even though
the middle school concept was os-
tensively developed in order to
meet the needs and challenges of the
adolescent student, it appears that
no one thought to consult them.
Plans were based solely on the ideas

and research of educators. This sys-
tem of transporting students, frag-
mented as it may appear to us today,
took place without incident or com-
plaint.

During the 1974-75 school year,
the district again was faced with
school reconfiguration. This time all
elementary buildings would house
the kindergarten through fifth-
grade students. Charles Lindbergh
Middle Schoal would take all the
sixth and seventh graders, and the
Larchmont Junior High School was
designated to be the eighth and
ninth-grade building. Again, there
were no preparations to help stu-
dents make a transition from one
building to the next and no commu-
nity expressions of concern. School
leaders and their community took
these pressures in stride and all con-
curred that the best way to handle
them should be left to the wisdom
of educational professionals. The hi-
erarchical structure of the school
system was embedded in an ap-
proving cultural consensus.

Administrators
faced the prospect
of having to
weather the
controversial
closing of several
elementary
buildings.

Phase II: The Impact of
Declining Enrollment
1982-1991

This consensus persisted until
the early 1980s, when student en-
rollment began to decrease and the
District was faced with tighter fi-
nancial constraints. Another redis-
tricting loomed on the horizon. The
idea of sending all fifth-grade stu-

dents to Lindbergh School sug-
gested itself as an option. The tem-
per of the times and the District's
resources had changed since the op-
timistic 60s and 70s. The population
was also becoming more racially
and ethnically diverse, This time
Larchmont school personnel did
hold planning meetings that in-
cluded parents. Administrators
faced the prospect of having to
weather the controversial closing of
several elementary buildings. They
proposed what seemed to be the
least disruptive plan. Fifth-grade
students would go to Lindbergh,
while Larchmont Junior High
School would become an even more
traditional junior high school taking
the seventh and eighth grades, and
Larchmont High Schuol would re-
vert to a four-year high school.
Still, parents complained that
they did not want to send their ten-
year-old children “all the way
across town” to a school which held
700 to B0O students! Besides, they
objected that Lindbergh was really
amiddle-school. To them this meant
that it was a form of secondary edu-
cation. No such objections had ever
been heard in the previous moves.
Some parents became adamant
against having their children shut-
tled from one class to another “all
day long.” After many meetings, the
superintendent, with the support of
the Board of Education, finally de-
cided to close three elementary
buildings and move all fifth and
sixth grade students to Charles
Lindbergh School. The first, and still
incumbent, principal was to hand
over the building keys to another
elementary principal who had been
in the district for several years.
Major shifts in assignment were
also made in the teaching staff.
Teachers were told to prioritize
their top three assignment prefer-
ences for the 1982-1983 school year.
This came as a shock to Lindbergh
teachers, many of whom had been
there since the doors of the building
were first opened in 1968. 1 was one
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of those who had joined the staff as
a sixth grade teacher in 1973. When
the school’s grade configuration
later changed to make it a sixth- and
seventh-grade school, I taught de-
partmentalized social studies and
writing to sixth-graders. After serv-
ing for several years as Dean of Stu-
dents, [ was assigned in 1982 to a
fifth-grade teaching position at
Charles Lindbergh—a post that 1
had not listed on the request form.
A colleague of mine, and the coun-
selor who was later to design Smooth
Move, was unilaterally placed at the
High Scheol in spite of her request
tc remain at Lindbergh. Under-
standably upset, she conferred with
the superintendent to get an expla-
nation. Her outstanding work, he
said, had shown that she was
“needed” at the high school “to im-
prove the counseling department
there” (personal communication,
Navember 4, 1996). There is no
doubt, however, that this counselor
had been a respected staff leader at
Lindbergh.

So in contrast te past changes,
parents, teachers, and administra-
tors were embroiled in a turbulent
time. Perhaps as a move to stem
criticism, it was announced that the
school’s name would be changed to
Charles Lindbergh Upper Elemen-
tary School. No one quite knew
what an upper elementary school
was. But the principal reported that
the superintendent hoped to avoid
the secondary school image held by
so many parents who seemed to fear
that their children “would become
lust in the big maze” of a quasi-sec-
ondary building. He conjectured
also, that the change in principal
probably was the district’s signal
that administrators were really seri-
ous about making Lindbergh an ele-
mentary building. The new Lind-
bergh principal interpreted the su-
perintendent as believing that main-
taining the founding principal of a
middie school in place would send
the wrong message to parents and
staff (personal communication, No-

vember 7, 1996). Concerned parents
might be more at ease with well-
known Larchmont elementary prin-
cipal at the head of the upper “ele-
mentary”  Charles  Lindbergh
Schoaol.

Perhaps the upper
elementary
designation was
left purposefully
undefined since no
written
philosophy or
curriculum change
ever was crafted
to operationalize
the concept of an
“upper
elementary”
school.

The new principal was cer-
tainly correct about the symbolic
value of this change in leadership.
Yet it had sericus morale conse-
quences. Though it might serve to
alleviate parental criticism, it could
not guarantee an operational trans-
formation from middle school to
upper elementary status. For one
thing, no one really had any idea
what “upper elementary” might
mean with respect to concrete tacil-
ity use, program planning, or hiring
policies. Perhaps the upper elemen-
tary designation was left purpose-
fully undefined since no written
philosophy or curriculum change
ever was crafted to operationalize
the concept of an “upper elemen-
tary” school.

When the superintendent left
the following year, the new superin-
tendent failed to take up this ques-
tion of defining the school. Still

faced with dropping enrollments,
he simply cut personnel from the
upper elementary school. This, of
course, only deepened morale prob-
lems. Those staff members drawn
from the eight elementary buildings
had all been trained and were expe-
rienced elementary instructors. The
remaining  original Lindbergh
teachers, however, had received
their training as middle school/ sec-
ondary educators. The principal
urged them all to learn to work to-
gether since they could contribute
so many different experiences and
skills. He hoped they would tlesh
out a workable, upper-elementary
school concept before they at-
tempted to welcome fifth grade stu-
dents to the new school environ-
ment. What happened instead was
that he and his assistant principal
devised and relied upon an orienta-
tion day for prospective students.

The first student orientation
was initiated in spring of 1983 when
the fourth grade students from each
of the five elementary buildings vis-
ited Lindbergh. These orientations
were a direct response to parental
pressure. The institutional culture
was changing, if slowly, from a pre-
dominantly educator-centered deci-
sion-making organization t¢ one
which more quickly acconunodated
to parent discontent. To complicate
matters for administrators, parents
were becoming more vocal at the
same time as resources dwindled.
Seen as a more or less public rela-
tions measure, no one at the time
viewed the orientation in curricular
or programmatic terms. The teach-
ers took no part in the planning and
had only a minimal role in the ori-
entation activities themselves.

First, students listened to a lec-
ture about the school. Then they
were divided inta three groups re-
spectively led by the principal, as-
sistant principal, and one other staff
member. They simply toured the
building and walked through some
of the classrooms. Not everything
went well. The principal was dis-
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turbed to see some of the fourth-
grade students making hostile signs
when they went into a classroom.
This impression on him would later
prove 1o be a factor in slowing the
pragress of the expanded Smooeth
Move program. He was also an-
noyed that, in some instances, he
would visit a classroom with his
group of children and find neither
students nor teachers. He noted fur-
ther, that their main questions had
to do with locker assignments and
whether or not they would be re-
quired to move from one classroom
to another; This Jatter was no trivial
matter. The children were voicing
adult suspicions that Lindbergh
would be run as a departmentalized
school. Obviously, the admittedly
undefined, upper- elementary cun-
cept had not been communicated to
themn. That would take more than a
name change.

The counselor’s
commitment to a
philosophy of
student
empowerment led
her to attempt
gradual but
strategic changes
in the school
culture.

Since the orientation was
mainly a formality, no assessment
by parents, teachers, or students
was conducted to determine how
well it had succeeded in meeting the
concerns of the students and/or
parent clientele. Nonetheless, it was
routinized for the next six years un-
til 1988 when the previously re-
moved counselor was returned to
Lindbergh. She returned, deter-
mined to use her responsibility for

the orientation to foster a broader
agenda. Her high school experi-
ences had given her a deeper under-
standing of why students were so
anxious aboutentering a new school
for the first time. The counselor’s
commitment to a philosophy of stu-
dent empowerment led her to at-
tempt gradual but strategic changes
in the school culture. Many stu-
dents, she thought, brought natural
leadership talents with them to
school, but found there little chance
to apply themt. The counselor could
not understand why the talents of
teachers and children were so sel-
dom used. Upon her return to Lind-
bergh, one of her [irst goals was to
create opportunities to cultivate
these leadership skills.

At first, the counselor at-
tempted only minor changes in the
orientations. She offered the usual
lectures and tours. According to her,
one hour was far too long for stu-
dents at this age to sit {(personal
comumumnications, October 16, 1996).
She added a parent orientation soon
after the new school year began.
Parents” had been phaoning to in-
quire about how best to prepare
their children for the move. Since
she perceived that staff-generated
“change was not valued” (person-
nel communication, October 16,
1996) , she made orientation im-
provements in 199¢ that to an out-
side observer would appear to be
minor. One that particularly fit her
broader philosophy was to enlist a
group of students to assist in deliv-
ering the lectures. She also gave a
pencil to each fourth-grader as a
kind of souvenir. The counselor told
the children that everybody should
keep this pencil and bring it back
with him or her to Lindbergh next
vear because “it would have the cor-
rect answers.” When a fifth grade
teacher noticed on the first day of
school that some of her students had
brought pencils with them to
school, she was surprised to learn
that they had received them at ori-
entation the previous spring.

Though this teacher appreciated the
clever transitional activity, it also in-
dicated to her how limited commu-
nication really was among Lind-
bergh staff members (personal com-
munication, November 4, 1996).
Caomununication patterns like
these are clearly determined by the
established organizational structure
and culture, Bolman and Deal label
the one described here asa “simple”
structure (1991, p.83). In these set-
tings, principals are expected to
make top-down decisions with little
bottom-up input from teachcrs.
Whether intentionally or not, per-
fectly good ideas from the counselor
were often blocked fram itmplemen-
tation because of an unquestioned
definition of administrative leader-
ship rercived from the past. Admin-
istrative resistance can unwittingly
reinforce an unproductive, circum-
scribed-role  bureaucracy where
“control is provided mainly by the

professional  indoctrination  of...
members” (199], p.88).
Against administrative and

structural resistance, far-reaching
changes were initiated during the
1990-91 school year. The counselor
began a pilot study in cooperation
with Oakland Park Elemeniary
School, whaose principal had been a
former elementary counselor in the
district. The Ambassadors, a group of
Lindbergh  sixth-graders  who
would go to Oakland Park during
the fall term as “testbusters” was
formed. Their task was fo prepare
Qakland Park students for the lowa
Test of Basic Skills. The Ambassadors
would also be right there the follow=
ing spring at the Lindbergh orienta-
tion. Oakland Park fourth-graders
were asked to place questions in a
shoe box which the Ambassadors
would read and answer in each of
the fourth grade classrooms on a
return visit to Oakland Park. The
questions illuminated their worries:

*  What time does school start
and what time does it end?

&  What if we are late for school?
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¢ [s Charles Lindbergh much
fun?

e s fifth grade hard?
¢ Do we have reading?

®  What months do we do swim-
ming?

¢ What if the [swim|suit doesn't
fit at Lindbergh or has a hole
init?

® Do you really cut up insects in
the science lab?

¢  What if you forget your locker
combination?

e If [ wasn'tin the same pod or
classes with my friends, how
could 1 make new ones?

&  Are there drugs at Carl Lind-
bergh School?

* I'mafraid kids might start
fights.
®  What if you're scared?
®  What is a pink slip?
(written list of questions from
fourth grade students, 1990).

From the sample questions, one
can see why the counselor sought to
institute new activities for the
scared, the shy, the wary, and even
the excited fourth grade student
who would otherwise be left to wait
till the end of summer to answer
them alone. The next move was to
establish a sart of “home base” for
them. The idea here was to provide
the means for children to get to
know at least one Lindbergh teacher
or classroom. The building adminis-
trator was uncomfortable with these
suggestions, preferring not even to
discuss them with the rest of the
staff. The counselor declined toraise
the subject with the other teachers
on her own, believing that she
should not go forward without the
principal’s consent.

The fourth grade orientation
students were still given pencils to
remember their visit. But the coun-
selor’s hopes seemed to be stymied.

It was at this time in 1991, that all her
proposed orientation initiatives re-
ceived the name, “Smooth Move.”
In a conversation, the Oakland Park
principal mentioned to the coun-
sclov that her only aim was to
achieve a “smooth move” for her
own fourth grade students who
would soon be going to Lindbergh
Schoal. To make changes in schools,
it never hurts to have a bumper
sticker name for your initiatives.
Smoath Move was now printed on all
the pencils received by orientation
students, Now it had a program-
matic identity.

Phase Three: Changes at
the Top (1991-19%6)

The 1991-1992 school year
brought more  unanticipated
changes to Lindbergh which in turn
affected Smootl Move. The previous
spring, the superintendent had once
again replaced the Lindbergh prin-
cipal. Then the superintendent re-
signed and was replaced by another
who increased the emphasis on pa-
rental involvement. Under his lead-
ership, this would become a promi-
nent feature of district strategic
planning injtiated during the spring
of 1992, Thirty-one representatives
from local businesses and the com-
munity joined forces with a select
number of educators to redefine the
school district’s mission, goals, and
objectives. The culture of Lindbergh
School was immediately impacted
by this change in leadership and by
the increasing involvement of par-
ents, students, and other commu-
nity leaders. This was exemplitied
by Lindbergh’s own strategic plan-
ning, problem-based learning meth-
ods, and by the development of a
schovl-business  partnership. By
1995, equity issues regarding Afri-
can-American students began to
emerge and play an important role
in re-thinking curriculum policy
and program procedures.

The counselor now had a fresh
context from within which to de-

velop Swmooth Move, She still wanted
to have the students stay at scheol
for approximately three hours and
fifteen minutes. Activities would in-
clude discussion, a tour, and an ac-
tual classroom visit. When the new
principal agreed to these changes, a
committee of three fifth-grade and
two sixth-grade teachers, a coun-
selor, the principal, and the assistant
principal met to help develop the
program. It was offered as a trial run
to only one-half of the incoming
fourth-grade students. The other
half would serve as a control group.
Subsequent to the committee’s ap-
proval, the principal and counselor
wrote a joint request to the superin-
tendent asking for an extension of
Swmigoth Move. In that request, the
main objective was stated as fol-
lows: “To help students feel com-
fortable in their transition from
fourth grade to fifth grade located in
a new building. Students will expe-
rience some arganized class time
and social time of lunch recess”
{(written communication, March 20,
1992). The proposal continued.:

The 70 fourth grade stu-
dents divided into groups
of five will join one of the
13 grades’ classrooms who
have volunteered to par-
ticipate in the pilot pro-
gram. The f{ifth grade stu-
dents will host the fourth
grade students... they will
experience lunch, recess
and spend about one and
one-half hours in the class-
room (1992),

Student responses to a ques-
tionnaire were overwhelmingly
positive. They said that the tour had
been helpful (Yes-322; No-9) and
that they had learned more about
Lindbergh from visiting the class-
room and being there (Yes-206; No-
23). While 21 students said every-
thing was “perfect” or they would
change nothing, 14 students wanted
to stay all day; 61 students said all
fourth grade students should stay.
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All seventeen teachers also
completed the survey, whether
their students were in the experi-
mental or control groups. All said
the students were enthusiastic
about coming tor the tour and they
remained enthusiastic about the ex-
perience when they returned. There
were skeptics. Any field trip after
all, is welcomed by most students,
just tor the novelty and the chance
to escape a more routine environ-
ment. No evaluation was developed
for parents because the counselor
feared that the parents of fourth-
grade children who did not get to
stay in the class and eat lunch at
Lindbergh School would feel left
out. Some parents grumbled that
their children received unfair treat-
ment by being excluded (verbal
communication, November 4,
1996).

Parents were provided with the
opportunity to attend one of three
parent orientation meetings sched-
uled for the morning, afternoon, or
evening for the convenience of
working parents. In the letter sent
home to the parents of the class of
2000, the principal wrote:

As you know your child
has recently visited Lind-
bergh School through the
"Smooth Move’ program.
Hopefully, this provided
an opportunity for your
child to become ac-
guainted with Lindbergh
and maybe lessen some
anxieties about leaving his
or her home school. ... It is
not unusual for the par-
ents to have questions and
their own concerns about
their child leaving a
school which he or she
may have attended since
kindergarten. To help the
parents make a “Smooth
Move,” Lindbergh staff in-
vites you to attend one of
the three “Parents Wel-
comed at Lindbergh!”

meetings (Written parent
communication from Patri-
cia J. Burke, Principal,

May 5, 1992).

The Ambassadors
went to the
evening parents’
meeling to provide
a student
perspective on
Charles Lindbergh
School. The
youngsters
answered all the
parents’ questions
and responded to
their concerns.

The Ambassadors went to the
evening parents’ meeting to pro-
vide a student perspective on Char-
les Lindbergh School. The young-
sters answered all the parents’ ques-
tions and responded to their con-
cerns. The counselor believed that
this meeting was so important be-
cause parents and students would
feel more comfortable as both
shared their feelings. She had great
confidence in The Ambassadors.
Starting back in 1990, she had per-
sisted in her efforts to promote lead-
ership skills in the students through
The Ambassadors’ program and
through the major role they played
in Smooth Move. They continued to
participate in the information sec-
tion of the orientations and assisted
with tours of the building. They also
served as follow-up liaisons to the
fourth grade classrooms after the ac-
tual Smooth Move orientation was
completed.

The Ambassadors, of course,
provided another symbol, as did the
Smooth Move pencils, for the

younger students. In early fall of the
school year, wearing bright red
“testbuster” tee shirts, they visited
the elementary buildings through-
out the District performing skits to
help prepare students for the lowa
Test of Basic Skills. They would re-
turn to these schools in the spring
for the Smooth Move activities,
Fourth graders readily identified
with the red-shirted Ambassadors
from Charles Lindbergh School!

This expansion of Smooth Move
program activities meant increased
work for members of the Lindbergh
staff, particularly the counsclor.
Now she trained hosts and host-
esses from the classrooms. The dis-
trict transportation department be-
came involved because the program
involved two different time sched-
ules for each of the buildings to
serve both the control and experi-
mental groups. That the counselor
was persistent can be seen in her
January memo to the superinten-
dent. “Hopefully the extended ver-
ston of the program may continue
next year to include all fourth-grade
students by allowing them to stay
for the additional time” (written
cammunication to the superinten-
dent, January 16, 1992). And so it
did. In the spring of 1993, Smooth
Move reached every fourth-grade
student in the elementary schools.
Finally, it was on its way to becom-
ing institutionalized!

An unexpected policy shift,
however, forced a retreat in the
plans for Smooth Move for the next
few years, Lindbergh School was to
be returned to its status as a middle
school. This was only the half of it;
A $3-million reconstruction pro-
gram would begin in 1993 because
the school no longer met the State of
INinois School Code. It had been
built in the 1960s as an open build-
ing with few walls. Gradually over
the years, walls were added to re-es-
tablish self-contained rooms. After
almost twenty-five years of building
within the building, the school was
no longer safe—at least as deter-
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mined by the State of Illinois School
Code. In order to enter over one-half
of the classrooms, it had become
necessary to walk through another
classroom. The State Code for
school buildings requires that all
classrooms have direct access to a
hallway exit. The physical state of
the school serves as a wonderful
metaphor for the minimal incre-
mental adjustment pattern of deci-
sion making that marks the Dis-
trict’s history.

Through its
decade-long status
as an upper
elementary school,
no well defined
philosophy had
ever been
achieved, or even
attempted. Now
there was a chance
to start again.

When the superintendent of
schools approached the principal in
1992 about the feasibility of return-
ing Lindbergh to a middle level
building, she immediately agreed.
Having trained as an intern teacher
at the University of Wisconsin-
Madison and as a former middle-
level teacher who was now the prin-
cipal ot Lindbergh, she saw thisas a
way to implement some ideas of her
own. She immediately engaged staff
members in preliminary discus-
sions and planning sessions regard-
ing middle level education
Through its decade-long status as
an upper elementary school, no well
defined philosophy had ever been
achieved, or even attempted. Now
there was a chance to start again.
The staff accepted the middle school

concept without much objection
and willingly served on the commit-
tees set up to determine the direc-
tion of program, teaming, hiring,
and facility use. It was at this time
that the staff first learned about the
major  building  reconstruction
slated to begin in the 1994-95. Re-
construction could facilitate plan-
ning a middle level learning envi-
ronment.

Because there would be larger
enrollments, there would be a need
for a two-building campus. One-
half of the building would be com-
pleted during the Summer of 1994,
During, the school year, one half of
the student population would be at
Lindbergh School, now nicknamed
Lindbergh Central, while the other
half would go to a District owned
building approxirnately two miles
west of Lindbergh Central, dubbed
Lindbergh West.

The Smootli Move orientation be-
came more complex as more people
confronted transitory conditions.
Central office staff and district
transportation department had to
determine which neighborhood
children would ge to which Lind-
bergh school. This task was compli-
cated by the requirement to achieve
a balance of students representing
the several ethnic and socioeco-
nomic groups. Finally, in May, after
four weeks of attempting a solution,
the counselor sent a letter to parents
and a memo to administrators indi-
cating that Smooth Move-1994 was
“not so smooth.” An earlier memo
had detailed a very complicated
schedule of activities. It alse in-
cluded a plea to teachers:

I need volunteers. Hope-
fully every teacher will be
able to take at least three
students, We will be tak-
ing present fifth graders
who will be going to Lind-
bergh West to visit. . .
(written communication
from P... to fifth- and sixth-

grade teachers, May 16,
1994).

It was necessary to have enough
teacher volunteers agreeing to host
fourth-grade students in their class-
rooms in order to keep the numbers
of taurth graders at approximately
twa ta three students per classroom.
In spite of the counselor’s plea,
some sixth-grade teachers refused
tourth-grade students because they
thought the age and grade differ-
ences were too great. Some teachers
were more concerned about the cur-
rent fifth-grade students who
would soon be going to sixth-grade
at Lindbergh West. Besides, the
prospect of having approximately
400 eleven- or twelve-year-olds, at
the same adolescent developmental
stage, in one building was not a
pleasant thought. Ultimately, the
decision about how students would
be placed was completed through
teacher planning committees and
teacher-team surveys,

The staff and students at West
were supposed to return to Central
when reconstruction was com-
pleted sometime in 1995. The staff
decided they would stay at West for
the entire year since it would be less
disruptive. So the two-building
campus remained intact for the
1994-95 school year which turned
out to be a good decision because
reconstruction was not completed
as scheduled. But this decision
meant another tough year for
Smocth Move, Half of the Lindbergh
staff and students were in a building
that fourth-grade students would
never see! Only half of the Lind-
bergh Central classrooms were even
being used. Smooth Move lapsed to
its former format of a one and one-
half hour tour with a general infor-
mational session. The Ambassadors
continued to assist in these activi-
ties.

Two parent sessions were set
for May 23, one at 11:00 a.m. and the
other at 7:00 p.m.. Parents would
“have the opportunity to see the
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newly reconstructed Lindbergh
School; . . . the fifth-grade academic
program and activities [would] be
discussed. Present students of Char-
les Lindbergh School [would] also
be available to answer questions
from a child’s perspective of the
school.” Only 50 parents (less than
13% of students in fifth-grade) came
to these meetings as shown by the
parent registration.

The 1995-96 school year was a
more normal year as the entire staff
and student body were together un-
der one roof. The middle school in-
itiative was being implemented.
The counselor and staff were pre-
paring for Smooth Move as it had
been initiated two years before.
Lindbergh Ambassaders had al-
most completed their fourth-grade
class visits when the last elementary
building’s fourth-grade teachers de-
cided that they no longer wanted
the Ambassadors to come because
they were very unhappy with their
students” Smooth Move experience at
Lindbergh. The school’s counselor
and administrator went immedi-
ately to the elementary teachers to
hear them out. Only one decision
was agreed upon: Fourth-grade stu-
dents who wanted to talk to the Am-
bassadors could come and visit dur-
ing their own lunch and recess time.
Unsurprisingly, the principal recalls
that fewer than half of the students
actually came to ask questions.
Fourth-grade teachers did not at-
tend the sessions. It was obvious to
the Lindbergh principal and coun-
selor that the Ambassadorial ses-
sions were not being encouraged by
tourth-grade teachers. It is interest-
ing to note on this point that a sur-
vey developed by the counselor was
distributed on May 15, 1996, to the
sixteen fourth-grade teachers of the
district. Fourteen were returned.
The negative responses all came
from the teachers who had refused
to admit the Ambassadors. One of
the teachers wrote, “I don't feel it is
valuable for the fourth-graders to be
with a different teacher, in a differ-

ent class, doing different curricu-
lum.” Another teacher said that the
“tour was helpful but the discussion
to orient [students] and answer
questions..was  distracting and
caused a great deal of anxiety due to
behavior problems the students ob-
served.” The other three fourth-
grade teachers agreed that Smooth
Move should drop the lunch provi-
sion.

These responses contrasted
with most of the responding teach-
ers who said that their students en-
joyed lunchroom and class visits at
Lindbergh. Four teachers men-
tioned that Smoath Move helped to
relieve the students’ stress about go-
ing to a new school. One of the most
vocal dissenters was a teacher who
had taught sixth grade for over ten
years at Lindbergh during the years
that Smooth Move was being initi-
ated. She worked there under the
leadership of the principal who had
blocked the expansion of the orien-
tation program beyend the tour and
information session. He was her
principal at another school in 1995.

-
Looking back, it
seems clear that

there was only one
constant in all the
efforts, and that
was the long-term
persistence of the
counselor.

Conclusion

After all that has been said and
done, a smoot!t Smooth Move had
been anticipated for the 1995-96
school year: Reconstruction was
completed, and the middle school
transition was evolving. Why did
things go wrong? Simple—one

teacher and one principal persisted
raising doubts about the program.
Was this the only factor which pre-
vented the institutionalizing of
Stmoatl Move? Looking back, it
seems clear that there was only one
constant in all the efforts, and that
was the long-term persistence of the
counselor. She was often stopped,
hindered, and even relocated due to
teacher and administrator resis-
tance. Changing stakeholders con-
tinued to intervene with their own
pet interests. Once pieces were fi-
nally implemented, they lost their
relevance when a new policy con-
text made it difficult for formerly
compatible components to fit. Over
the years advocates became tired of
the activity and/or found new
places for their energies. Thus, the
project {over seven years old now)
remains unfinished.

Bolman and Deal (1991) define
an advocacy as "a loose, flexible
self-renewing organic form tied to-
gether mostly by lateral coordina-
tion...Ad hoc structures are most
often found in conditions of turbu-
lence and rapid change” (p. 91). 1
wanted, and still want, all members
on the staff to be shareholders, deci-
sion-makers, and initiators in their
own classrooms. Teachers must be-
come the leaders —not only in their
classrooms but in the building and
the district. In 1992, it was 1 who
became the principal of Lindbergh
Scheol. Many staff members felt
then that 1 brought turbulence com-
pared to the calmer tenures of the
previous principal. 1 led the staff
through a two-year reconstruction.
In 1993, an urban education partner-
ship was introduced; and problem-
based learning followed the next
year. Some teachers readily ac-
cepted (although not necessarily
welcomed), these changes while
others were strongly resistant. This
provided the tension laden context
in which Smooth Move was being de-
veloped.

Belasco and Stayer (1993), in
From the Flight of the Buffalo, compare
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leadership skills to two animals. In
their , [ wanted alf the people in my
school to be geese, not buffalo, as
managers of theiv own professional
growth. As Belasco and Stayer
write:

[B|uffalo are loyal to one
leader; they stand around
and wait for the leader to
show them what ta do.
When the leader isn’t
around, they wait for him
to show up. People... did
only what I told them to
do, nothing more, and
then they “waited
around” for my next set of
instructions. .. What I
wanted in the organiza-
tion was a group of re-
sponsible, interdependent
workers, similar to a flock
of geese. ..I could see
geese flying in their “V”
formation, the leadership
changing frequently, with
different geese taking
lead. ...I could see each
goose being a leader ( pp.
17-18).

I believe that in the years under
consideration in this article, the
Lindbergh School culture has
changed for the better. Faculty com-
mittees work together in curriculum
decision making, advise the admini-
stration, and develop program (i.e.,
yearly school theme, curriculum
goal setting and assessments,
Smooth Move, at-risk student assis-
tance programs). Staff training is
provided by the district (and, also,
often at the school) to support cur-
riculum and program initiatives,
Staff members often take the lead in
these development sessions. Prob-
lems of competition among teams of
teachers for recognition sometimes
crop up, but over time there appears
to be less of this.

Since Smooth Mave requires
ithe cooperation of more staff and
students from the five clementary
buildings than it does Lindbergh

School itself, how extensive its ac-
tivities will continue depends on
many people. Lindbergh school
staff will need to involve more peo-
ple in the preplanning. As Fullan
states, “Teachers do receive infor-
mation [iterature, and most attend
workshops here and there; but they
do not have opportunity for con-
tinuous personal contact, which
would be necessary for becoming
aware of and following up on. . .
(inatiatives)” (p. 53). Since 1992, the
Lindbergh staff has been receiving
much information about the mid-
dle-school student through litera-
ture and workshops. The informa-
tion regarding Smwoth Move will be
re-emphasized, particularly for the
sixth-grade teachers as they seem to
be further removed from the fourth-
grade students entering the build-
ing.

Bolman and Deal (1991) iden-
tify what they call the “human re-
source from {which) adds an addi-
tional dimension to the interplay be-
tween organizations and people”
(p- 120). They agree that organiza-
tions exist and are formed to serve
human needs. Not only is the con-
sumer an important factor in the or-
ganization, the individuals within
the organization are people serving
their clients. In any organization
these servers must be acknow-
ledged since they are instrumental
in developing and maintaining a
successful organization. In the past,
teachers were rewarded for being
passive. They were told what they
had to accomplish with little input
from themselves. The teachers went
their own way behind the closed
doors of their classrooms. Thus,
there have often been concealed
conflicts influencing curriculum ne-
gotiations and practices. To keep
formal or informal small interest
groups from appearing, teacher
committees can be established to de-
termine policy and procedures.

One obstacle to sharing leader-
ship responsibility is the image of
the principal due to the symbolic

weight projected onto the role. Per-
haps other professionals such as the
counselor should set the agenda and
facilitate the meetings. The coun-
selor is viewed with respect and,
thus, has authority when she makes
a statement. The committee should
also include some teachers from
Lindbergh School who have op-
posed some aspects of Smooth
Move. These teachers deserve to be
respected and their views thought-
fully considered as members of the
school community.

Probably cne reason why there
has been a problem, especially with
last year's implementation, was that
the Central Office had not been con-
tacted or asked to participate in the
implementation process. An annual
written communication is needed
charting the progress of the pro-
gram. Even more essential will be
teacher advocacy within Lindbergh
School.

As outlined by Fullan (1991),
the other issue which is pertinent to
the refinement of Smooth Move in-
volves community pressure and
new policy. The community pres-
sure may be applied by the parents
aof the minority students to decrease
the gap of levels of success between
Caucasian and African-American
students. Parents necd to be in-
valved as their children move from
one building to another to help the
parents themselves feel welcome to
discuss concerns with the staff of
their children’s new building. With
reform in the educational air, educa-
tors can respond to the real and nec-
essary —but sometimes abstractly
articulated —demands of groups
calling for equity. Smooth Moveis a
local and modest response to hu-
man needs that turns out to be well
suited to advance a broader range of
agendas. Such innovations may
never be securely institutionalized,
but that can also be seen as a
strength. As a professional grass
roots response to a practical prob-
lem, Smooth Move may always be
subject to the cracks, changes, and
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flaws of the institutional structure in
which it is embedded.

References

Belasco, | .B., & Stayer, R.C. (1993).
Flight of the buffalo. New York:
Warner Books.

Bolman, L. G., & Deal, T. E. (1991).
Reframing organization: Artistry,
choice, and leadership. San Fran-
cisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers.

Freeport School District. (1966).
Educational specifications for Mid-

dle School West. Freeport, IL:
Larchmont School District.

Fullan, M. G., & Stiegelbauer, 5.
(1991). The meaning of education.
Columbia University: Teachers
College Press.

Hord, S. M.; Rutherford, W. L..; Hul-
ing-Austing, L.; & Hall, G. E.
(1987). Taking charge of change.
Alexandria, VA: Association for
Supervision and Development.

Quip, Inc., & PQ Systems, (1994).
Total quality  transformation,
alignment guide for education.

Cincinnati, OH: The Merten
Company.

United Way of Northwest Illinois.
(1992). Contmunity needs assess-
ment report. Publisher un-
known.

Wheatley, M. ]. (1994). Leadership
and the new science: Learning
about organization in an orderly
universe. San Francisco, CA;
Berrett-Koehler Publishers, Inc.

12

Thresholds in Education

February & May, 1997




How a Textbook Adoption Accelerated a Change in
the Teaching Reading

Introduction

aving been an elemen-

tary school principal for

the past twelve years, I

have had the opportunity
to abserve a change in how children
are taught to read. In the case of
West Aurora School District 129,
Aurora, [llinois, this change was ac-
celerated by a textbook adoption in
the Fall of 1990. The following study
covers approximately 12 years, the
1985-86 school year through, and in-
cluding, the present school year,
1996-97. The first section devotes
particular attention to the two-year
period {from 1988-90) when the
textbook selection process was initi-
ated and a new reading series im-
plemented. In the second section,
change process theory will be ap-
plied to analyze the events chron-
icled in the first section.

At its April, 1990, meeting, the
Board of Education for West Aurora
School District 129 formally
adopted a new reading series. This
adoption was slated to go into effect
during the following 1990-91 school
year. It would affect nearly 5,000
students attending in the district’s
ten elementary schools. Ultimately,
what seemed at the time as a simple
adoption would also reshape the

by Stephen J. Wilson

Stephen |. Wilson is a principal in West Aurora and a doctoral candidate,
Curriculum and Supervision, Northern lllinois University.

district’s philosophy toward on the
teaching of reading.

Section I: Selection
and Implementation
1988-1990

The city of Aurora, Illinois, is
located approximately 30 miles
west of Chicago, one of the western-
most suburban communities, Three
public school districts serve the city:
Indian Prairie 204, East Aurora 131,
and West Aurora 129. This curricu-
lum policy study will investigate
events in the West Aurora district.
According to the 1996 Illinois School
Report Card (lllinois State Board of
Education, 1996), West Aurora
School District has the tollowing
demographics:

Within the district, there are ten
elementary schools (grades K-6),
two middle schools (grades 7-8),
and one large high school with an
enrollment of approsimately 2,800.
The thirteen schools are adminis-
tered by a central office staff. Mary
Ann Goerd, the reading coordinator,
and Sherry Eagle, Assistant Super-
intendent for Curriculum and In-
struction, played key roles in guid-
ing the teaching staff in their selec-
tion of a new reading series.

The Adoption

The district’s previous reading
series by Harcourt, Brace, and
Jovanovich (HBJ), was in place
when I began my first principalship
at Nicholson School in August,

Total enrollment

8,842 sutdents (K-12)

Racial/Ethnic breakdown

White

55.5%

Hispanic

African American

_ Asian/ Pacitic Islander

22.5%
20.0%
2.0%

Low-income (students
receiving free/reduced
lunch.

26.6%
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1985. Veteran teachers increasingly
complained that the series was old
and in need of a change. One of their
concerns about the HB] series was
its traditional nature which placed a
heavy emphasis or skill develop-
ment, paper and pencil worksheets,
phonics, and mostly watered-down
story selections. It had been in place
since 1978, and a reconsideration of
book adoption was overdue.

According to the teachers and
administrators interviewed for this
study, the timing seemed right for
what would ultimately be a success-
ful textbook adoption. The growing
research in whole language theory
and practice was just becoming
available to teachers during the mid
to late 1980s. Teachers were acutely
interested in new trends in the
teaching of reading particularly in
whole language philosophy. A con-
cise, working definition of whole
language is provided for the pur-
pose of this analysis.

The whole language phi-
losophy is a belief system
about the nature of learn-
ing and how it can be fos-
tered in classrooms and
schools. 1t is not an ap-
proach, though some
kinds of activities can be
reasonably characterized
as whole language be-
cause they are consistent
with this philosophy Lan-
guage is kept whole, not
fragmented into “skills;”
literacy skills and strate-
gies are developed in the
context of whole, authen-
tic literacy events, while
reading and writing expe-
riences perimeate the
whole curriculum; and
learning within the class-
roam is integrated with
the whole life of the
learner (Weaver, 1990,
p-23).

The timing of the textbook
adoption was influenced also by the

fact that West Aurora was eligible to
receive over $500,000 from the Illi-
nois State Board of Education Text-
book Loan Fund during 1990, the
year of purchase. This encouraged
teachers to approach the textbook
adoption opportunity with some-
what of a “blank check” mentality.
This was a marked divergence from
their experience in years past when
budgetary restraints not only influ-
enced, but limited and defined their
choices. Some of the teachers linter-
viewed still recall carrying a sense of
doubt and apprehension to the se-
lection procedures during the early
textbook previews. Teachers at
Nicholson School, where 1 was as-
signed as principal during the selec-
tion phase, frequently asked them-
selves, “Why are we cven looking at
all of this material? We'll never be
able to afford it!” (personal inter-
view, November 6, 1996), This time
we had the available funding to
make the choice on professional
grounds.

Assistant
Superintendent
Eagle had
empowered the
elementary
teaching staff to
use their best
judgment in
selecting a new
reading series.
This would not be
a top-down
process.

A third factor that made the im-
ing of this adoption auspicious, was
the fact that Assistant Superinten-
dent Eagle had empowered the ele-
mentary teaching staff to use their

best judgment in selecting a new
reading series. This would not be a
top-dawn process. Her philosophy
was graunded in the premise that if
teachers had ownership in the selec-
tion process, they would construct
values reflective of their fundamen-
tal commitments. Eagle herself had
a background in reading, having
earned her Master’s degree in that
field; thus, her expertise and leader-
ship were critical factors in the
change process.

Eagle delegated the day-to-day
courdination of the selection proc-
ess to Mary Ann Gord who was
tunctioning in the central office role
as “program specialist” at the time.
Her responsibilities included super-
vising the District’s Title I progtam,
the reading improvement grant,
and various curriculum commit-
tees. Previous to taking this admin-
istrative post, she had built up credi-
bility with her peers as a respected
teacher of the primary grades inone
of the district's elementary schools.
Her recognized effectiveness as a
teacher, along with the respect of
her colleagues, allowed her to guide
the process with poise and confi-
dence.

“Participatory  management”
and “site-based decision making,”
two terms frequently used in public
school policy discussions during the
past ten years, were already place in
Aurora by early in the selection
process. Each elementary school
was to send at least one repre-
sentative to be a member of the se-
lection committee, Each grade
would be represented as well. In a
meeting of the conunittee held Au-
gust 24, 1989, Assistant Superinten-
dent Eagle reinforced the idea that
District 129 is a K-12 unit district.
She made a point to encourage the
development and articulation of a
district-wide reading philosophy
which could be employed at all
grade levels. From these discussions
came the identification of desired
learner outcomes in the area of read-
ing. Developing confidence in the
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approach presented by Eagle was
somewhat of a breakthrough for
many teachers in District 129. Her
leadership and commitment to a
teacher-developed curriculum was
rock solid and it became the base
which grounded discussions during
the entire textbook selection proc-
ess.

I
The Board had the

final
responsibility for
approving staff
recommendations
for a reading
series, for defining
desired student
learner outcomes
in the area of
reading, and for
spending close to
one million
dollars in new
textbooks and
materials.

Being something of a self-pro-
claimed risk taker, Eagle also of-
fered the choice of what has become
known as a “dual adoption.” This
meant that individual schools had
the liberty to choose between a basal
series, a literary series, or a combi-
nation of the two. Making this
choice for their respective buildings
meant that teachers had increased
ownership of the selected curricu-
lum. Of the ten elementary schools,
one chose the entire basal series of
Houghton-Mifflin, four made a split
choice (basal for grades 1 and 2; lit-
erary for grades 3, 4, 5, and 6), and
five chose a literary series for grades
one through six. It should also be
noted that basal does not imply “in-

v

ferior” or “old-fashioned” material
in this case. The basal-oriented pro-
gram included a bit more of an em-
phasis on isolated skill develop-
ment, while the literary version
used more whole language philoso-
phy and integration of writing with
the teaching of reading. Both pro-
grams included authentic, quality
literature selections.

The Stakeholders

As indicated by the preceding
comments, several factors contrib-
uted to a successful change process
which ultimately affected the teach-
ers’ philosophy of teaching reading.
Time was devoted to vision build-
ing during the 1989-90 school year.
Questions posed to teachers in-
cluded: “What does a good reading
program look like? What will mweet
the needs of our students? and
“Which program best fits our read-
ing curriculum?".

These questions were being
asked repeatedly by the primary
stakeholders, Eagle and Gord.
There were, however, many other
stakeholders as well. The building
principals of the ten elementary
schools had a considerable input
into the process as well. Their par-
ticular responsibility was to facili-
tate the discussion and selection
meetings conducted at their own
schools. They held the ultimate re-
sponsibility for being accountable to
the students and parents of each ele-
mentary school. The stakes were
even higher than usual for them
since schools now had the option of
choosing and explaining their
choices among three different com-
binations of the new series. As prin-
cipal of Nicholson Elementary, 1
was asked why we chose a basal
series for grades one and two but
opted for a literary approach for
other grades. The primary teachers
and I had agreed that the basal of-
fered a better toundation for begin-
ning readers. We made our choice in

light of our research, inquiry, and
personal preferences. We had to be
prepared to justify our conclusions.

The group of stakeholders most
directly affected by the new selec-
tion consisted of the classroom
teachers. They would have to live
with their decision for a number of
years, Since they were the anes on
the "front line” in the delivery proc-
ess, their role as stakeholders could
not be taken lightly. Eagle and Gord
accorded them a great deal of pro-
fessional respect. The children of the
elementary schools of course were
ultimately the most important
“front line” stakeholders. The build-
ing representatives on the textbook
selection committee also played key
stakeholder roles. They were
charged with interpreting and fairly
representing both their colleagues
and their basic philosophy toward
teaching reading in each building.

In a more global sense, the
seven-members of the School Board
were also a stakeholders. The Board
had the final responsibility for ap-
proving staff recommendations for
a reading series, for defining de-
sired student learner outcomes in
the area of reading, and for spend-
ing close to one million dollars in
new textbooks and materials. It
soon became clear that this adoption
process would be a massive under-
taking. The School Board was ap-
praached the adoption process with
a great deal of confidence because
histarically, District 129 had built a
strang working relationship be-
tween its faculty and central office
administration.

In close relation to the School
Board was the final stakeholder,
Gary Jewel, Superintendent of
School District 129, His was the re-
sponsibility to oversee the entire
change process. His confidence in
Eagle, Gord, and the teaching staff
in the District’s ten elementary
schools enabled him to be some-
what removed from the day-to-day
workings of this transition. Accord-
ing to all parties, there existed a
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strong sense of trust and respect to-
ward choosing a reading series that
would best meet the needs of the
students in District 129,

The Groundwork

Much groundwork was done
before this change was imple-
mented. For two years, 1988-1990,
individuals and committees spent
countless hours meeting, develop-
ing ideas, previewing materials, and
prioritizing strengths before ap-
proving a final recorunendation.
The need for this groundwork was
long overdue. The last time a new
reading series was implemented
was a decade before, in the Fall of
1978, For a variety of reasons, re-
viewing materials for a new reading
series was put off for several years
during the mid-1980s. This ground-
work was begun by a reading com-
mittee of nearly 45 members in the
Fall of 1988. Their primary task was
to recommend a new reading series
for implementation in the Fall of
1990.

During its first year of existence
{the 1988-89 school year), the Com-
mittee attended an in-service work-
shop on current reading practices
and theories. Ameng those emerg-
ing were whole language beliefs,
whole group instruction, and flex-
ible grouping of students as op-
posed to ability level teaching. Fur-
thering the need to develop desired
student learner outcomes was the
existence of the Iltinois Goal Assess-
ment Program (IGAP) and its ac-
companying State goals for learning
in the area of reading.

The original committee of 45
was split into two subcomumittees.
One was charged with reviewing
published materials and making the
recommended selection, and the
other was charged with fine tuning
desired learner outcomes in reading
to insure that they aligned with the
State goals for reading. A secondary
task of the latter committee was to

be mindful of methods and activi-
ties for integrating writing and lan-
guage arts into the reading goals.

Beyond the scope of the Com-
mittee’s work during this two-year
period was a pgreat deal of informal
groundwork by the teaching staff in
all buildings. Teachers were encour-
aged to question the current reading
series (HBJ]) and develop sugges-
tions for the characteristics they
would like to see in a new series.
Time was allocated at regular fac-
ulty meetings for representatives of
the Reading Committee to report on
progress and provide in-service on
new reading research.

During the Fall of 1989 and
early in 1990, all teachers (not just
corrynittee members) had extensive
opportunities to examine textbooks
and materials from publishers. The
selection process had narrowed the
final decision to three potential pub-
lishers: Harcourt, Brace,
Javanovich; Houghton-Mifflin; and
Ginn. All three publishers sent rep-
resentatives on an on-call basis and
supplied the District central office
with materials to preview, Teachers
were even encouraged to check out
texts and try them in their class-
rooms on a temporary basis. This
hands-on approach of experiment-
ing with new materials further en-
hanced the staft”’s ownership in the
selection process.

The Implementation

The April, 1990, meeting of the
Board of Education for District 129
marked the formal approval of the
new reading series fromm Houghton-
Mifflin. By the Fall of 1990, it would
be in place in all ten District elemen-
tary schools. This new adoption was
a impetus for the change in how
teachers would teach children to
read. Michael Fullan writes that
“change is a process, not an event”
(Fullan, 1991, p. 49). From my re-
search on this topic, and in conver-
sations with teachers and adminis-

trators during my years in the prin-
cipalship, this quotation has appli-
cability, but with an addendum. The
change that occurred in how we
teach children to read (process) was
prompted by a textbook adoption
(event),

To facilitate this change in how
reading is taught, there were many
in-service opportunities available to
certified staff. Ample time was also
given to staff to become familiar
with the teacher’s manuals and
texts. The time line on the following
page offers an overview of those
events and reflects the scheduled
plan adhered to by the District fac-
ulty.

Additional forms of support
were offered to facilitate the transi-
tion to a new program and philoso-
phy. The primary form was in the
area of funding. There was a crea-
tive blending of available monies
used to finance the adoption: Dis-
trict dollars from the general educa-
tion fund, State dollars from the [1i-
nois State Board of Education Text-
baok Loan Fund, and some monies
from a state reading improvement
grant. Another form of support was
allowed for staff development. This
was in the form of release time when
teachers could meet with each other
and discuss the adjustments to
working with the new series. The
publisher provided time for its top
consultant to be available to the Dis-
trict.

Finally, ongoing in-service
training was not limited to just
grade-level classroom teachers: Ti-
tle I, bilingual, and special educa-
tion teachers also received it. This
further supported the notion that
the textbook adoption was meant to
serve the needs of all learners.

In conclusion, the textbook
adoption was the result of a massive
undertaking by teachers who were
committed to making a well-re-
searched selection that was aligned
with desired learner outcomes that
they had developed. The process
was overseen primarily by Assis-
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Date

Activity

March 19, 1990

Houghton-Mifflin recommended as
publisher of the new reading series to the
School Board.

April 16, 1990

Board approves Houghton-Mifflin

April 17, 1990 editions

Materials ordered, teachers’ editions
rushed, reading committee members
in-serviced on both basal and literary

April/May 1990

Building administrators receive in-service
training on both editions.

Early May, 1990
Late May, 990

B _S_Emmer, 1990 areas.

Classroom teachers receive manuals and
copies of student textbooks, workbouoks,
response manuals

ln-se_g'vice training_attended by grade levels. |

Subcommittees meet to: identify activities
for gifted/talented and learn how to
integrate reading series into other subject

La_t_ce_ {Xu_gust, 1990
First day of school,

New staff receive in-service training.
Special education staff receive in-service.

_Mid February, 1991

Principals surveyed to determine staff

Meet as grade levels to discuss adjustments

1990 Students begin using materials.
Mid September,
1990 reaction.
Early December,
1990 to the new series.

Meet again as grade levels, district-wide.

Mid May, 1991
Late August, 1991

Formal evaluation of new program by staff

New staff in-service training.

{Notes from School Board Presentation, March 1990;

tant Superintendent Sherry Eagle
and Reading Coordinator Mary
Ann Gord. The allocation of money,
time, and staff development oppor-
tunities led to a successful adoption.
The change which occurred in the
teachers” philosophy toward teach-
ing children to read will be the basis
for the second half of this analysis.

Section I1

The second section of this article
will deal with a discussion of how
the events portrayed in Section I fit
into various change process models,
primarily those presented by Mi-
chael Fullan in The New Meaning of
Edvcational Change (1991}. Addition-
ally, I will offer my perspective as to
how the change in philosophy has
been institutionalized. Fullan states
that:

Ideally, the best begin-
nings combine the 3 Rs of
relevance, readiness, and
respurces. Relevance in-
cludes the interaction of
need, clarity or the innova-
tion, ...and utility, or what
it really has to offer teach-
ers and students. ... Readi-
ness involves the school’s
practical and conceptual
capacity to initiate, de-
velop or adopt a given in-
novation, ... Resources con-
cern the accumulation of
and provision of support
as a part of the change
process (1991, pp. 63-64}.

In the course of evenis docu-
mented in Section I, the relevance
stage was evident due to the fact
that it had been ten years since the
last series was adopted. In a memo-
randum, former Assistant Superin-
tendent Don Nylin made note of the
fact that “many needed materials
will not be available in the near fu-
ture as the series is a 1978 edition:
Obviously this reduces our options
to find a new program” (Nylin,
memorandum, December 6, 1988).
This need for change was a practical
one in nature. The former series was
too old, and the administrators and
staff looked at this as an opportune
time to offer something new and
exciting to students.

The readiness stage of Fullan's
initiation model can be applied as
well. The new series addressed a
need: It was reasonable, and there
were supplies and materials avail-
able. Fullan states that these factors
need to be evident for a change to be
successfully implemented.

While the adoption process,
and ultimate decision to approve
the new series, fits into Fullan’s
model, there is still the question of
how rany teachers were truly
ready for this change. The readiness
level of several hundred elementary
schoal teachers would be quite var-
ied. What consideration, if any,
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would be given to teachers who
were reluctant about (or even mili-
tant against} not only a change in
program, but in philosophy as weli?
This readiness factor of different in-
dividuals would play a key role in
the ultimate success or failure of the
philosophical change being institu-
tionalized,

|
What
consideration, if
any, would be
given to teachers
who were
reluctant about
(or even militant
against) not only
a change in
program, but in
philosophy as
well?

The resource phase refers ta the
readiness and willingness to sup-
port a change over an extended pe-
riod of time via initiatives like staft
development and coordination of
ongeing training. “People often un-
derestimate the resources needed to
go forward with a change,” Fullan
writes. “While resources are obvi-
ously critical during implementa-
tion, it is at the initiation stage that
this issue must first be considered
and provided for” (Fullan, 1991, p.
64).

Eagle and Gord provided for
the support phase of Fullan’s model
by allocating ongoing training for
staff prior to the program’s begin-
ning. Teachers were given training
by reading “experts,” meeting with
consultants, and conferring with
each other. Also, each elementary
school was allocated two thousand
dollars for teacher statf develop-

ment, conference attendance, sub-
stitutes for release time, and hiring
of consultants. This was done on a
building-by-building basis, further
enhancing the desire to meet the
needs of the learners in a particular
school.

The importance of Fullan’s no-
tion of underestimating the re-
sources needed is of particular inter-
est. [t is unfortunate that these re-
sources for staff development no
longer exist as they did during the
tirst year of the adoption. Teachers
need to be continually challenged to
become acquainted with new ideas,
approaches, and methods. This is
particularly important in the area of
reading. This is not {0 say that there
are no opportunities or resources
available to teachers at the present
time, just not as many as there were
during the 1990-91 school year. For
true change to continue and have a
positive impact on the teaching of
reading, teachers need to become
learners, As Roland Barth (199()
states in his book, Improving Schools
From Within, “When teachers ob-
serve, examine, question, and reflect
on their ideas and develop new
practices that lead toward their ide-
als, students are alive. When teach-
ers stop growing, so do their stu-
dents” (p. 50). When a change in
reading philosophy becomes insti-
tutionalized by the vast majority of
teachers in District 129, it will be
quite an accomplishment. Many of
the teachers | interviewed feel they
are already there, but some are not.

One case, in particular, in-
volved a fifteen-year, veteran, first
grade teacher. Due to the fact that
she was on a maternity leave the
year that much of the staff develop-
ment was available, it took her sev-
eral years to become totally comfort-
able with the new series and the
whole language emphasis on teach-
ing reading. “When I returned from
my leave, it seemed like phonics
was now a bad word, and we
couldn’teven refer toit at all” (Paula
Olin, personal interview, Novem-

ber 13, 1996). This is indeed unfortu-
nate since phonics theory does play
an important role in teaching and
learning to read, particularly at the
first grade level.

When a change in
reading
philosophy
becomes
institutionalized
by the vast
majority of
teachers in
District 129, it
will be quite an
accomplishment.

There is a high correlation
between phonemic aware-
ness upan entering first
grade and poor reading
progress by the end of
first grade. Researchers
have stressed the impor-
tance of phonemic aware-
ness training for low-
achieving emergent
readers, and such training
has been found to im-
prove children’s reading
ability (Allington & Walm-
sley, 1995, p. 161).

The above excerpt from All-
ington and Walmsley reinforces the
concept that phonics does indeed
have a place in reading instruction.
The teacher I interviewed has since
become more comfortable with her
sense of the student’s phonemic
awareness and the place of phonics
in reading instruction. This was
done primarily on a triat and error
basis and in conversations with col-
leagues as opposed to a structured
in-service opportunity like those
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that had been offered during her
leave of absence.

The mention of collegiality
brings up another channel for
change to become implemented and
eventually institutionalized. The
need for teachers to learn from other
teachers is a way for change to con-
tinue. Judith Warren Little (1981) of-
fers a good operational definition of
collegiality in schools.

Collegiality is the pres-
ence of four specific behav-
iors as follows: Adults in
schools talk about prac-
tice. These conversations
about teaching and learn-
ing are frequent, continu-
ous, concrete, and precise.
Adults in schools observe
each other engaged in the
practice of teaching and
administration. These ob-
servations become the
practice to reflect on and
talk about. Adults engage
together in work on cur-
riculum by planning, de-
signing, researching, and
evaluating curriculum. Fi-
nally, adults in schools
teach each other what
they know about teaching,
learning, and leading,
Craft knowledge is re-
vealed, articulated, and
shared (Barth, 1990, p. 31).

Fullan (1991) also refers to Lit-
tle’s research in discussing the im-
portance of collegiality and its role
in the process of initiating lasting
educational change.

The role of collegiality was fos-
tered by Eagle and Gord. They de-
veloped a plan for each elementary
school to have a designated reading
resource teacher. This individual
was paid a stipend for his or her
duties, was provided with extensive
training in both the basal and liter-
ary editions of the reading series,
and was encouraged to attend local
and state conferences on reading.
This plan was in place for the first

two years of the adoption (school
years 1990-91 and 1991-92). Unfor-
tunately, upon reflection of prac-
tices in the two elementary school in
which I have been a principal, this
role never seemed to achieve the
high expectation levels set by Barth,
Little, and Fullan. Teachers in the
two schools still seem a bit reluctant
to and apprehensive about having a
colleague observe them practicing
their craft.

As the primary stakeholders,
Eagle and Gord also provided am-
ple information and updates to the
Board of Education to keep them
apprised of the selection process
and its implementation. With
Eagle’s role in particular, the politi-
cal framework of the district was
revealed. Her efforts were perhaps
scrutinized a bit more closely since
she had only recently been ap-
pointed to her position as Assistant
Superintendent for Curriculum and
Instruction. This was viewed by the
school board, principals, and teach-
ing staff as her first major curricu-
lum selection decision, and groups
were anxiously waiting to formu-
late opinions of her effectiveness.
Deal states that “the political per-
spective suggests that the goals,
structure, and policies of an organi-
zation emerge from an ongoing
process of bargaining and negotiat-
ing among the major interest
groups” (Bolman & Deal, 1991, p.
203).

The major interest groups Eagle
had to deal with were classroom
teachers, special education and bi-
lingual teachers, principals, her su-
perintendent, school board mem-
bers, and the taxpayers. She and
Gord skillfully mastered the art of
negotiating with the Houghton-
Mifflin Company directly, garnish-
ing some material discounts and
consultant services for the District at
a minimal cost.

Eagle and Gord alsc followed
the eight-step model outlined by
Fullan which addressed issues of
nieed, practicality, monitoring, com-

munication, feedback, and ongoing
support (Fullan, 1991). They also
had a realistic time line that allowed
for two years of research of materi-
als, development of learner out-
comes, and an in-depth staff devel-
opment plan to familiarize teachers
with new practices of teaching read-
ing.

Several activities were needed
to implement this new change in the
philosophy of teaching reading. On
the surface, simply issuing new text-
books and materials wasn’t going to
have any significant impact on
changing attitudes. For a veteran
teacher entrenched in mediocrity, it
meant merely teaching the same old
way with a new book, a practice that
would produce little, if any, change
of attitude. From a reflective stand-
point, the activities to implement a
change were present during the first
year of the new program via ses-
sions with grade level teachers,
meetings with consultants, site vis-
its from the reading specialists, and
on-going support from the
Houghton-Mifflin Company’s con-
sultant.

While these efforts were plenti-
ful during the first year (and into the
second) of the textbook adoption,
several years after adoption they
have not been offered with the same
intensity or regularity. This may ac-
count for what, I believe, is some-
what of a delay in the philosophical
change becoming institutionalized.
As a building principal, I now real-
ize it took most teachers two full
years to make full use of the new
textbooks and materials. During the
first year, the teachers were becom-
ing acquainted with the materials.
During the second year, teachers
made either subtle or significant
changes to the curriculum based on
trial and error. Entering the third
year of the new series, teachers were
familiar enough with the new mate-
rial; however, some had not inter-
nalized the new philosophy that ac-
companied it.
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The lack of internalization cre-
ates a unique problem for the 1996-
97 school year. The Districtis now in
its seventh year of using the
Houghton-Mifflin series. While it
serves most students quite well,
from my observations at two
schools, there still seems to be some
teachers that continue to have diffi-
culty accepting whole language,
flexible grouping, literacy, phone-
mic awareness and immersion in
print for students. This prablem is
compounded when new teachers
enter the school district. Some of
them have been prepared at univer-
sities that have very progressive
ideas regarding the integration of
reading and writing, Others were
prepared in a conservative, tradi-
tional manner.

Another barrier
standing in the
way of
institutionalization
of the
philosophical
change may lie in
the District’s
current practice of
site-based
management.

Another barrier standing in the
way of institutionalization of the
philosophical change may lie in the
District’s current practice of site-
based management. For instance,
one of the ten elementary schools,
Smith School, has spent the past
year developing its own reading
program. It is much less reliant
upon the Houghton-Mifflin series,
particularly in the upper grades (4,
5, and 6). It encourages writing and
reading in a totally integrated fash-

ion and also depends on studies of
novels by the whole class. That par-
ticular school has institutionalized
its philosophy. However, it can be
perceived as being a barrier to a
larger, full-scale philosophical
change at the district level. Sherry
Eagle is now Superintendent Eagle
in District 129. She is to be com-
mended for allowing a school to be
creative and try what the teachers
believe is a better way to teach up-
per grade level children to read. Ful-
lan (1991) would describe Eagle as a
“moving” superintendent as op-
posed to one who was “stuck.” “In
moving districts, superintendents
require principals and teachers to
set learning goals relevant to the
students they serve, and monitor
and stimulate progress by linking
activities and performance data to
improvement criteria”  (Fullan,
1991, p. 207). The staff of Smith
School has presented a well-re-
searched, thorough plan which has
been endorsed by the superinten-
dent in the interest of educational
change.

As the School District enters the
seventh year of the “new series,” it
may be entering yet another level of
need in the change process. In my
opinion, we need to offer the poten-
tial for our teachers to expand be-
yond the whole language philoso-
phy of teaching reading to an inte-
grated approach using quality lit-
erature. This would require a “start-
ing over” of sorts. It is the never-
ending cyclical process described by
Fullan:

If the theory of change
emerging at this point
leads us to conclude that
we needed better imple-
mentation plans and plan-
ners, we are embarking on
the infinite regress that
characterizes the pursuit
of a theory of “changing.”
To bring about more effec-
tive change, we need to be
able to explain not only

what causes it but how to
influence those causes. To
implement programs suc-
cessfully, we need better
implementation plans; to
get better implementation
plans, we need to know
how to change our plan-
ning process; to know
how to change our plan-
ning process, we need to
know how to produce bet-
ter planners and imple-
menters and on and on. Is
it any wonder that the
planning, doing, and cop-
ing with educational
change is the 'science of
muddling through’ (Lind-
blom, 1959). But it is a sci-
ence (p. 93).

The next level of expertise for
teachers to achieve would be to be-
come familiar with the concept of
literacy, which is a bit more complex
than reading. Rick Johnson (Octo-
ber, 1995), current District 129 read-
ing specialist, provides a good foun-
dation.

The essence of literacy in-
volves communication.
Reading is an active proc-
ess in which the reader
predicts, samples, and con-
firms or corrects hypothe-
ses about text in order to
construct meaning. Chil-
dren must read with a pur-
pose, having some notion
of why they are reading
and what they are reading
to find out. Because comn-
prehension is the constant
goal of the proficient
reader, materials used in
the teaching of reading at
all stages should have
meaning, interest and sig-
nificance for the reader.
The reading program for
the early elementary years
should be language based,
dealing first with clauses
and sentences, the basic
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unit of thought, not the
word or the individual let-
ter. Words should be intro-
duced in meaningful con-
text, not isolation.

This represents quite a change
from my first years as a principal
back in 1985. During that time, I ob-
served many teachers relying heav-
ily on mundanc paper and pencil
tasks and worksheets. The whole
langurage textbook adoption helped
some teachers change via new ma-
terials, texts, or in-service opportu-
nities. Some teachers have changed
gradually, some quickly, others
very little. The differences are pri-
marily due to the fact that change is
perso nal, requiring a level of readi-
ness and willingness on the part of
the participant.

Johnson (1995) implies, in his
thoughts regarding literacy, a need
to be able to change continually,
particularly as the children we teach
change:

Any community commit-
ted to literacy must have a
concern for those condi-
tions which impede the
progress of instruction.
The teacher and the school
at large, however, must re-
spond to the circum-
stances as they exist. Defi-
ciencies in those areas
related to school success
must be identified and ad-
dressed by the school
through adjustment in the
instructional program.

Johnson also concludes his Sys-
tem of Beliefs with a strong statement
on continuing educational opportu-
nities for staff to grow. “Finally, a
relevant and thorough program of
ongoing in-service education for the
teaching, support, supervisory, and
administrative staffs must be devel-

oped and implemented based on
this system of beliefs.”

Completeness of the change be-
ing institutionalized requires that it
become part of District 129's cul-
ture. 1 do not believe we are there
yet. Deal offers a very practical,
common sense definition of culture
that was developed by Bowe (1966)
as “the way we do things around
here” (Bolman & Deal, 1991, p. 246).
When teachers throughout District
129 can convey that they have a full
sense of what literacy learning is
and how to incorporate it into the
teaching they do in their classrooms
every day, this change will be insti-
tutionalized and become part of the
“myths, stories and fairy tales” re-
ferred to by Deal and Bolman in
discussions vn the symbolic frame
of an organization (1991). Then it
will be part of the culture which
continues to be ever changing,
much like the children we teach and
the adults who teach them.

It seems ironic that District 129
is about to begin the reading text-
book review process all over again.
Groundwork for the committee
structure and formulation will have
begun in January, 1997, with a pos-
sible adoption targeted for Fall,
1998. This would be an ideal time to
implement a new program since the
District is shifting to a K-5 elemen-
tary school format as opposed to the
current K-6 system. Adding to the
irony is the role of stakeholder
which will be played by Reading
Specialist Rick Johnson. He will, in
all probability, chair this committee
and guide its research, selection,
and implementation. With
Johnson’s high regard for staff de-
velopment and in-service training, [
am sure he will strive for the institu-
tionalization of the new textbook.
This is something which I believe
the Houghton-Mifflin  initiation
never quite attained.
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Restructuring to Accommodate Diverse Learners:
The History of the Restructuring Effort at Main
Street Elementary School

Introduction

joined the stalf of Main Street
Elementary School in August
of 1991 expecting only to begin
my tenure in a role called a
‘learning specialist” The Special
Education Department had actually
hired me for a standard learning
disabilities resource position. But,
Ms. Adams, the principal of Main
Street School, had other ideas. Not
until my second round of interviews
in June, 1991, did she first reveal her
plan. As we talked, I felt energy and
excitement rise up in me like noth-
ing I had experienced in all my
twelve years in public schools.
Gradually I saw how I might fit
into Adams’s vision; yet, I wasn’t
even remotely prepared for what
the next four years would bring;
None of the staff were. We knew
only that a goal was to integrate spe-
cial-needs children into the regular
classroom. Adams was far more am-
bitious —a total school restructuring
to accommodate the learning needs
of an increasingly diverse popula-
tion. Between 1990 and 1995, the
Main Street Elementary School staff
found itself —to use the iagery of
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Valerie Breshnnhan is a Learning Disabilities Resource Teacher and a
doctoral candidate, Cyrriculum and Supervision, Northern Illinois

University.

Wheatley (1991)—in a constant
swirl of change with streams of in-
novation eddying and reverberat-
ing off each other.

Even thaugh 1 joined the re-
structuring effort 18 months after it
had begun, I soon became one of the
principal players. As the reform en-
ergy played itself out, after 1995, I
realized that I lacked a full grasp of
what had been achieved, In this his-
torical account, I attempt to trace
and understand events in retro-
spect. Had the advocates of restruc-
turing succeeded or failed? Had
genuine inclusion been achieved? In
order to compile a full record, 1 re-
viewed a variety of information
sourres including numerous per-
sonal interviews, Board of Educa-
tion notes, the District's personnel
directories, amd School Report
Card(s). In the account that follows,
the names of the parents, staff mem-
bers, the school, and the town have
all been changed.

The Setting

In 1989, Westville had a popula-
tion of about 80,000 people. Accord-
ing to the School Report Card, the Dis-
trict’'s 10,977 students were distrib-
uted among 13 elementary schools,

four middle schools, and two senior
high schools. Developers had pur-
chased and partitioned farmland at
the far southern edge of town to
provide for two huge strip malls.
The land remaining was reserved
for upscale, high-priced homes.
These two land developments sym-
bolize the divergent cultural and
economic interests that fueled de-
mands for educational change.

The Education for All Handi-
capped Children Act (EAHCA} of
1975 formed the legislative struc-
ture in 1989 under which the District
receives funds and to which it is
accountable. Yet, 14 years after its
passage, the District was still out of
compliance. This explains why Prin-
cipal Adams received full support
of the Superintendent and the Board
of Education for her reform agenda.
Her restructuring challenge would
be met in a 100-year-old, red brick
building right in the heart of
Westville, the county seat of Col-
lins—a politically Republican and
historically Anglo-5axon town. The
school building itself, with its apple
trees stenciled on the inside walls
and with its 20-foat-high ceilings,
spoke of another, simpler era.

Adams was still attending the
weekly meetings of the Principals’
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Council as the Staff Development
Specialist in the Spring of 1989.
There she learned from the Director
of Special Education that a $25,000
grant would be available to elemen-
tary principals willing to begin in-
clusion efforts in the Fall term. By
then, Adams would head Main
Street School. (As a new principal,
she could do a lot of good with
$25,000.) Though she hesitated to
attempt big changes as the new,
building principal, Adams declared
her interest. She requested that the
funds be awarded at a later term to
allow her time to win staff and com-
munity support. Since teachers
knew her mainly through her cen-
tral office work, her first priority
would be to establish her adminis-
trative credibility at the building
level.

Adams came to
see that she had
underestimated
how sone
children’s
behavior and
particular
cognitive defects
might impact a
regular classroom.

Adams was such a strong advo-
cate of inclusion because she was
the mother of a son (Jon) born with
spina bifida. Thus, she had a per-
sonal stake in the issues. Jon had
done well in public schools where
he had been included in the regular
education program. He never even
had an Individualized Education
Plan (IEP) until he was in high
school when it was required for
driver’s education. Jon's experience
had convinced his mother that all
students wouwld profit from the

same opportunities. Upon reflec-
tion, Ms. Adams later admitted that
she had held naive hopes in the be-
ginning. Her son had been a regular
education student all his life.
Adams came to see that she had un-
derestimated how some children’s
behavior and particular cognitive
defects might impact a regular class-
room. Her early position was that
handicapped students, whatever
the handicap, should attend school
in the grade they would have been
in had they experienced ne dis-
abling condition. (Ms. Adams, prin-
cipal, personal communication, Oc-
tober 9, 1996).

Historical Context

The Supreme Court decision in
Brown v. The Board of Education in
1954 that it was unlawful under the
Fourteenth Amendment to dis-
criminate against any group of peo-
ple brought profound, unintended
consequences. This decision to
counter racial discrimination was to
“become the cornerstone for ensur-
ing equal rights for students with
disabilities” (Friend, 1996, p. 6). Be-
fore the Brown decision, curriculum
for special-needs students
amounted mainly to such non-aca-
demic activities as weaving and
bead stringing conducted at sites tar
removed from the regular class-
room. But, by the late "50s and early
‘605, parents of handicapped stu-
dents used Civil Rights legislation
to claim the educational rights of
their children. Also, by the “late 60s,
many authorities in the field agreed
that sepregated special education
classes were not the most appropri-
ate education settings for many stu-
dents with disabilities” (Friend,
199, p. 7).

Since states were not required
to educate children with disabilities
before 1975, as many as one million
American children were excluded
trom public education (National As-
sociation of State Boards of Educa-

tion [NASBE], (1992). The 1975 Edu-
cation for All Handicapped Chil-
dren Act, frequently referred to as
PL 94-142, set out to change all that.
The exact wording in Section 1412 5
(b} reads:

The State has established
procedures to assure that:
to the maximum extent ap-
propriate, handicapped
children, including chil-
dren in public or private
institutions or other care
facilities, are educated
with children who are not
handicapped, and that spe-
cial classes, separate
schooling, or other re-
moval of handicapped
children from the regular
education environment oc-
curs only when the nature
or severity of the handicap
is such that education in
regular classes with the
use of supplementary
aides and services cannot
be achieved satisfactorily
(Handicapped Students and
Special Education, 1989, p.
264).

In 1985, ten years after the en-
actment of the law, however, special
needs students were still segre-
gated. Madeline Will, then the
United States Assistant Secretary
for the Office of Special Education
and Rehabilitative Services, in her
tamous keynote address to the
Wingspread Conference in Racine,
Wisconsin, acknowledged the con-
tributions of PL 94-142, but com-
plained that it was flawed. At its
heart were presumptions that chil-
dren with learning problems could
not be effectively taught in the regu-
lar education environment even
given a variety of supports (p. 412).

Her conception of a better sys-
tem soon became known as the
“Regular Education Initiative”
(REI). Will had mild to moderately
impaired students in mind. Soon,
however, parents of more severely
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impaired children seized upon her
call as the basis for claiming their
children’s rights. Organizations
such as The Association for Severely
Handicapped (TASH:) rallied be-
hind a push to have all students {(re-
gardless of their handicapping con-
ditions) included in the regular edu-
cation environment. These events,
taken together, put increasing pres-
sure on local districts.

]
What exactly
would inclusion
come to mean al
Main Street? Who
would it help?
Back in the Spring
of 1990, the Main
Street staff
understood
inclusion to mean
“housing a student
in the regular
classroom.”

The Local Impetus

National and state level advo-
cacy for inclusion formed the con-
text for local responses. In the case
of Main Street School, one local fam-
ily had a deeply unhappy seven-
year-old who had received educa-
tion placements since she was three
years old. During the 89-90 school
year, as her parents listened in an-
guish, she cried every night far four
months. In desperation, Mr. and
Mrs. Parker decided to keep her at
home and teach her themselves. It
was in early 1990 that they learned
about the proposed inclusion pro-
gram in Westville. Along with a few
other parents of special-needs stu-
dents, they attended the discussion
at the Westville town library.

Subsequently, when the Park-
ers approached Main Street School,
Ms. Adams immediately consulted
the Director of Special Education
and the Superintendent. After sev-
eral on-site visits, workshops, and
much research, the administrators
agreed to proceed on a trial basis
using the six weeks remaining inthe
school year as a natural trial period.
They could then re-group at the
close of the term 1o evaluate.

Mrs. Marsh, a second-grade
teacher at Main Street School and
the mother of three children with
special needs, was surprised when
she heard reports of the town library
meeting. Her own children were in
middle schoul and high school. Te
her, all this new talk of inclusion
came as an unwelcome shock. As a
regular education teacher, Marsh
doubted that her own special-needs
children could thrive in the regular
education environment. When she
expressed her concerns to Principal
Adams, she was told, “It may be
closer than you think” (Mrs. Marsh,
personal communication, Octuber,
1996). In fact, Adams hoped that
Marsh herself would agree to take
special-needs students. 50, Adams
simply asked Marsh, “Will you be
willing to have this child in your
classroom?” At first, Marsh agreed.
A week later, she was asked to be
ready in two weeks. Marsh was
comforted only by the prospect of
help from a certified teacher’s assis-
tant. It turned out that she also was
the parent of a child with physical
impairments, Bul the more she
thought about it, the more troubled
she became. She was not convinced
that her own children would have
benefitted from regular education
placement. Finally, she concluded
that she simply could not support
this inclusion effort. The educa-
tional stakes for this child, and for
all the other students in her class-
room, overwhelmed her.

Other teachers also voiced this
fear of the changed responsibility.

As one teacher (also the mother of a
child with a disability) put it:

Sure, 1 can keep this stu-
dent in my classroom, but
what good is that going to
do far the student? What
will this student be able to
do when he is 187 You
can't just drop him in the
regular education enviren-
ment and think that you
are educating him! (Fifth
grade teacher, personal
communication, 1996).

What exactly would inclusion
come to mean at Main Street? Who
would it help? Back in the Spring of
1990, the Main Street staff under-
stood inclusion to mean “housing a
student in the regular classroom.”
Parents of the first special-needs
candidate were mainly interested in
social integration. The classroom
teacher approached the Parkers at
the end of the 6-week trial peried to
apologize for the lack of academics.
The mother responded,

That’s okay. She made
great social gains! She did
not scream or holler, and
she stopped crying the sec-
ond day of school and
never cried again! (Parent,

pcrsonal comimunication,
Octaber 19, 1996).

For the Parkers, the purposes of
inclusion had been met. This was
not how the regular education
teachers saw things: They were
deeply concerned about developing
employment skills. Fullan's (1991)
point that “in the beginning the
meaning of change is rarely shared
by all parties” is applicable here
(1991).

In early Spring, 1990, Marsh
was replaced by another teacher.
Ms. Adams encouraged the new
teacher and her assistant to describe
any sucweesses with the other teach-
ers but to discuss difficulties only
with her: This was not an attempt at
propaganda. She anticipated inevi-
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table but unforeseeable obstacles.
She sought to preserve the opportu-
nity to work through potential
problems before the staff could form
prematurely negative opinions
(Special education teacher, personal
communication, October 14, 1996).
[n addition to this careful coaching,
Adams’ strategy was to play down
a seven-year-old child with a dis-
ability being placed in her first regu-
lar education class. If a child came to
school with a broken arm, would
she be obliged to inform the whole
community? In her weekly newslet-
ter to the parents, therefore, she
merely named the new staff mem-
ber as an addition to the Main Street
School team and told her job de-
scription (Principal, personal com-
munication, Octobet 9, 1996).

It was soon clear to all that the
placement had a dramatic ettect on
Joan Parker. She was proud ta at-
tend school with her biyg brother, a
fourth grader, and her younger sis-
ter in first grade. Without direct in-
struction, Joan quickly modeled the
social behavior of the other stu-
dents. These social gains verified for
Ms. Adams that this student could
no longer be denied a permanent
regular-classroom placement, The
Special Education Director moved
to expand the scope of the project.
They acted partially from altruism
and partially in response to admin-
istrative and community pressure.
Many eyes were on their activities.
One parent of a five-year-old boy
with autistic-like behavior, for ex-
ample, was keenly interested in the
fate of the Parker placement. Her
boy had neither verbal language nor
any augmented way to communi-
cate. He was not toilet-trained. His
mother happened to be an attorney,
well-versed in the inclusion legisla-
tion, who wanted her child included
in his neighborhood school (Princi-
pal, personal communication, Octo-
ber 9, 1996).

Ms. Brown, Director of Special
Education, carefully set out to re-
view the students in Main Street at-

tendance area to select five addi-
tional students for inclusion. A
$5,000 grant was awarded specifi-
cally for staff development. At the
suggestion of  Superintendent
Stone, the Board of Education
agreed to create and fund a full-time
position for the role of inclusion fa-
cilitator at Main Street School. The
Project Choices grant provided
technical assistance (Principal, per-
sonal communication, October 4,
1996). This Board and central office
support came at a crucial time at
Main Street Elementary School.

|
By the Fall of
1990, the stage
seemed to be set
for a smooth
implementation of
inclusion at Main
Street Elementary,
and indeed for the
whole District.

Administrative
Support

Superintendent Stone was a key
player in promoting inclusion ef-
forts all along. He came to the Dis-
trict in 1987 from Lutheran General
Hospital, where he had coordinated
medical research and training ac-
tivities for ten years. A man of integ-
rity and compassion, he was well
respected by the staff, conununity,
administrators, the union, and the
Board of Education (BOE). Under
his leadership, board-level support
for special education remained
high. Stone trusted the judgement of
Adams, and Brown. Together, the
three made a powerful team. From
its inception, therefore, this inclu-
sion effort, beginning with Main

Street, met one critical requirement
for implementation success: sup-
port from both the central office ad-
ministrative team and the full Board
of Education (Fullan, 1991, p. 74).

By the Fall of 1990, the stage
seemed to be set for a smoothimple-
mentation of inclusion at Main
Street Elementary, and indeed for
the whole District. Six students pre-
viously in self-contained place-
ments were identified by Brown
and returned to their home school at
Main Street. The inclusion facilitator
position was filled by the former
teacher assistant in the Parker place-
ment. Several more teachers volun-
teered to accept students with dis-
abilities. Three full-time teacher’s
assistants were hired, and well at-
tended staff development sessions
began.

Nonetheless, there was some
faculty and parental resistance. Nei-
ther the staff as a whole nor the
broad community reacted quite as
positively as had the Parkers. Some
staff members, in fact, still remained
in a state of shock! They expressed
pity for Mrs. Marsh. They worried
about the potential negative impact
of inclusion on their own students’
learning. Some were heard to com-
plain that there had been no staff
development either betore or dur-
ing the six-week trial inclusion pe-
riod. Little teacher input had been
sought before the decision to pro-
ceed with inclusion the following
year, At least in this past year they
could volunteer. Only tour teachers
of kindergarten, first, third, and
fourth grade students volunteered
to house special-needs children in
their classrooms.

Against this resistance, the
$5,000 Project Choices grant money
was nsed to send teachers to three
out-of-state locations to learn more
about inclusion. Adams visited a
district in Toronto where she ob-
served full-scale restructuring of
grade levels, Upon her return, she
devised opportunities for her teach-
ers to develop a shared language
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and feedback systems through
weekly team meetings. A rotating
substitute covered the teachers’
classrooms whenever they met with
the inclusion facilitator, speech pa-
thologist, or other support person-
nel. Participating staff members met
with brown bag lunches to “discuss
their concerns, celebrate their suc-
cesses, and share the joummney
through this change” (Principal,
personal communication, October
14,1996). Allison Ford, the author of
what is known as the Syracuse
Model, came to give a warkshop.
Ford also spent a day visiting and
observing inclusion classrooms and
debriefing teachers. For advocates,
these events filled the school with a
spirit of adventure, hope, and ex-
citement. Adams understood the
need for collaborative time. The suc-
cess of these lunches and team meet-
ings spurred her on to implement a
system of released-time for plan-
ning,

Team meetings on school time
were already in place when Adams
introduced early release for all stu-
dents. Adams was able to convince
Stone that this would be necessary
for restructuring reaction to this
step at the end of the 1990-91 school
year was explosive. The early re-
lease of students to provide plan-
ning time was vehemently de-
nounced by several parents at an
evening meeting held in the school
gymnasium,. In the public mind, in-
clusion initiatives and released time
were firmly linked, so both innova-
tions were rejected. Early release,
however, was never intended to
serve only inclusion efforts but to
facilitate much more extensive
changes. Though it was the need for
time by inclusion staff members that
gave Adams the idea, she aimed to
provide time for innovations the
community seemed to support. The
reaction was a setback for Adams.
The Superintendent consoled,

Early release is not the is-
sue," he said. “These peo-

ple are grieving the
change in their traditional
school. Their reaction to
early release is symbolic
of the need to resist
change (Principal, per-
sonal communication, Oc-
tober 4, 1996).

The Shifting Policy
Climate

As it so happened, the Fall,
1990, term brought with it an unex-
pected influx of English as a Second
Language (ESL) students. The
number of ESL students new to the
District and this school, in particu-
lar, had been growing for several
years. During the 1986-87 school
year, there were 29 at Main Street;
increasing to 39 in the 1987-88
school year; and to 40 in the 1988-89
school year. By the Fall of the 199(0-
91 school year, the number had
jumped to 60 (28 of whom spoke
Spanish). Some of these students
had been brought in by World Re-
lief, an organization that sponsors
refugee families from around the
world. Others came from the low-
income housing apartment project
at the far north end of the District
attendance area. The low income of
the residents, combined with the
high population density of the
apartment complex, qualified it as a
ghetto.

Many low-income African-
American, Hispanic, East Indian,
and single-parent families who had
just moved from Maywood, lived in
this complex. In order to integrate
this population to the several ele-
mentary schools, the District has re-
distributed school attendance many
times, In the most recent redistrict-
ing, a large number of ESL students,
many of whom spoke no English,
flooded the classrooms. This had an
unexpected, lasting impact on inclu-
sion plans at Main Street.

In November, 1990, and only af-
ter numerous pleas from the teach-

ers, an ESL/bilingual teacher’s as-
sistant was hired {(ESL teacher, per-
sonal communications, October 29,
1996). Teachers who had once op-
posed inclusion now welcomed the
teacher’s assistant who, in addition
to ESL duties, helped with the inclu-
sion students. Additional help also
came from the speech therapist. The
inclusion facilitator could also be
counted on (Special education
teacher, A, personal communica-
tion, Qctober 14, 1996).

|
The
speech/language
therapist, the
occupational
therapist, and the
inclusion
facilitator each
moved in and out
of the general
education
classrooms at
Mauain Street,
assisting those
students with
disabilities while
also providing
support for other
at-risk learners.

Adams was determined that

students should not be re-
moved routinely from gen-
eral educabon classrooms
to receive assistance be-
cause doing so highlights
their disabilities, disrupts
their education and
teaches them to be de-
pendent. Specialized serv-
ices can be delivered in
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general education class-
rooms” (Friend, 1996, p. 4).

Consequently, the speech/lan-
guage therapist, the occupational
therapist, and the inclusion facilita-
tor each moved in and out of the
general education classrooms at
Main Street, assisting those students
with disabilities while also provid-
ing support for other at-risk learn-
ers. The ESL teacher, on the other
hand, operated strictly on a pull-out
schedule in which she took small
groups of children to her classroom
for daily sessions of 30 minutes. This
pattern contradicted the collabora-
tive in-class model being used by
the special education support team,
and generated many ensuing dis-
cussions, negotiations, and expres-
sions of dissension among teachers.

No educational innovation, of
course, takes place in a policy vac-
uum. Inclusion implementation at
Main Street was affected not only by
the ESL problem and early release
opposition, but by many other inno-
vations which included a restruc-
turing of special eduration service
delivery, efforts to expand the bilin-
gual program, and experiments
with multi-age classrooms.

During 1961-92, several teach-
ers were taking field-based Master’s
of Education program at National
Lewis University. Their interests
provide a good example of how pol-
icy initiatives can interact or even
neutralize one another. A first-
grade teacher, was investigating the
effect of multi-year teaching struc-
tures on student achievement. She
proposed to stay with her students
for two years, moving with them
from first to second grade. A sec-
ond-grade teacher who agreed to
“switch” places with her so she
“loop” to the second grade with her
pupils. At first, this arrangement
seemed innocuous since it affected
only the two teachers and their stu-
dents. Soon, however, it was to have
some far-reaching implications be-
cause it laid the groundwork for a

multi-age class. When word got out,
the community went again into a
furor which fed the growing suspi-
cion of moves toward inclusion.

During Adams’s visit to
Toronto the previous year, she saw
how restructuring the service deliv-
ery model for special education sup-
port services could be done back
home. She now had 12 inclusion stu-
dents and more than 18 resource
students. Main Street qualified for
two, full-time, special education,
support teachers; an inclusion facili-
tator; a learning disabilities resource
teacher; a full-time, Chapter I
teacher; and a half-time reading spe-
cialist. Since she now had a total of
3.5 full time equivalent (FTE) staff
positions and five teacher assistants,
Adams believed that she was in a
position to institute the Toronto
model. The big change would be
assigning  support staff and
teacher’s assistants by grade level
rather than by disability categories
as was typically done, Her immedi-
ate problem was the stitfening resis-
tance of staff members. The learning
disabilities teacher, the Chapter [
teacher, and the reading specialist,
each of whom had been teaching for
over twenty-five years, still favored
the traditional pull-out service de-
livery model. Fortunately for
Adams, all three teachers were soon
to retire.

Adams replaced the retiring LD
resource teacher with one who
shared her vision. All students in
self-contained placement, who re-
sided in the Main Street school at-
tendance area, were returned to
their home school. The student case
load was divided only according to
gradelevels. They each provided as-
sistance to all students within the
grade level regardless of disability.
To facilitate this shift from category
support to grade level support, Ms.
Adams simply changed all the posi-
tion titles! Facilitators, resource
teachers, etc., were now to be called
learning specialists. The resource
teacher became known as the pri-

mary learning specialist. She pro-
vided support for kindergarten,
first, and second-grade teachers.
The inclusion facilitator, now re-
named the intermediate learning
specialist, covered the intermediate
grades. This learning specialist sys-
tem would provide support for all
the at-risk students in their assigned
grade levels. The whole restructur-
ing of service delivery was designed
to liberate the special education staff
from the narrow confines of the spe-
cial education categories in order to
address Madeline Will’s (1985) chal-
lenge made six years earlier. Adams
was astute about providing some
necessary conditions for educa-
tional change. She knew she had to
“alter the organizational arrange-
ments and roles of [her] school if
educational reform was to take
place” (Fullan, 1991, p. 80).

A new bilingual program also
was introduced during the 1991-92
school year. Thirty-two students
were to be pulled out of their class-
rooms for 30 minutes a day to re-
ceive ESL instruction, and for an-
other 90 minutes they were to re-
ceive instruction in Spanish (Bilin-
gual teacher, personal communica-
tion, October 26, 1996). Teachers
were understandably dismayed by
being asked to function in the new
push-in model of inclusion and a
pull-out model of the newly imple-
mented bilingual program at the
same time. The schizophrenic na-
ture of service delivery demands
had the principal, support staff, and
classroom teachers all reeling.

The Policy Impact of
Staff Changes

By the beginning of the 1992
school year, the District found itself
with a brand new superintendent,
He came with a reputation from his
former Wisconsin city as a critic of
inclusion {Special education teacher
A, personal communication, Octo-
ber 14, 1996). Main Street School
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hired a new inclusion facilitator.
And then, toward the end of that
school year, what had started as a
modest experiment rocked the Main
Street community. The multi-age
classroom was presented to the
community as a short-term way to
manage the large number of stu-
dents in the second and third
grades. Adams and several teachers
saw it as an effective way to respond
to an increasingly diverse popula-
tion. They soon learned that the
community did not agree. In the
Spring of 1993, yet another town
meeting to defend Adams and staff
proponents of multi-age classrooms
was held in a gymnasium full of
angry parents.

Staffing problems
persisted. Main
Street had to
introduce a new
Chapter I person
and yet another
new inclusion
facilitator.

Over parental objection, one
multi-age classroom remained in
place for the 1993-94 school year.
Staffing problems persisted. Main
Street had to introduce a new Chap-
ter [ person and yet another new
inclusion facilitator. The previous
facilitator, after only one year, quit
to take a teaching position in a regu-
lar education classroom. Upon hir-
ing the new Chapter I staff person,
the restructured service delivery
model was expanded to include this
support member. Adams attempted
to bring the ESL teachers on board
by constructing an in-class, cam-
bined service delivery model. The
large numbers of students who
spoke a second language meant that

Main Street still had 1.5 ESL teach-
ers committed to the old pull-out
meodel.

By the beginning of the 94-95
vear, the retirement of the reading
specialist offered Adams the oppor-
tunity to employ someone more
committed to a collaborative service
delivery model. The prospective
reading teacher spent the summer
working with all support personnel
to assure the best possible service to
at-risk students, One outcome of a
growing support staff was the in-
creasing scarcity of office space. Col-
laborative approaches now became
a practical necessity as well as an
ideal. Sharing space led teachers
into conversations which helped de-
velop a common vocabulary of
ideas, strategies, and concerns.
“Senders and receivers of informa-
tion were linked together”
(Wheatley 1992, p. 105} in shared
office spaces. Thus, an unexpected
level of agreement about the craft of
teaching was forged in little nooks
and crannies throughout Main
Street Elementary School.

The opening of the 1994-95 term
marked inclusion’s fifth year. Early
release was by then an established
policy. There were two multi-age
classes. The bilingual program had
been underway for several years.
The restructured service delivery
model for special education was in
its fourth year and had been ex-
panded to include the Chapter 1
reading specialists, with some lim-
ited cooperation with the ESL
teacher. The many innovations ap-
peared to be taking root and to be
mutually reinforcing. Main Street
Elementary School was changing
and growing in a state of viable dise-
quilibrium (Wheatley, 1992, p. 78).
This was no small achievement for
Adams and staff members. Main
Street School was visited by teach-
ers and administrators from other
districts around the State who came
to observe successful inclusion im-
plementation. Staff members from
Main Street were invited to give

presentations to local, state, and na-
tional organizations on how to re-
structure to accommodate student
diversity. Here was an open, dy-
namic systern exchanging energy
with its environment.

While the teacher
advocates of
inclusion and

multi-age
classrooms were
devastated, other
staff members
greeted Adams’s
departure with
satisfaction.

Yet aslight counter-flap, mild as
that of a butterfly’s wings, first felt
in the Summer of 1992 when Stone
resigned, would escalate by 1995
inte a tornado. The restructuring ef-
forts at Main Street came face to face
with new and “amplifying levels of
disturbances” (Wheatley, 1992, p.
B8). First, in Spring of 1995, Ms.
Brown, the Director of Special Edu-
cation and a staunch supporter of
Adams, announced that she was
leaving for a principalship in a
neighboring school district. Then, in
April, Adams announced that she,
too, had accepted a principalship
under the superintendency of a col-
league and mentor. If that were not
enough, the school psychologist—a
major supporter of inclusion and re-
structuring —announced her resig-
nation. Three key supporters of re-
structuring to achijeve inclusion
were withdrawing. A key question
was whether or not the remaining
staff members at Main Street School
would possess the “innate proper-
ties to reconfigure [themselves] to
be able to deal with this new infor-
mation” (Wheatley, p. 88).
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While the teacher advocates of
inclusion and multi-age classrooms
were devastated, other staff mem-
bers greeted Adams's departure
with satisfaction. It gave them the
opportunity to hire a principal who,
from their perspective, could bring
some needed stability to the school.
A backlash by what Robert Hampel
from the University of Delaware
calls “the cynics” (Miller, 1996, p. 2)
now moved to take over the reins of
faculty leadership from inclusion
advocates. This faction had long
been outspoken critics of reform.
Now the critics became proactive in
an effort to lacate a suitable new
principal.

A committee of six teachers was
formed to poll their colleagues re-
garding what qualities they sought
in a new principal. The majority re-
quested a principal less passionate
about change than Adams had been.
They were looking instead for
someone who would require less
out-of-classroom involvement. In
other words, they wanted someone
who would restore the status quo
ante (Main Street staff members,
personal communication, May,
1996).

The new principal arrived just
one week before the start of school.
The special education team faced a
new psychologist, the fourth new
inclusion facilitator in six years, and
now anew principal who supported
none of the Adams's initia-
tives —the restructured service de-
livery model, inclusion, multi-age
classrooms, nor the bilingual pro-
gram. Staff members who had
worked so hard for them felt an
acute loss of leadership. Opponents,
in contrast, welcomed this former
district teacher whose appointment
sipnaled a return to traditional
methods of schooling. The 1995-96
year proved to be chaotic.

Staff changes have continued
during the current 1996-97 year. At
this writing, the Chapter I teacher,
the resource teacher, and the bilin-
gual teacher have all gone to other

positions in the District. Still an-
other psychologist has been as-
signed to Main Street School —this
one a supporter of inclusion but not
of the restructured service delivery
model. Inclusion, early release, and
the multi-age classrooms are still in
place; but the restructured, collabo-
rative service delivery is reverting
back to the former pull-out model.
The learning specialists’ positions
have also reverted to their former
status: a Chapter | (now referred to
as Title I) teacher and two special-
education support teachers. The
new Title I teacher divides her time
between two buildings. She prefers
a traditional, non-collaborative,
pull-out service delivery model. The
learning specialists continue to di-
vide their case load by grade level,
but the newly hired special educa-
tion resource teacher feels more
comfortable with a pull-out model.
According to staff members who
have been at Main Street for several
years, the dynamic collaborative en-
vironment is diminishing (Speech
pathologist, personal communica-
tion, November 12, 1996).

Analysis

The strong administrative and
board support that made this inno-
vation seem so promising may have
been the harbingers of its demuse. At
the classroom level, neither a felt
need nor mission clarity marked
teacher’s responses during the im-
plementation stage. Administrators
were responsible for complying
with national and state law, but
teachers did not experience an inter-
nal need for restructuring. Main
Street School had housed self-con-
tained, special education class-
rooms in the past; and mainstream-
ing was common. Pull-out services
for learning disabilities and self-
contained classes for more severely
involved students had achieved
consensual validity for at least 15
years (since the late 1970s), and they

were non-controversial. As far as
the regular education statf was con-
cerned, things were working fine.

This lack of staff investment in
change prevails when, as Fullan
(1991) states, “the majority of teach-
ers were unable to identify the es-
sential features of the innovation...”
(p. 70). Most teachers at Main Street
believed that “inclusion meant in-
clusion, meant inclusion, meant in-
clusion.” —which translated, meant
only an edict from above, “No pull-
out for any reason.” For many, this
lacked in common sense. And, they
had a point. Simply depositing spe-
cial-needs students in regular edu-
cation classrooms of 20-30 students,
albeit with an individual aide, did
not guarantee an appropriate edu-
cation. This reality was not to be
generally admitted by advocates
until several years later.

We can see that the implemen-
tation process became too complex.
Inclusion would turn out to be nei-
ther so simple nor so natural as Ms.
Adams had originally believed. No
one, however, could have predicted
the huge effort that could come to be
required or the unintended conse-
quences of actions that looked, at
the time, like sensible means to an
end. As Fullan {1991) states, “These
changes required a sophisticated ar-
ray of activities, structures, diagno-
ses, teaching strategies, and philo-
sophical understandings” (p. 71).
They required also the full commit-
ment of a dedicated staff.

A third major problem of prac-
ticality and equality dogged these
efforts. Inclusion and the sub-
sequent restructuring efforts may
net have passed the "test of practi-
cality ethics” (Fullan, 1991, p. 72).
Most teachers had been quite com-
fortable with the familiar method of
service delivery. Though the influx
of ESL and Hispanic students did
increase their receptivity to the in-
clusion model with its in-class help,
teachers found the enfire restructur-
ing effort too unstructured to be
practical. Furthermore, the ESL de-
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livery model itself reinforced for
them older and more familiar meth-
ods.

A political analysis also pro-
vides some interesting insights. At
the very early stages of the innova-
tion, inclusion literally went unno-
ticed in the community and other
schools in the District. Adams cer-
tainly preferred that the policy to
include special-needs students re-
main in the “zone of inditference,”
an activity abeut which only a few
people care deeply. As long as Ms.
Adams operated in this area, she
didn’t trigger political repercus-
sions, Unexpectedly, when she
stepped into early release, she
found herself in an area heavily con-
strained by partisan pressures. For
the first time, she incurred the wrath
of a number of community groups
(Bowman, 1991, p. 198). Thus, it was
only at the end of the first full year
of inclusion, when early release was
initiated, that the community be-
came agitated. Under this pressure,
the professional differences hard-
ened between teacher advocates of
the changes and teacher resisters.
The resisting teachers endorsed
long accepted, educational routines
as necessary and important. Mov-
ing studenis through an established
curriculum, assigning paper and
pencil worksheet tasks, teaching di-
dactically, and evaluating students
through standardized testing liter-
ally defined their work. The princi-
pal and those teachers who favored
student-centered learning believed
that the changing population, with
its increasingly diverse educational
needs, required systematic changes
in teaching styles and methods of
program delivery. As long as this
group had administrative support,
they could make progress without
their dissenting colleagues. When
that support eroded, there were no
open collegial lines for communica-
tion.

When Ms. Adams began her
tenure as principal, her strong con-
nections to the central office and her

relationship with the superinten-
dent, Mr. Stone, the Special Educa-
tion Director, Ms. Hill, provided her
freedom of action. Adams to initiate
any reform that could be supported
by research and which assisted the
District with policy compliance. The
political climate at the central office
began to change, first with Ms. Hill's
resignation in 1991. During the
1992-93 school year, with the excep-
tion of the assistant superintendent
for business and the director of spe-
cial education, the entire central of-
fice staff had changed. At the same
time, strong Board supporters were
replaced by members who opposed
inclusion under the rhetoric of re-
storing ‘rigor’ to the curriculum.
With the Special Education Direc-
tor's resignation in 1995, the linch-
pin of the central office support was
gone. Ms. Adams lost the sustaining
energy from central office. In the
face of so much apposition and so
little suppart, Ms. Adams also left.
Her teacher allies at Main Street
School felt abandoned. A number of
veteran teachers feared a return to
the pre-PL94-142 days when stu-
dents with disabilities were placed
in regular education classrooms
with no support. Quite possibly,
this is the reason they so eagerly
sought, and willingly embraced, a
replacement who stood for a tradi-
tional model of education.

On one level, inclusion may be
considered a success at Main Street.
If inclusion is defined to mean that
students with a wide range of dis-
abilities attend their home schoaol
regular education classrooms with
same-age classmates, then it may be
declared a success. From Main
Street’s first risk-taking trial in the
Spring of 1990, the innovation has
grown to encompass every school in
the District. Inclusion now exists in
13 elementary schools, four middle
schools and two high schools. Six
years after the innovation was first
introduced, Main Street now has 11
students included in their home
school.

While the numbers
are encouraging, a
deeper question
remains
nunanswered. What
does inclusion
really mean and to
whom does it
refer?

It we look past surface indica-
tors, then the cutcome iy less clear.
While the numbers are encourag-
ing, a deeper question remains un-
answered. What does inclusion re-
ally mean and to whom does it re-
fer? It inclusion simply means main-
taining students with disabilifies in
the regular education environment,
then what we have here is a success
story. The law , however, mandates
that these students are to be edu-
cated, not just maintained. To meet
this requirement, any honest an-
swer must be more complicated.

Adams’s original intention was
to expand the definition of inclusion
at Main Street. She hoped to use the
grant money, net just for students
with disabilities, but for all shzdents.
Her vision included students with a
wide range of abilities, ethnic back-
grounds, social economic status,
and cultures. Such a vision called for
deep structural changes. From this
perspective, though true reform
was attempted and briefly achieved
under Ms. Adams’s leadership, it
has not taken hold. Perhaps these
innovations were too massive and
demanded too much effort (Fullan,
1991, p. 71). Adams did attempt, as
Fullan suggests, to “break complex
change into component parts and
implement them in an incremental
manner” (p. 72). Waves of other in-
novations and established policy
commitments impeded this process.
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It may be that the changes initi-
ated at Main Street will reverberate
somewhere else in the District. As
we step back further and further in
time from these events and see the
evolution from a different perspec-
tive, we may learn that the distur-
bance caused by inclusion efforts
will feed back on itself and grow
exponentially to further -effects
{(Wheatley, 1992, p. 96). If nothing
else, innovators like Adams may
succeed in redefining inclusion in
such a way as to focus attention on
a broad range of student diversity.
It may be that local attempts like this
one—to educate students with dis-
abilities within the regular educa-
tion environment — will strongly in-
fluence the eventual restructuring
of American public education.
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From Cooperative Learning to Collaborative
Practice in One District

Introduction

erhaps change can best be

understood through a se-

ries of stories —stories that

capture the passion of those
who are at the heart of an innova-
tion. This article 1s devoted to a nar-
rative account that traces a second-
order change still ongoing in public
school Unit District 303, 5t. Charles,
Illinois. It bones in on the concrete
experiences of implementers who
worked to embed collaborative
practice into the heart and soul of
the workplace culture. Reading
these stories from the differing per-
spectives of innovators can illumi-
nate both the personal and institu-
tiohal dimensions of an educational
change effort.

Story I: Investing in
an Idea

By 1990, cooperative learning
had already become well estab-
lished in St. Charles, both as an in-
structional strategy and a district-
wide policy. Although T was hazily
aware ot this, it was not until the
Summer af 1992 that I received
training in this educational ap-
proach. Along with over 20 other

by Susan Thomas

Susan Thomas is a Secondary English teacher in St. Charles, lllinois, and a
docteral candidate, Curriculunt and Supervision, Northern Illinois

University.

high school colleagues, I enrolled in
a 28-hour in-house workshop called
Caoperative Learning 1. To be quite
honest, my key motivation at the
time was to add a couple of more
hours towards my next step on the
salary schedule {a public school
teacher’s slow, but steady, weapon
in the battle against inflation). Be-
sides, I was also intrigued by grape-
vine rumors that cooperative teach-
ing strategies atfered new learning
and classroom management tech-
niques. Although 1 certainly
couldn’t know it at the time, this
workshop experience would mark a
turning peint in my career. Imple-
mentation efforts would change me
as I became a teacher: and, as an
innovator myself, it would engage
me in a new staff-development role.
Initially however, the presented
material simply supplied my
hoped-for remedies or tricks of the
trade. More importantly though, it
helped me te clarify and reinforce
my long-held beliefs about the
teacher’s role in student learning. |
felt freshly invigorated. The instruc-
tors impressed me as unfailing
models of what they recommended.
The time they provided for lesson
planning made my transition from
workshop participant to classroom
practitioner relatively easy. The Dis-
trict provided for follow-up visits
by a cooperative learning expert

from California, who acted as an
outside trainer/consultant. Carole
Cooper met with Cooperative
Learning I “grads” and, when re-
quested, visited our classrooms to
assist with long-term instructional
implementation. I was still locking
for specific practices, but District ad-
ministrators had already committed
themselves to making cooperative
learning a cornerstone of the St
Charles educational philosophy.
they hoped to extend this philoso-
phy to all District professional rela-
tionships in what they saw as a de-
veloping learning community.

By the Spring of 1993, I was
wholeheartedly committed to this
goal: S0, when [ was asked to serve
as a co-trainer with my colleague
Melissa Dockum, a secondary spe-
cial education teacher, [ eagerly ac-
cepted. Since that time, we have
trained hundreds of colleagues in
various aspects  of cooperative
learning and collaborative practice.
Some of these endeavors will be out-
lined below. Looking back, | realize
now that as with all subjects, cur
first lesson was that the best way to
learn something new is te teach
it —especially if you are learning a
new educational philosophy. What
1 had naively taken to be a simple
collection of strategies for my own
improved instruction, was, in fact, a
complex and far-reaching philoso-
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phy stretching far beyond the class-
room itself. As a socially grounded
perspective, it threaded inte all as-
pects of school/community life.

Like most
educational
reform
innovations,
cooperative
learning is
comprised of new
approaches
embodying an old
idea. Many of the
core beliefs that
serve as its
philosophical
foundation
hearken back to
the earliest
formulations of
American
educational
thought.

From the story as [ have told it
s0 far, readers will detect my seduc-
tion into a mode of thaught and
practice. Perhaps because I uncon-
sciously resisted what we used to
call bias, my frank advocacy tor co-
operative learning as a result of my
personal experience with it has
taken me rather by surprise. As a
trainer, I was confronted with many
questions that arose from my own
experiences with collaborative ap-
proaches, and from the colleagues 1
was supposed to train. I wanted to
defend the centrality that the dis-
trict— and now [—was giving to
this approach to learning. I sensed
that I needed a story larger than my
own personal progress.

Story II: The
Historical Journey

As Michael Fullan puts it,
“Change is a journey, not a blue-
print.” To fully read the meaning of
a movement, it is important to trace
it to its origins. Like most educa-
tional reform innovations, coopera-
tive learning is comprised of new
approaches embodying an old idea.
Many of the core beliefs that serve
as its philosophical foundation
hearken back to the earliest formu-
lations of American educational
thought. In his book, The American
School, 1642-1996, historian Joel
Spring (1996) notes that early
American educators held assump-
tions based on the 17th century
European thinkers Locke and Rous-
seau, wha rejected traditional ap-
proaches to education. They op-
posed educational arrangements
designed only to develop a citizenry
caompliant with the state. Education
served aristocratic classes as a
means to reinforce their interest in
maintaining the status quo. Current
cooperative learning concepts such
as "performance mastery,” “self-es-
teem,” and “the child as a blank
slate,” have their roots in the more
democratic educational claims of
these philosophers. Charity schools,
although different in many regards
from today’s cooperative learning
environments, implemented these
ideas and reinforced the importance
of social skills. Proponents saw edu-
cation as a means to guide the learn-
ing process. Schools were redefined
as providers of tools for children to
function productively and therefore
independently in society (1996).

In the 19th century, Horace
Mann, noting that “knowledge is
power,” insisted that in a demo-
cratic society it was a power that
belonged to all. He further cau-
tioned that the American common
schools must teach cooperative val-
ues as well as knowledge (Cremin,
19964, p.3). Nineteenth and early

Many families
have recently
moved to St.

Charles
specifically
because of the
District’s
reputation for
excellent academic
and
extracurricular
programs. District
administrators
and staff are
proud of their
strong tradition of
commiitinent to
school reform.
Like most school
districts today,
they struggle to
give shape to the
national demand,
as expressed in
state and national
policy positions
to prepare
students for the
21st century.

20th century pedagogical reform-
ers, such as John Dewey and Frances
W. Parker, advanced beliefs about
social learning that still form the ba-
sis of cooperative learning tenets. In
his Cook County Normal School es-
tablished in 1880, Parker pioneered
in practices that we easily recognize
today, including whole language
approaches, hands-on  science
methods, the employment of math
manipulatives and even construc-
tivist learning models of instruction
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with teachers acting as facilitators.
In 1902, Dewey's Laboratory School
was established specifically to an-
swer such questions as "How can a
school become a cooperative com-
munity?” and “How can life serve as
a ground for curriculum?” (1964, p.
19). For over fifty years, these be-
came the driving questions behind
what became known as progressive
education.

Many families have recently
moved to St. Charles specifically be-
cause of the District’s reputation for
excellent academic and extracur-
ricular programs. District adminis-
trators and staff are proud of their
strong tradition of commitment to
school reform. Like most school dis-
tricts today, they struggle to give
shape to the national demand, as
expressed in state and national pot-
icy positions to prepare students for
the 21st century.

So, in 1992, when 5St. Charles
teachers and building administra-
tors asked for support in exploring
the implementation of cooperative
learning in the classrooms of their
schools, they were not traveling un-
charted territory. A whole cultural
and educational tradition of col-
laborative learning has long been
familiar to the American educa-
tional public.

Story III: Two
Routes —~One
Destination

The St. Charles Community
Unit School District has seven ele-
mentary schools, three middle
schools, and one high school. The
residents are predominantly White,
upper middle class and economi-
cally, upwardly mobile. Most put a
high premium on education. Many
families have recently moved to St.
Charles specifically because of the
District's reputation for excellent
academic and extracurricular pro-
grams. District administrators and
staff are proud of their strong tradi-

tion of commitment to school re-
form. Like most school districts to-
day, they struggle to give shape to
the national demand, as expressed
in state and national policy posi-
tions to prepare students for the 21st
century. How then is cooperative
education defined in the 1990s?

The problem in St.
Charles was how
to give concrete
shape to a
district-wide
effort. As Fullan
puts it, “Acts of
innovation are
acts of faith.”

A simple definition, it turns out,
wouldn’t work. Spencer Kagan
{1992} in his book Cooperative Learn-
ing, states:

Cooperative learning refers
to a set of instructional
strategies which include
cooperative student-stu-
dent interaction over sub-
ject matter as an integral
part of the learning proc-
ess. It can be as simple as
having students in pairs
briefly discussing points
of a lecture, Or the coop-
erative learning can be
very complex, including
the following: develop-
ment of student teams, in-
cluding a variety of team
building activities; devel-
opment of a cooperative
class atmosphere, includ-
ing class building activi-
ties; special training in so-
cial roles, communication
skills, and group skills; as-
signrnent of specialized

roles for students within
teams, specialized tasks
for teams; students con-
sulting with students from
other teams; complex,
multi-objective lesson de-
signs for mastery of cur-
riculum and thinking
skills; and special scoring,
recognition, and reward
systems for individuals,
teams and classes (p. 4-1).

This inclusive definition obvi-
ously leaves the school with a wide
range of foci for implementation.
The problem in St. Charles was how
to give concrete shape to a district-
wide effort. As Fullan puts it, " Acts
of innovation are acts of faith.” Ac-
cording to his conception of an ef-
fective change effort (1991), we were
off to a good start because our im-
plementation initiative was called
for by St. Charles teachers them-
selves. And that is the subject of our
third story.

When the cooperative learning
initiative made its local debutin Dis-
trict 303 a little less than ten years
ago, two coincident forces were al-
ready in play. In 1988, the new Lin-
coln Elementary School Principal,
Jim Jensen, joined our District from
Plano, Illinois, where he had partici-
pated in an organization called The
Corridor Partnership. This group of
educators links nearby public
school districts with the Illinois
Math and Science Academy in
Aurora, lllinois. Its purpose is to
serve as a consortium for the pro-
motion of educational innovations.
While at Plano, Jensen became inter-
ested in the concept of collaborative
classroom practice. He received 75
hours of training that focused pri-
marily on math and problem-solv-
ing approaches in the fifth and sixth
grades.

The more I read and
learned the more excited I
became. This was much
more, [he] realized, than
simply putting students
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into groups. Here was an
approach that emphasized
the important role of
teaching sacial skills and
processing with students
not only what they
learned, but how they
learned...I came to District
303 in ‘88 with some train-
ing and a great deal of in-
terest in cooperative learn-
ing and shared that with
my staff. They were ex-
cited about the possibili-
ties in their own class-
rooms and encouraged me
to seek training for them
{Personal Interview, 199).

In 1990, Jensen wrote a small
staff-development grant proposal
seeking resources to support train-
ing in cooperative learning. Jensen
also shared his enthusiasm with fel-
low District Principal, Ken Graham.
An outcome of their conversation
was that Jensen and a small Lincoln
Elementary contingent of interested
teachers joined forces with Graham
and some of his staff from Rich-
mond Elementary School. Alto-
gether, ten participants from these
two schools used Association of Su-
pervision & Curriculum Develop-
ment (ASCD) materials and a
teacher/ trainer from Jensen’s for-
mer district to explore ways to in-
corporate cooperative learning into
their classrooms. All these pioneer
participants volunteered their own
time. These were the first steps on
our cooperative-learning, imple-
mentation journey.

As the Jensen group took
shape, Principal Kurt Anderson and
a handful of interested staff mem-
bers at Thompson Middle School
were exploring the arguments for
detracking their school. There, stu-
dents had been tracked into five
learning levels: remedial, low-aver-
age, average, high average, and aca-
demically talented. Their intention
was to reduce this tracking system
to only two levels. They still sought

to maintain the provisions for those
students identified as academically
talented. But for the rest of the stu-
dent body, their goal was to effec-
fively eliminate tracking. Extensive
research efforts led them again and
again to the growing literature on
cooperative learning. They were es-
pecially drawn to work done on
teaching groups of students with
differing intelligences and abilities.

As part of their information
gathering efforts, the Thompson
teachers attended the 1990 Chicago
meeting of the National Association
of Curriculum Developers. Two in-
ternationally prominent presenters,
Robert Slavin and Jeannie Qakes,
were heavily invested in the coap-
erative learning movement. Qakes
had earned her reputation by devel-
oping powerful arguments against
tracking in American middle and
secondary schools.

We were ready to embark
on a major structural
change, detracking, and
the messages we heard
about callaborative learn-
ing communities seemed a
perfect match” (Personal
interview, Anderson).

This gave the Thompson crew
a new sense of directton. One of
them, Donna Stockman, a veteran
language arts teacher at Thompson,
comments, She had volunteered to
pilot the detracking program in its
infant stages.

During the first of year of
detracking we didn’t use
much cooperative learn-
ing—we were mainly cop-
ing with the new system.
But, by the second year a
large number of the teach-
ers were incorporating
more and more of the sim-
ple structures and strate-
gies we had heard about
or picked up at various
workshops in the area.
The students who were on

the social fringes or from
the lower income neigh-
borhoods became incorpo-
rated into the culture of
the class. The "us’ and
‘them’ attitude was gone
overnight; cliques, as we
had known them, were
gone (Personal Interview,
1996).

Tthe impetus for a
district-wide
cooperative
learning initiative
was coming from
two sets of
stakeholders with
different but
related needs — the
Lincoln/Richmond
cadre of
elementary
teachers and the
Thompson Middle
School detracking
proponents.

By the end of the 1990 school
year then, the impetus for a district-
wide cooperative learning initiative
was coming, from two sets of stake-
holders with different but related
needs —the Lincoln/ Richmend
cadre of elementary teachers and
the Thompsen Middle School de-
tracking proponents.  Although
each approached from separate lo-
cations, their destination was the
same: the office of the Assistant Su-
perintendent for Curriculum and
Instruction. By the following sum-
mer, the District’s central admiri-
stration office was offering in-dis-
trict, cooperative learning training,
district wide, with the support of
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that support was earned is, of
course, a story in itself. It is a story
that began long before my own in-
volvement and one that I needed in
order to put my own progress in
cantext.

Story IV: Inviting
External Stakeholders

Sandy Wright is the St. Charles
Public School’s Assistant Superin-
tendent for Curriculum and Super-
vision. “We want to learn more
about this. That's how they ap-
proached me.” She is referring, of
course, to the beaten path of the re-
quests for support from cooperative
learning advocates from Lincoln,
Richmond, and Thompson Schools.
For Wright, this was exactly what
she hoped to hear. Wright is a stu-
dent of educational change and a
noted innovator in District 303,
From her perspective, an initiative
which had teacher support, a strong
research base, and demonstrated
positive learning outcomes had the
potential to integrate the variety of
ongoing district initiatives. Among
these were a recently implemented
K-12 Process Writing program,
community-wide involvement in
constructing the District Mission
Statement and Strategic Plan, ele-
mentary pilot programs in Whole
Language and Hands-On Science
approaches, and a study of a new
elementary math program created
at the University of Chicago. De-
tracking was already in place at
Thompson Middle School and soon
staff members at each of the Dis-
trict's schools would be collaborat-
ing on the creation of a Vision for the
Year 2000. Wright believed that co-
operative learning as an overall phi-
losophy might provide the policy
framework to link all these efforts.

Wright's advocacy  included
sharing faculty interests and needs
with colleagues at Arthur Andersen
& Company, a large corporation
with an international training facil-

ity in 5t. Charles. District 303 had
already employed the research and
assessment expertise of the An-
dersen staff to help evaluate the ef-
fectiveness of a previously imple-
mented process writing program.

It became apparent we
had a mutual interest: We
wanted to investigate
training possibilities, and
they [Andersen staff]
wanted to see how the col-
laborative principles that
are germane to their train-
ing philosophy could be
applied in the educational
setting (Wright Interview,
1996).

Andersen’s original goals were
“to focus on developing an imple-
mentation plan for cooperative
learning at Thompson Junior High
School and apply the experience
gained from Thompson to design a
district-wide implementation
plan.” They agreed to:

®  (Conduct detailed research on co-
operative learning

& Assess current implementation of
cooperative learning at
Thompson Junior High School

® Interview school principals
and other administrators, as
appropriate, to determine
their plans to implement coop-
erative learning in their
schools.

The cadre of teachers from Lin-
coln and Richmond Elementary
schools who already had been
trained in cooperative learning
were included in the implementa-
tion study “to add depth and rich-
ness to the data base.” Arthur An-
dersen staff then assisted the Dis-
trict in planning, designing, and
constructing evaluation criteria for
a five-day staff development pro-
gram for 6th to 12th grade teachers.
For Thompson Middle School Prin-
cipal Kurt Anderson, working on

this project with Arthur Andersen
resaurce people was a revelation.

After some preliminary re-
search, we had come up
with a list of experts in co-
operative learning. Drs.
David and Roger Johnson,
both professors at the Uni-
versity of Minnesota in
Minneapolis, were fre-
quently mentioned as re-
sources. The Arthur An-
dersen people not only set
up a conference call with
the Johnsons, themselves,
and us, but alsa tlew a
group of us to Minneapo-
lis to meet them firsthand.
Fur me, this was a whole
new definition of “net-
working” (Interview,
1996).

In March, 1991, three district
principals, five classroom teachers,
and three Arthur Andersen emnploy-
ees comprised the Cooperative
Learning Partnership Team to over-
see Phase | of the District-wide im-
plementation effort. Their initial re-
search convinced Arthur Andersen
that it was worthwhile to pursue
this initiative, Collaborative prac-
fices seemed a powerful way to fol-
low the District Mission Statement
previously cratted by educators,
community members, parents, and
students.

The mission of the St. Charles
School District is to educate stu-
dents who will:

® Think critically
¢ Communicate effectively

® Value and demonstrate high
ethical conduct

® Possess positive self-esteem
®  Contribute to their community

® Excel among people through-
out the world
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The members of the Coopera-
tive Learning Parinership Team
soonrealized that the systematicim-
plementation of cooperative learn-
ing approaches to pursue this mis-
sion would have far reaching impli-
cations. In the Phase I: Cooperative
Learning Implementation Study pub-
lished in November, 1991, they re-
ported:

When this initiative began
in February, 1991, the fo-
cus was on cooperative
learning as an instrictional
strategy for making
learner-centered educa-
tion come alive in the
classraom. As a result of
Phase [, the partnership
team learned that coopera-
tive learning is more than
an instructional strategy,
more than just “another
tool in the teacher’s bag of
tricks.” It is a powerful
change strategy to build
true community and
strony relationship in and
out of the classroom and
to help individual stu-
dents succeed in the fol-
lowing areas: acadvimic
achievement, development of
higher-order thinking skills,
social skills, management
skills, and positive self-es-
teemn.

The role that cooperative
learning can play in re-
structuring how people re-
late to another during
learning can have a signifi-
cant positive impact on
student outcomes. There-
fore, while the immediate
objective of the initiative is
to introduce cooperative
learning as an instruc-
tional strategy in the dis-
trict, the ultimate objective
is to have a strategic role
in actualizing a more sig-
nificant goal: creating col-
laboration-cenfered schools

that truly reflect what it is to
learn in concerf with atiter
people (1991, pp.3-4).

Forty-nine middle and high
school teachers were involved in the
first in-district cooperative-learning
training experience and met for five
full days in June at Arthur An-
dersen’s Center ifor Professional
Education. Later that August, 30 of
them returned just before the school
year began for a two-day follow-up
session. The first day of the follow-
up training consisted of an Outdoor
Adventure Education Program.
During the second day, participants
met in a classroom for review and
extension of ideas/concepts pre-
sented at the June session. After can-
vassing the country for top trainers
in cooperative learning methodol-
ogy and philosophy, three out-of-
district instructors were chosen. Ac-
cording to the participants’ feed-
back collected by Arthur Andersen,
all three trainers received rave re-
views, and the teachers especially
appreciated the hands-on practice
incorporated into the instruction.
The August participants liked the
reinforcement of the training they
had received in June, the work-
shop's timeliness, and the opportu-
nity to plan with colleagues.

Both the District and Arthur
Andersen were pleased with the re-
sults that the research and initial
staff development efforts had pro-
duced. Three research approaches
had been used: a literature review of
over 60 publications; interviews
with more than 20 experts, includ-
ing same of the nation's leading
vducational researchers; and data
collection from district teachers, stu-
dents, parents, and principals. The
next step was to recommend an im-
plementation plan, a set of specific
actions to ensure the fulfillment of
the goals.

Story V:
Implementing the
Plan

The plan offered by Arthur An-
dersen was a three-year approach,
with emphasis on the activities of
the first year, 1991-92. Michael Ful-
lan (1991), among others, suggests
that it takes three to five years to
internalize the framework of coop-
erative learning in a school culture
and to become highly skilled in its
use.  Implementation  research
shows that there are distinct stages
of development through which in-
dividuals and groups master coop-
erative learning. Susan Loucks-
Horsley, has identified eight stages
or levels of use (1991, I-16) which
Arthur Andersen modified as the
framework for 5t. Charles’ three-
year plan.

In general, the identified levels
reflect the process of development
typical of the first year of use:
1=non-use, 2=orientation, 3=prepa-
ration, and 4=mechanical use. The
second year brings an advance from
a rather prescriptive use of coopera-
tive learning to more sophisticated
enactments as a consequence of col-
laboration with colleagues. From a
base of routine use, a successful
teacher will go on to refine and inte-
grate structures. In the third year,
teachers often achieve the stage of
“renewal” (1991, pp. 10-12).

Based on these anticipated lev-
els of use, the implementation team
listed expected teacher outcomes
for each of the three years. Though
many of these focus on classroom
learning strategies, many others
have to do with the task af embed-
ding collaborative practices in the
whole school culture and with en-
gaging all members of the school in
personal reflection practices.

Thus, the implementation plan
went far beyond classroom practice
to connect with the specific curricu-
lar initiatives mentioned above.
Specific recommendations were
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made for elementary teachers, mid-
dle school teachers, administrators,
and even included a parent commu-
nication piece. Each recommenda-
tion drove staff development ap-
proaches to be offered during the
1991-52 school year.

Cooperative learning provides
a framework for these two ap-
proaches and will provide specific
methods for increasing students’
problem-solving and decision-mak-
ing skills" (1991, p. 20).

To facilitate collegial network-
ing, teachers were enrolled in four
or five person teams from each
building. Through a combination of
after-school, Saturday, and release-
time sessions, teachers would re-
ceive instruction from a cooperative
learning expert, participate in les-
son planning development, observe
an expert during demonstration les-
sons, and observe colleagues using
cooperative learning. Each partici-
pant was also to receive a one-to-
one expert coaching sessjon each se-
mester. In-house support groups
would be created at [incoln and
Richmond schools, with Arthur An-
dersen consultants serving in an ad-
visory capacity. A contact person
from each building would serve as
liaison between the school and the
Cooperative Learning Partnership
Team.

A separate implementation
plan was conceived for the District’s
two middle schools, Haines and
Thompson. Here, the Arthur An-
dersen Report acknowledged the
obvious connection between coop-
erative learning and the middle
schools’ efforts in detracking,

With this change from ha-
mogeneous to heterogene-
ous grouping, teachers
will find cooperative learn-
ing to be a successful
framework for creating
collaborative climate and
increasing students’ inter-
personal, problem-solv-

ing, and decision-making
skills (1991, p. 24).

The teacher development plan
was less extensive than its elemen-
tary counterpart. Two half-day and
one full-day follow-up sessions
throughout the school year were to
be provided for the 36 teachers who
had participated in the training ses-
sions the previous Sutruner. Em-
phasis was placed on integrating co-
operative learning into subject ar-
eas, student assessment, the chang-
ing role of the teacher, and construc-
five controversy and conflict man-
agement. Each participant was tore-
ceive a one-to-one expert coaching
session each semester and, as in the
elementary schools, support groups
were encouraged. An Arthur An-
dersen consuitant would be avail-
able as a resource, with a repre-
sentative from each building serv-
ing as liaison to the Cooperative
Learning Partnership Team.

Very brief mention is given to
the staff development plan for the
high school. Thirteen secondary
teachers had participated in the
June Summer session, and only
eight attended the August follow-
up. Under the “Going Forward”
subhead of the report, the Commit-
tee states:

Because of the size of the
staff and a desire to accom-
plish a cooperative learn-
ing implementation plan
m harmony with the high
school’s mission statement
and planned change strate-
gies, the Cooperative
Learning Partnership
Team will work with the
high school independently
in 1991-1992 to create a
long-term implementation
plan” (1991, p. 28).

The “Administrator Develop-
ment Plan” was directed toward the
building administrators of 2 middle
schools; 3 elementary schools, and
St. Charles High School. The focus

for the first year was “to help estab-
lish a common cooperative learning
definition and vocabulary and the
creation of a two-year administrator
implementation plan, and in Year 2
they were expected to work on “the
creation of collaborative schuools"
(1991, p. 29). A November work-
shop was designed to help adminis-
trators clarify the definition(s) of
and benefits of cooperative learn-
ing, assist teachers in role change
from “instructors” to “facilitators,”
and to offer suggestions about how
best to use cooperative structures
with staff members.

The use of cooperative
practices supports the vi-
sion of collaborative prac-
tices at the classraom,
building, and district lev-
els. The second year of in-
struction will focus on
how the administrator can
lead stakeholders in the
creation of a collaborative

school" (1991, p. 29).

By embedding
cooperative
learning processes
into the
elementary
curricula and
using it as means
to further the
detracking policy
in the middle
schools, teacher
acceptance was
increased.

Although the plan only touches
on the role of parents, Cooperative
lLearning Partnership Team in-
tended to “continue to investigate
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effective methods of communicat-
ing to parents the purposes and
benefits of cooperative learning.”
During the first year, however, par-
ent communications should be han-
dled on an “as needed/requested
basis” (1991, p. 30). The key issue for
parents, the committee assumed,
would be on assessment rather than
on matters of design and initial im-
plementation. A parent education
program was suggested for Year 2
that would include recommenda-
tions on how cooperative learning
practices could be used at home.
This period between 1990 and
1991 was critical for the fate of coop-
erative learning in District 303. As
Fullan (1991} states, “Change is a
process, not an event.” In The New
Meaning of Educational Change, he
notes that the lines between “initia-
tion,” “implementation,” “continu-
ation,” and “outcome” are hazy.
The change process is not linear “be-
cause events can feed back to alter
decisions in the previous phase”
(1991, p. 48). In the St. Charles case,
different stakeholders originally
acted at different times and
places — fram the pioneers at Lin-
coln, Richmond, and Thompsen, to
the students in the classroom, and to
their parents at hame. This story il
lustrates Fullan’s insights into how
various stakeholders can become
enfolded into a district’s effarts to
incorporate a broad initiative into
the school culture. It was during this
critical period that almost all the
stakeholders identified themselves
in such a way as to generate a
change process. The district admin-
istrators and the Arthur Andersen
consultants who believed in coop-
erative learning as an exciting, vi-
able change agent obviously played
a role as key advocates. From their
respective positions, they made this
innovation credible to board mem-
bers, building level principals, and
classroom teachers. Positive student
response to cooperative structures
and strategies helped persuade re-
luctant classroom teachers to at least

experiment with cooperative learn-
ing. By embedding cooperative
learning processes into the elemen-
tary curricula and using it as means
to further the detracking policy in
the middle schools, teacher accep-
tance was increased. [t is apparent,
however, that at this slage, little in-
volvement occurred in the high
school.

Story VI: Barriers
Revealed

As a consequence of the Imple-
mentation Plan, teacher training
and classroom implementation ef-
forts were begun, We found that, as
Fullan  observes, “educational
change is technically simple and so-
cially complex” (p. 85). Even withall
the support from internal and exter-
nal advocates, planning and ceordi-
nating a multi-level social process
involving hundreds of people over
several years presented huge chal-
lenges. Nevertheless, training and
support efforts were, for the most
part, greeted with enthusiasm. This
was patticularly true at the elemen-
tary and middle school levels. For
the next year and a half, two popular
trainers, Carole Cooper (now a part-
ner in Global Learning Contmunities)
and Neil Davidson (a professor at
the University of Maryland and a
current junior high math teacher)
worked with us. Both had been ad-
vocates of cooperative learning for
about twenty years, and although
each brought a distinctive teaching
style, they both related easily to the
real-world challenges in the class-
room,

In the initial Summer training of
1991, Davidson had worked with
the high schoo! participants, Cooper
with those from the middle scheool.
Melissa Dockum {my cooperative
learning co-trainer in the District)
commented on this first group:

Neil’'s focus was on class-
room structures and strate-
gies whereas Carole em-

phasized the spiritual side
of cooperative learning. At
the end of each day we
would all get together to
debrief. At first my team
(the high school people)
didn’t like the “touchy-
teely’ approach Carole
used. We felt uncomfort-
able. This was too much of
a mindshift and we
weren't ready for the evo-
lution of this initiative that
incorparated things like
“social skills” and “self-
worth’ and the soft side of
education” (1996).

Deockum’s recollection amuses
me, because she reminds me of how
much many of us have changed in
our perceived roles as teachers.
Those of us who have been practi-
tioners of cooperative learning for
several years have come to respect
the subjective, collaborative side of
its use over the concrete “structures
only” approach. But for newcomers,
our approach may feel threatening
and be perceived as unintellectual
or of little substance, a reaction often
found at the high school level where
subject matter content is often
highly valued.

Many “graduates” of the first
in-district cooperative learning class
tormed informal support groups.
Trainers, Carole Cooper and Neil
Davidson, had heartily encouraged
these groups, aware that, without
collaborative peer support, the best
of intentions can easily be side-
tracked, especially concerning sec-
ond-order changes as complex as
cooperative learning. In her book
co-authored with Julie Boyd, Col-
laborative Approaciies to Professional
Learning and Refection (1991), Coo-

pur states,

In the midst af change,
support group members
share and generate new
ideas, materials and expe-
riences. They engage in
problem-solving and re-
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confidentiality, sharing of responsi-
bility, and support for each mem-
ber’s growth.

Melissa Dockum and several
other high school cooperative learn-
ing trainees formed an informal
support group during the Fall of
1991, without stipends, released
time, or any other form of enhance-
ment,

We were simply moti-
vated by the needs of the
group. The support group
became a pivotal peoint in
my development as a user
of cooperative learning. I
may not have continued
its use in the classroom.
The implementation of
simple structures is only a
small part of creating a col-
laborative classroom. It
also requires a complete
philosophical shift, espe-
cially in regards to the
teachers’s role. {Interview,
1996)

Study groups evolved from the
original support groups. They were
the brainchild of the high school’s
Staff Development Team, a group ot
18 classroom teachers led by high
school administrator, Maggpie
Brewner. Participants formed in
groups of from three to six mem-
bers, choosing to study a problem ar
issue that dovetailed with one ar
more of the initiatives, endorsed by
the District, such as problem-based
assessment. A specific number of
validated hours had to be recorded,
and the group was expected to offer
a product or give a presentation in
return for a stipend of one hour of
professional credit on the salary
schedule. Members of the Staff De-
velopment Team monitored the
process.

The high school home econom-
ics instructor, Debbie Scully, elected
to join the study group because, she
explains,

I found it was essential for
actually planning lessons
and incorporating them
into the classroom. Time
and curriculum are the
greatest enemies to imple-
menting cooperative learn-
ing. I saw its value and be-
lieved in it right away, but
itis very difficult to put
into practice. (Personal In-
teview, 1996)

She credited the study group
approach for keeping her from
“slipping back into the old ways.”
Gradually, she says, she saw her
role as a teacher begin to
change —"it’s the whole philosophy:
it'’s a lot harder, for example, to ask
the right questions than to tell stu-
dents what to do” (199).

It was during this 1991-92 pe-
riod that Carole Caoper, as men-
tioned above, was first hired as a
consultant to the District. She would
come ta St. Charles for several
weeks at a time to train staff mem-
bers in Cooperative Learning I, ba-
sically the same 30-hour course
taught earlier that summer. She and
Assistant Superintendent Sandy
Wright, worked together on the Dis-
trict’s implementation plan. Her ex-
pertise in compatible educational
initiatives, such as creating collabo-
rative school cultures and address-
ing assessment issues, was invalu-
able in helping the District make
connections between different com-
ponents of the restructuring proc-
ess. Besides district-wide staff de-
velopment, she worked with build-
ing principals and provided post-
training support for classroom
teachers.

Right on schedule, a group of 48
elementary teachers from buildings
throughout the District participated
in Cooperative Learning [ training.
A representative from Arthur An-
dersen joined Carole as a co-
trainer/ facilitator. This turned out
1o be a mistake. Perhaps because the
new co-trainer was unfamiliar with

elementary school classrooms and
cultures. At any rate, the necessary
connections to teacher interests
could not be made. One fifth-grade
teacher pronounced it “horrible.”
“We were dazed and confused. We
had no idea what she was talking
about” (1996). After several more
frustrating sessions, the plan
seemed stalled in its tracks. What,
now?

Cooper took aver all the train-
ing and started anew from square
one, After several weeks and 30 con-
tact hours, this second group of ele-
mentary practitioners was ready to
use cooperative learning in their
classrooms. The District provided
the support and expert coaching
during the school year as prescribed
in the implementaticn plan.

Cooperative learning training
hit its stride during the Summer of
1992, Thirty-four elementary teach-
ers representing all seven buildings
received instruction. Cooper then
worked for the California Depart-
ment of Education to embed coop-
erative learning practices and phi-
losophy in the State’s education pro-
gram. As in the previeus Summer,
she trained a group of 20-plus mid-
dle school teachers, and Neil David-
son returned from Maryland as
trainer of over 20 high school teach-
ers.

This was the class I joined, and
it was at this point that my personal
cooperative learning story began
and became linked to the advocacy
and historical stories. [ knew imme-
diately that I could apply the basic
structures in my classes —simple
strategies such as “numbered heads
where students in a group ran-
domly take a number and the
teacher calls the number instead of
a student’s name, not knowing
whom she or he has asked to re-
spond. These quick “tricks" to man-
age group learning were all I saw.
Only later would the philosaphy be-
hind the initiative —the theories of
how students learn and the
teacher’s role as a facilitator —the
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reasoning behind the strategies, be-
come important to me.

How long could
the District afford
to go on with
external
consultants and
expensive
in-service training?

How long could the District af-
ford to go on with external consult-
ants and expensive in-service train-
ing? After much discussion and a
great deal of anxiety, the Coopera-
tive Learning Partnership Team de-
cided to turn to in-district trainers to
contimue what the consultants had
begun. Cooper sparked the
idea—she felt quite confident that
there were plenty of teachers with
the talent and dedication to carry on
the task. Many of the building prin-
cipals however, were worried that
teachers might not accept internal
trainers or consultants. Would they
really be able to engage the teachers
the way Carole and Neil had? {(
Dockuam 1996). Finally, the decision
to go ahead was made. Cooper, with
Sandy Wright's assistance, invited a
core of 11 teachers to serve as the
Dhstrict’s first internal, cooperative-
learning trainers. Six were chosen
from the elementary schools, three
from the middle schools, and
Melissa Dockum and I were invited
from the high school in early Spring
of 1993,

This invitation caught me by
surprise. Though I had met with
Cooper through the year for some
expert coaching and a classroom
visit, I still considered myself a nov-
ice. But, since I liked and greatly
respected both women, I thought,
"Why not climb on board?” That

Spring, the eleven of us were re-
leased from classes and given a
crash two-and-a-half day training
course in teaching Cooperative
Learning I. Dockum and [ sub-
sequently spent hours constructing
afive-day course scheduled for [uly.
The task seemed overwhelming,. [
feared we were never going to gef
beyond day one in our planning at-
tempts. But gradually the bits and
pieces of information fell into place.
We had a game plan.

All three teams taught fellow
teachers from their respective levels
at the high school campus that fuly.
Cooper, who was nearby conduct-
ing an assessment workshop, would
stop by periodically. Each team
functioned well and needed little as-
sistance. This was an important test!
Cooper believed that, as our
teacher, this suecess as trainers was
the greatest compliment she could
receive. We demonstrated that in-
district training could be an effec-
tive and economical way to create
change within the culture, A month
later, Cooper facilitated the first fol-
low-up  workshop-~a  15-hour
course aptly named Cooperative
Learning II. Its audience was teach-
ers trained in Cooperative Learning
I who had been using basic struc-
tures and strategies in the classroom
for at least several months. More
complicated group learning struc-
tures, the connections between co-
operative learning and district cur-
riculum and assessment practices,
various brain-research  theories
about how students learn, and some
group conflict resolution strategies
served as its curriculum base.

Story VII: Unfinished
Ending: Staying on
Track?

Besides the courses offered
through the District’s staff develop-
ment program, other approaches to
implementing cooperative learning
have been used, some with more

success than others. An elaborate
Cooperative Learning Site Facilita-
tors concept was created in April,
1993, with all-day training provided
by Carole Cooper. The intent was to
provide at least one teacher, trained
in cooperative learning and the art
ot facilitation, to each building in the
elementary and middle schools and
one for each of the nine departments
at the high school. The facilitator’s
role is essentially to offer encour-
agement, support, and resources to
colleagues  experimenting  with
strategies in their classrooms or cre-
ating a collaborative culture within
the school. After a considerable in-
vestment of time and money, this
concept has met with modest suc-
cess. In some of the elementary and
middle schools, teacher/ facilitators
work not only with peers but also
with building administrators to
plan meetings. At the high school,
however, the idea has been aban-
doned. Lack of a common planning
time and teacher reluctance to take
on this role with peers, let alone ad-
ministratars, served as possible bar-
riers. Attendance has been gener-
ally good at informal, after-school
“cooperative learning refreshers.”
These provide support and collegi-
ality to teachers trained in coopera-
tive learning,

The Cooperative Learning
Evaluation Committee has replaced
the Partnership Team. This group
was made up mostly of in-district
frainers and a few district princi-
pals. Created in 1994, this group
took on the enormous task of creat-
ing and administering a survey of
all district teachers of their fre-
quency of use and comfort in using
coaperative learning methods. A
former Arthur Andersen statisti-
cian, now a treelancer, helped the
committee with the planning, im-
plementation, and interpretation of
the survey. The Concerns-Based
Adoption Model (CBAM) served as
a framework, and a number of the
questions focused on levels of use
and the participants’ feelings con-
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cerning these levels of use in their
classrooms. Of concern was notonly
how broadly, but how deeply, the
cooperative learning initiative were
being implemented in classrooms. It
was administered to all District
teachers early in 1995, Generally
speaking, the survey results showed
that the lower the grade taught, the
greater the comfort level and that
the use of specific structures and
strategies have greater interest to
most teachers than the philosophy
of collaberation.

Though sometimes
all participants
travel over new

ground in a quest
to implement a

policy shift, more
often than not we
must repeatedly
revisit familiar
places and
stopping points on
the way.
Paradoxically
perhaps, both the
back and forth
movements must
go on
simultaneously.

Apparently, this change effort
journey never really ends. For a dis-
trict-wide cultural change to retain
its direction, others will have to be-
come invested. That is, personal sto-
ries of professional aspiration must
link up with and become part of the

stories of advocates — administrator
leadership stories. This will mean
that, though sometimes all partici-
pants travel over new ground in a
quest to implement a policy shift,
more often than not we must repeat-
edly revisit familiar places and stop-
ping points on the way. Paradoxi-
cally perhaps, both the back and
forth movements must go on simul-
taneously. What is integrated in one
teacher, for example, may be a mat-
ter of learning new quick tricks for
another. Change is not like boarding
a train. Multiple new frantiers make
us vital; rest spots and secure com-
fort zones help us consolidate what
has been achieved.

“The future is not some place we
are going to but seme place we are cre-
ating. ...The paths are not to be found,
but made, and the activity of making
them changes both the maker and the
destination" (John Schaar).
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Changing Technology Policy in a Suburban
Chicago School District

Part 1

Introduction

“If you build it, they will come."

- from the movie Field of
Dreams

hese famous words, ut-

tered in a gravelly whisper

by the entity speaking

from deep within an lowa
corn field to the character played by
Kevin Costner, prophesied destiny
for the characters in the movie, This
same voice could probably have
been heard in the late 1980s and
early 1990s, if one listened very
clasely, in the Illinois corn fields of
the southwest corner of DuPage
County. In a strip of land two to
three miles wide and almost 15
miles long, the Chicago suburban
city of Naperville shares a border
with the city of Aurara, Illinois. A
voice, a similar teller of the future,
apparently caught the ears of home
builders and developers who
heeded the advice to build and
turned a strip of farmland into a
region with the fastest growing
school system in the State (Banas,
1994). The district’s student popula-
tion, over 15,000 in 1996, was in-
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creasing by more that 1000 students
per vear, and in 1995 it took in twice
as many students as it graduated
(Shields, 1995).

“A lot of people want to come
here. They bring a lot of kids" (Ba-
nas, 1994). This laconic statement by
a member of the Citizens” Facilities
Advisory Committee for the Dis-
trict, acknowledges the basis far the
largest successful school referen-
dum in Iinois history. A 97.3 mil-
lion dollar referendum was passed
by the taxpayers of the district in
March of 1994, and during the next
twn years, building began for a new
high school and several new ele-
mentary schools. The referendum
was in response to the exploding
school population, projected to hit
almost 18,000 by the year 1999 (Ba-
nas, 1994).

Not all the money raised by the
referendum, however, was slated
for new schools. Also included were
provisions for a five million dollar
technology fund. This was the first
known instance of a school district
pre-dedicating money from a refer-
endum to a technology budget
(Kruse, personal interview, Novem-
ber 14, 1996). Large expenditures
were directed to computers, net-
working, and software packages re-
lated to instruction and administra-
tion. After school construction,
spending for technological ad-

vancement comprised the single
largest budget item. This develop-
ment spurred further expectations
of change.

There were countless stake-
holders in this change of policy di-
rection. (Houston, personal inter-
view, November 22, 1996). The po-
tential impact on interest groups can
be evaluated from a number of per-
spectives. In this study, three stake-
holders, drawn from different levels
of authority, were interviewed:

(1) Kenneth Kruse, Assistant
Superintendent for Elemen-
tary Education acted as a cen-
tral office advocate initiating
the technology movement in
the district. From his perspec-
tive we can take a look at the
chronology of events and the
administrative structure and
forces which drove the
change;

(2) Joan Gantos, Library Me-
dia Center (LMC) Director of
Hawthorne Elementary
School, whose focus shifted
from “. .. librarian five years
ago to technologist, almost,
now" (Kruse, personal inter-
view, November 14, 1996);
and

(3) Rick Anderson, fifth
grade teacher at Hawthorne
School and a 20-year district
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veteran. Educational trends
and fads come and go, but
Rick had embraced the new
technology initiative with
great enthusiasm. He ofters
some insight into the “hu-
man resource frame" (Bol-
man & Deal, 1991) in the Dns-
trict.

The need to
construct many
new schools and

hire new teachers
created an
opportunity to
experiment with
educational
technology
advances at the
cutting edge rather
than being forced
to merely adapt to
the limits of old
buildings.

All three agreed that the over-
whelming pgrowth rate, combined
with the relative youth of this school
district, were related to the impetus
for the technological changes. For
them, one could not examine one
without digging into the other. They
also concurred that rapid growth
had both positive and harmful ef-
fects on the direction of appropriate
technology policy.

On the paositive side, the need to
construct many new schools and
hire new teachers created an oppor-
tunity to experiment with educa-
tional technology advances at the
cutting edge rather than being
farced to merely adapt to the limits
of old buildings. Administrators
highlighted this glamorous change

to gamer additional funding sup-
port from the taxpayers. Finally, the
growth process exemplified one of
Wheatley's organizational fields
(1994) or framnes of mind. Feelings of
excitement and hope for the future
reverberated throughout the dis-
trict!

In contrast to these forces, how-
ever, there arose many limiting fac-
tors equally related to rapid growth.
The capacity to outfit such a rapidly
expanding system with the neces-
sary hardware and software, and to
continually service these resources.
seemed at times to be almost un-
achievable. Another check on the
progress of this initiative was the
drive toward something called com-
petitive parify; or put bluntly, this
came down to "We want what
they’ve got." Each group laid claim
to this position—administrators,
teachers, and parents.

The View from the
Top

“In five years, we're going to be so
far ahead of the pack. No one will be able
to touch us. People will be looking to us
for direction in technology planning"
{Kenneth Kruse, Institute Day Ad-
dress. Spring. 1995).

Kenneth Kruse was the Assis-
tant Superintendent for Elementary
Education, a position he had occu-
pied for eight years. He had pre-
viously held a principalship in one
of the District’s elementary schools.
He came to be a leading advocate for
technology in the District because of
his experiences as manager of the
elementary principals.

Setting the Stage

Though the elementary schools
had been purchasing computers in
small numbers since before 1991, no
coordinated plan had been devel-
oped. Costs were cut in constructing
new schools by using the same ar-
chitectural plan. All were provided

with computer labs to accommo-
date anticipated expansion in the
use of educational technologies, In
the meantime, however, the new
computer labs served as office
space. During the whole 1991-1992
school year, Kruse and the elemen-
tary principals considered budget
propeosals for computer equipment.
As Kruse recalled:

A major purchase is what
we wanted._.but we were
struggling with why we
wanted it. Were we want-
ing to do it because that
just seemed to be the thing
to do, or was there some
coordinated reason {or us
all to jump in? (Kruse, per-
sonal interview, Novem-
ber 14, 1996).

Finally, they decided in 1992 to
purchase major equipment, estab-
lish labs, and develop a computer
curriculum for elementary students.
The focus of this curriculum would
be on the writing process and the
corresponding keyboarding skills.
Naow they had a curricular justifica-
tion for the incurred equipment ex-
penses.

Next, they faced the decision of
which platform to select, Apple or
personal computer (PC). They knew
that teachers held a significant bias
toward Apple since they had long
been: using only Apple products at
school. Few owned personal com-
paters at home. Most were a bit in-
timidated by computer technology
and had vet to be convinced that the
PC world could satisfy their stu-
dents’ educational needs (Gantos,
personal interview, October 15,
1996). In 1991, software was being
designed primarily for one platform
or the other; and a common assump-
tion then was that Apple was best
for schools and that the PC was for
business. Though Kruse’'s personal
preference was for PCS, he decided
to organize a study rather than
make a unilateral decision. Labs
were set up in two buildings—one
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with Macintosh computers, the
other with DOS/IBM. A year-long
pilot program was designed to es-
tablish whether either platform had
significant advantages over the oth-
ers. The outcome would pave the
way for district-wide technology
purchases.

The pilot program showed that
either platform would satisfy long-
term needs for writing and key-
boarding (Kruse, personal inter-
view, November 14, 1996). More
and more software houses were
putting out bilingual products
which lessened of teachers” con-
cerns. 5o, the deciding factor really
came down to cost. Which would
provide the best package for the best
price? It turned cut that Apple had
a price that IBM couldn’t meet. With
an imminent referendum effort
looming, District administrators
chose to go with Macintosh labs and
to fund the computers through a
time-purchase agreement. In 1993,
Apple came to install file servers
and to network labs in each build-
ing.

How should these judgements
be interpreted? Were they moti-
vated by concrete educational aims
(to improve writing and word proc-
essing e.g.), or were the stated cur-
ricular aims used to buttress an-
other agenda? Michael Fullan
(1991}, in Tie New Meaning of Ediica-
tion Change, states:

[T]he political and sym-
bolic value of initiation of
change for schools is often
greater than the educa-
tional merit and the time
and cost necessary for im-
plementation follow
through. Such decisions
may be necessary for po-
litical survival, may be
needed first steps that set
the preconditions for real
change in practice, or may
represent the only change
possible in certain situ-
ations (p. 61).

When the District adopted a
computerized grading and report-
ing program, Kruse Mae it a require-
ment that teachers use the program
when reporting their grades at the

Technology was
one of the most
talked about
topics at this time,
so it naturally
lent itself as a
symbol of
educational
progress on which
he could focus
public attention.

end of the current guarter. Al-
though the program was relatively
easy to learn, teachers with little
computer experience were over-
whelmed to learn it on such a short
notice. Kruse defended his edict:

[Requiring teachers to use
a grading program within
a quarter]. That was not
necessarily the most popu-
lar thing we could do, but
we felt, I felt, that the ur-
gency in getting people in-
volved with technology
was to set the stage for us
asking for more money.
That's not something that
the classroom level
teacher understands or
saw, but for us, as we ap-
proached this [referen-
dum] coming up, we
knew that we had to have
people involved, there
had to be something out
there that everybody
could point to, teachers
and parents, and say,
“Lock what's going on"

(personal interview, No-
vember 14, 1996).

By these measures, Kruse had
succeeded in getting computers into
the classroom and in establishing an
administrative use of the software.
Kruse used symbols in this strategy
to influence a broad community
audience. He used available oppor-
tunities to make educational tech-
nologry more visible to the public
eye. Technology was one of the
maost talked about topics at this time,
so it naturally lent itself as a symbel
of educational progress on which he
could focus public attention.

The Big One

When the District proposed the
$97.3-million referendum in March
of 1994, the new computers were
already in place in the elementary
schools. Kruse and then Superinten-
dent Tom Scullen had assembled a
reterendum planning committee of
50-60 peaple (volunteer parents and
taxpayers) who were to determine
what should be in the referendum.
There was no technoelogy director
for the District at the fime; and so
Kruse, already actively involved
with the referendum committee, as-
sumed major responsibility for the
District’s technology planning. First
though, he checked with the Board
of Education members to learn if
they had objections to the commit-
tee requesting a specific dollar
amount for technology. The Board
members left it to the planning com-
mittee. Next, he presented a one-
page proposal to committee mem-
bers. In his words, “The committee
bought [my proposal] for 35 million.
Their only response was ‘Is that
enough?" (Kruse, personal inter-
view, November 14, 1996).

This strategy of mobilizing a
citizen task force proved to be effec-
tive. The referendum passed by an
overwhelming majority. “[The ad-
ministration] has empowered us as
parents to be very active in the edu-
cation of our children, not only in
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classroom activities, but in decision
making and the operation of the dis-
trict," said Julie Larivee, a member
of the Citizens’ Facilities Advisory
Committee (Carroll, 1995}. Bill Gib-
son, District 204 Board President
commented, “Parents deciding
what they wanted for the commu-
nity, backed by the Board and ad-
ministration, largely sold the plans.”
According to 5. R. Carroll as quoted
in The Chicago Tribune, this involve-
ment of stakeholders in what had
traditionally been administrative
arena was an innovative procedure
far school districts, at least in this
area. After this published success,
the District administrators received
requests to work with surrounding
districts in their efforts to pass refer-
enda (1993). For the most part, Dis-
trict stakeholders remained very
supportive. Kruse recalls:

We've had no splinter
groups, we haven't had
the religious right, or the
conservative right in here,
we haven’t had anybody
other than the ”I want as
much for my kid at Geor-
getown [School] as they
have at White Eagle
[Schaol]," people. We tried
to address that [parity]
this summer as well, say-
ing, “Here’s what you've
got, you might not have as
new of machines, but we
can give you same capa-
bilities." Parity is such a
big issue for our district,
that in some ways it elimi-
nates some of the outer
fringe groups, because
everybody’s trying to do
so much alike (personal in-
terview, November 14,
1996).

The parity issue created a
within-district politics of negotia-
tion that avoided polarization. But if
Kruse's assessment of the dynamics
is correct, then the parity policy
functioned as a buffer zone against

ideological interference. Keeping all
of the schools at the same place
seemed to assure a broad comumon
interest in technological invest-
ments.

Kruse moved quickly after the
referendum to spend the money.
The Referendum Committee’s plan
had included several priorities. First
and foremost was to improve the
infrastructure of the District, and
second was to put in a wide area
network, Ways to assure parity be-
tween the existing high school and
a new secondary building would
also need to be addressed. Fourth,
the District faced curriculum issues
and staff development needs. Fi-
nally, the last priority was to be vigi-
lant in identifying emerging needs.
Of the $5-million in hand, Kruse de-
voted $700,000 to district-wide sys-
tems, including the wide area net-
work, electronics, new phone sys-
tem upgrades, software package
purchases such as voice mail and
e-mail, and Internet access. With
this money, he also hired consult-
ants. He spent about $3-million at
the high school. This included $1.4-
million in hardware and software
purchases; $1.1-million in infra-
structure costs, cabling and elec-
tronics; $450,000 for a media distri-
bution center; $80,000 to upgrade
the distance learning classroom;
and $100,000 to put in a television
production lab and studio (Kruse,
personal interview, November 14,
1996).

At the middle school level,
Kruse used several hundred thou-
sand dollars to upgrade labs, add
hardware, etc.. Finally he turned to
the elementary schools, spending
there about $150,000 more in addi-
tion to paying off the original Apple
loan. By late 1996, only $3500 re-
mained of the $5-million technology
budget (Kruse, personal interview,
November 14, 1996).

The curriculum/staff develop-
ment funds went toward paying in-
structors (mostly teachers) to teach
after school, week-end, or summer

professional growth courses in tech-
nology. Teachers could earn blocks
of credit for attending the courses.
This credit could be accumulated
and traded for credit hours on the
salary scale through the District’s
staff development plan. The rest
subsidized a March, 1996, confer-
ence called Plug In Te Technology.
Technologically expert staff mem-
bers were paid to conduct sessions
for the rest of the District staff. Pre-
senters were further rewarded by
being permitted to use whatever
equipment they had ordered for the
Conference back in their own
schools.

The March 1 Institute was
a little bit of rewarding
people who were doing
things, but it was even
more of opening the door
a crack to say, “Look at
what some of your cal-
leagues are doing." I felt if
1 could provide seeds (in
the form of money), then
water them, hopefully
those seeds would con-
tinue to grow and the new
technology would allow
us to do a whole lot.
(Kruse, personal inter-
view, November 14, 1996)

The seed money was the initial
outlay for the Conference equip-
ment in excess of $1000,000; and the
watering afterwards was allowing
schools to purchase some of what
they had seen at Institute Day. This
conference, which was a bold new
direction in staff development,
sparked teacher interest in the new
technology.

Kruse's strategies tor imple-
menting technology model
Wheatley’s (1994} gaverning princi-
ples for effective leadership: “guid-
ing visions, strong values, organiza-
tional beliefs. .. [and the ability].. .to
communicate them, to keep them
ever present and clear, and then al-
low individuals in the system their
randoimn, sometimes chaotic-loaking
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meanderings” (p. 133}, Kruse also
exemplified (perhaps unknow-
ingly) to Wheatley’s fractal theory
of organizations, as was apparent
by his seed analogy. His actions
demonstrated confidence that an
idea, if planted at a micro
level,"...can change teaching to re-
flect what's available and ulti-
mately...increase learning by kids"
(Kruse, personal interview, Novem-
ber 14, 1996). He had confidence
that if he continued to support it,
technological applications would
spread. As stated by Wheatley
(1994), “These organizations expect
to see similar behaviors show up at
every level in the organization be-
cause those [beliefs] were patterned
into the organizing principles at the
very start” (p. 132).

Role Redefinition:
Librarian or
Technologist?

Beyond her duties to maintain a
working library for 700 elementary
age children at Hawthorne School,
joan Gantos’s found her job descrip-
tion expanding between 1992 and
1996 to include the roles of staff de-
veloper, systems trouble-shooter,
technology advocate, head pur-
chaser of technology, and technol-
opy scapegoat and/or mother to
teachers when computers froze or
printers jammed, etc. In the words
of Kenneth Kruse:

Our Learning Media Cen-
ter (LMC) jobs are chang-
ing dramatically. They've
gone from being librarians
five years ago to technolo-
gists, almost, now. The li-
brary function almost
takes a back seat to where
we start to consider a me-
dia person more appropri-
ate for the LMC, with a li-
brary technical assistant as
an aide, to handle the tech-
nical parts of being a li-

brarian (personal inter-
view, November 14, 1996).

Gantos accepted the responsi-
bility to help develop entirely new
technology curriculum for the ele-
mentary school. She and most of her
colleagues welcomed these new re-
sponsibilities.

It all makes the job a little
more exciting than it was,
to be frank. Most of the
LMC directors enjoy the
new responsibilities and
challenges that have come
with the new technology
(Gantos, personal inter-
view, October 15, 1996).

Computers and
networks seemed
always to be
freezing up, and
often long waiting
lists confronted
those needing help
with repairs or
other problems.

The LMC directors had been in-
cluded part of the initial decision as
to the merits of Macintosh or IBM
computers in the labs, and they had
appreciated that opportunity to
give input. They had also been
charged with establishing a list of
standard equipment—that is, of
what equipment the schools already
had, what was needed to achieve
parity, and what equipment the
new schools would need when they
opened.

Gantos acknowledged, how-
ever, that the sudden new responsi-
bilities could also be the source of
stress. Computers and networks
seemed always to be freezing up,
and often long waiting lists con-

fronted those needing help with re-
pairs or other prablems. At times,
when the entire network in a build-
ing froze up, it would take two or
three days before the central office
could correspond with assistance.
Sometimes, Gantos felt blamed by
other members of the school staff for
problems beyond her control. In
spite of a newly formed school tech-
nology committee with repre-
sentatives from each grade level,
she continued to carry most of the
burden for researching and pur-
chasing new machines and software
for the school.

Gantos believed that on the
whole, the technology gains made
during these years were having a
positive effect on teaching. Children
in her school were learning key-
boarding in fourth grade. They were
having successful experiences in
publishing by using the word proc-
essing programs. Many of the drill
and practice type programs clearly
improved skills and knowledge
mastery in math, science, and geog-
raphy. “Teachers are starting to
learn more and more uses for com-
puters in their curricula and they are
teaching the children and each
other” (Gantos, personal interview,
Qctober 15, 1996). One teacher at
Hawthorne School even started an
atter school technology club where
students learned to use a multime-
dia authoring tool. Other teachers
took part in technology conferences
and brought back information to
share with the staff,

From Gantos's perspective,
there was still much more to be
done. When she recommended that
computer lab time (a scheduled
itemn for each class once a week) be
put on a flexible schedule to re-
spond to changing instructional or
learning needs, resistance from
teachers preserved the rigid sched-
uling. Teachers complained that
they had difficulty fitting a flexible
lab time into their already estab-
lished lesson plans.
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In these negotiations, Gantos
frequently wished for more central
office support. Equipment short-
ages and weekly technical problems
caused her much stress. Finally, she
simply insisted that teachers take a
more active, professional role in
technology development in order to
make it more educationally mean-
ingful. “The things we are doing are
great, but with what we have in the
way of equipment and software, we
could be working up to a much
higher potential" (Gantos, personal
interview, October 15, 1996). It took
her a lot of time to learn to use items
such as a scanner, for example—a
device that takes a photograph or
other printed image and digitizes it
for use on a computer. To learn to
use all of these new tools and soft-
ware and then attempt to train a
staff that had little time to learn was
a frustration that Gantos dealt with
on a continual basis.

The New Scarcity: Time in
the Trenches

“Time is the biggest factor in tech-
nology, When do you have time to work
on all of this stuff?’" (Anderson, per-
sonal interview, November 9, 1996).
Rick Anderson, a teacher at Haw-
thorne School, witnessed this tech-
nology initiative firsthand. He was
an experienced classroom teacher
and the parent of two daughters
who attended District schools. An-
derson had been very interested in
educational technology since its
emergence at Hawthorne School in
the early 1980s. So, he was excited
by the District’s increased use of it
during the early "90s.

Brookdale School, where An-
derson taught before Hawthorne
School opened in 1992, had a lab of
Apple lIs. Before that, there had
been no lab at all — just computers in
a few scattered classraoms. The stu-
dents used them mostly for drill and
practice, although there was some
word processing when a student

had a special project. According to
Anderson,

“It was very rare that we
ever did anything, maybe
once a year, maybe once
every two years, that we
had staff development in
the way of technology"”
(personal interview, No-
vember 9, 1996). A great
obstacle to bringing tech-
nology to the teachers, An-
derson explained, was the
fact that there were no
labs. There was no way to
bring together a group of
teachers of any size to
teach them. Installing the
labs, therefore, was a nec-
essary avenue for staff de-
velopment.

Thus, when Hawthorne School
opened and its new principal re-
cruited him for a fifth- grade posi-
tion, Anderson was lured by the
promise of new attitudes toward
technology, At Hawthorne, he be-
gan to work with LMC Director Joan
Gantos to buy HyperCard, a multi-
media authoring program for stu-
dents, Later he received a grant to
buy HyperStudio, a more user-
friendly, color version of Hyper-
Card. As one of the coordinators of
the technology committee at Haw-
thorne, he taught numerous staff
development courses and became a
leader of the teachers working with
technology.

Anderson echoes some of Gan-
tos’s concerns, particularly the fact
that the curriculum guide for tech-
nology written at the time of origi-
nal purchase, is already outdated.
Because the computer curriculum
was placed under the auspices of the
LMCs, direct central office assis-
tance did not reach the individual
teachers. If a teacher had a problem
with the social studies or language
arts curricula, s/he could turn to a
curriculum coordinator at the dis-
trict level: or, in the case of the com-
puter curriculum, “Where do you

go for help?" (Anderson, personal
interview, November 9, 1996). He
doubted that the new District tech-
nologry director, hired in 1996, could
alleviate teachers’ feeling stranded
with their own struggles. Given the
growing number of schools and the
constant demand to outfit them
witheverimproved equipment, An-
derson predicted that the new tech-
nology director would be too busy
even to look at curricula, especially
at the elementary level. As for staff
development approaches, Ander-
son thought they too needed to be
re-evaluated. “There’s just not
enough time during a regular school
day to learn these things. There's
notenough time after school with all
of the things that you need to do as
a part of running a classroom” (per-
sonal interview, November 9, 1996).

Interpretation

“Field creation is not just a task for
sentor managers. Every employee has
energy fo contribute; in a field filled
space, there are no unimportant play-
ers" (Wheatley, 1994, p. 56).

In her application of field the-
ory to  organizations, Phyllis
Wheatley describes organizational
fields as powerful, organizing
forces (p. 55). In the case described
above, both positive and inhibiting
influences, pushed a school organi-
zation toward an unclear destina-
tion. More than one vision of why
and how technology might change
learning experiences contributed
cnergy to this field. The three play-
ers interviewed offered their per-
sonal slants on the events in which
they participated. In the following
analysis, the Fullan’s (1991} maodel
for identifying the necessary condi-
tions for a successful change etfort
will be used.

Initiation
The primary initiating factor

(Fullan, 1991, p. 50) in this case was
advocacy from central administra-
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tion in the person of Kenneth Kruse.
New funding from the referendum
was evidence of the community’s
interest in keeping up with the tech-
nology bandwagon.

The follow-up
staff development
phase proved to be
inadequate. Thus,
many teachers
who found
themselves with
state-of-the-art
equipment had
difficulty
exploiting its
instructional
capacities.

According to Fullan’s three Rs
(relevance, readiness, and re-
sources), the initiation was off to an
uncertain beginning. As Kruse de-
scribes it, it took elementary princi-
pals a year to achieve a clear stance
on whether or not to embark on a
major technological change. The
group had difficulty in forming a
rationale. As for readiness Fullan
asks, “Do they possess the requisite
knowledge and skills? Do they have
the time?" (p. 63). If teachers had
been asked at the outset, the answer
to these questions would have been
“No." Fullan asks further, “Is the
change compatible with the culture
of the school?" (p. 63). The culture of
the school and of the whole District
certainly played a key role in this
initiation process. Kruse knew that
in an era of growth, with so many
new schoals and new hires, the cul-
ture was open to suggestions for
change. as change had become fa-
miliar to this organization. Re-
sources again were available

through a bank loan having faith
that the funds requested in the up-
coming referendum would be ap-
proved.

Implementation

The implementation phase can
perhaps be best seen through the
“lens" of the Learning Media Center
director. The perceived need for
technological change was not strong
among teachers, although the op-
portunity to explore what was pos-
sible (the Plug In To Technology In-
service) did whet appetites. Teach-
ers did seem to recognize that chil-
dren needed word processing skills
to remain current with the com-
puter revolution; but beyond that,
drill and practice time was, for
them, the only other practical use of
computers. Teacher understanding
of how they were to teach differ-
ently now that they had computer
labs, was poor. Developing word
processing skills was a clear objec-
tive but somehow much more
seemed to be expected. On this,
there was little guidance here, as
Gantos and Anderson both report.
Introducing the new technology
was expected to usher in vast and
complex changes; yet withoutinten-
sive staff development, teachers
had litile opportunity to catch the
vision or invent ways it might be
implemented in their work.

Local factors also had contra-
dictory influences. At the District
administrative level, monetary sup-
port was very forthcoming at the
onset as evidenced by the heavy in-
vestments of Kruse and others in
securing the financial means for ac-
guisitions. Kruse’s vision-building
statements at the in-service meet-
ings demonstrated his enthusiasm,
but the follow-up staff development
phase proved to be inadequate.
Thus, many teachers who found
themselves with state-of-the-art
equipment had difficulty exploiting
its instructional capacities.

The high interest
surrounding
technology had, of
course, provided a
favorable policy
climate for all
stakeholders
including central
administration,
school board,
community,
principals,
teachers, and
students.
Nonetheless, this
may have fueled
extravagant
short-term hopes
for wholesale
transformation of
the learning
process.

Board and community support,
too, stayed strong throughout the
implementation period. The Board
gave Kruse full license to request
funding {a novel idea at this time).
The referendum committee itself re-
sponded positively to his request,
and the community approved the
referendum with a landslide vote
{Banas, 1994). School principals also
continued to support the change.
They participated in Kruse's initial
investigation into the outfitting
needs of the elementary schools.
Most teachers, although timid about
the new technology, were even en-
thusiastic about the possibilities it
brought and were ready to accept
Kruse's vision of the future (Gantos,
personal interview, October 15,
1996). Here again, however, staff de-
velopment and curriculum guid-
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ance could not keep a sufficient pace
to bring about the desired out-
comes.

External factors played a major
role in this environment. Technol-
ogy was, and still is, an educational
bandwagon issue in our society. It
was being hyped by the media, pop
culture, big business, the President
of the United States, as well as edu-
cational leaders. The high interest
surrounding technology had, ot
course, provided a favorabie policy
climate for all stakeholders includ-
ing central administration, school
board, community, principals,
teachers, and students. Nonethe-
less, this may have fueled extrava-
gant short-term hopes for wholesale
transformation of the learning proc-
ess.

Continuation and Qutcome

One of the most perplexing
problems faced by educators is that
technology innovations are advanc-
ing at increasing rates with no sign
of slowing down in the near future.
This presents an interesting para-
dox for those grappling with educa-
tional implications of technolagical
change: rapidly changing change.
Continuing implementation pres-
sures leave no time for assessment
and reflection. Just as plateaus
seemed to be reached and the de-
sired outcomes achieved, even re-
cent goals and objectives would be-
come antiquated, For students, the
initial objectives were centered
around word processing and gen-
eral computer skills. This level of
computer literacy, however, was
soon taken for granted. Learning
objectives, which could be quickly
changed, outran in place policies or
procedures which could not be so
easily altered. Objectives soon be-
came centered around information
gathering, upper level thinking, and
problem solving skills. These were
qualitatively different from the
original goals of initiators.

There is no question that this
futile catch-up process would con-
tinue and that some would be
turned off when the great transtor-
mation failed t¢ emerge. Computer
literacy had reached the status of an
uncriticizable aim with the District
and the larger society. Turning back
became an impossibility. The pace
of teacher implementation and the
tesults in learning outcomes could
nat be shown to match the level of
the dollar investment. Future refer-
enda, however, will likely be de-
voted to staff development (Kruse,
personal interview, November 14,
1996).

Part I1

A New Curricular
Response

In March of 1997 there isto be a
another referendum vote in the Dis-
trict. As the population continues to
balloon, the new referendum re-
quest, as of November of 1996,
reached $110 million. Kenneth
Kruse again assembled a Citizen’s
Facilities Advisory Committee
to"write" the referendum, and this
time there will be a request for a
$10-million technology budget (in a
three page handout). The first $2-
million is dedicated to completing
the local area network infrastruc-
ture throughout the District. Voice
and video conferencing will be
available to all locations, and there
will be phones in every elementary
classroom. Of the approximately 8
million dollars left, 85 percent will
be used to develop curriculum, both
hardware and software; about 10
percent will go to fund staff devel-
opment efforts; and abaut 5 percent
will support new projects, research
and development. After presenting
his budget, Kruse stated:

The committee certainly
wants to approve it. They
want a little more detail,

not significantly more de-
tail, though, It's ultimately
going to be a question of,
“How does it fit into the
budget they have in their
own minds of where this
referendum should go?"
(personal interview, No-
vember 14, 1996).

This time the largest portion of
the money, $%6.B-million, is ear-
marked for what Kruse labels “cur-
riculumn issues.” It reflects the Dis-
trict’s focus shitting trom technical
to curricular problems. Now, the
curricular and instructional changes
inmind are centered largely around
the use of the Internet as an integral
tool of the classroom teacher.

In what follows, 1 describe a
plan that will be presented to incor-
porate the Internet into the elemen-
tary curriculum of the district. A
new Internet concept will be dis-
cussed, called the virtual museem.
This is the District’s first attempt to
bring the Internet into elementary
classrooms, but it has not yet been
implemented. In addition to draw-
ing on the opinions and insights of
the educators presented in Part I,
two more veices from those having
a direct influence on shaping this
initiative will be included. John
Houston is the new technology di-
rector tor the District, hired in July,
1996. Joan Matsie is the staff devel-
opment coardinator who devised
the current pragram for staff devel-
opment in the District.

The Virtual Museum
Project: One Man’s
Vision

“The Internet has a lot of advan-
tages and disadvantages, but if is the
buzzword, so it is a bandwagon that we
hung ounto over this last eighteen
nonths, because that's something our
parents are hearing so much about. Po-

litically we have needed to make it per-
haps a bigger spotlight than we might

50

Thresholds in Education

February & May, 1997




have at first." (Kruse, personal inter-
view, November 14, 1996)

L
By paying
teachers to locate
quality sources of
information on
the Internet, then
downloading and
storing those
“sites" on district
computers, the
dangers of
inappropriate
materials and
wasted student
time would be
eliminated.

Kruse is referring ta the District
purchase of their own Internet con-
nection and networking. Work on
this technical undertaking was
mostly completed by December of
1996, but the curricular aspect is
now being addressed by the ad-
ministration. This continues to raise
some very difficult questions. Be-
cause the Internet provides an easy
publicizing means for millions of
businesses, governments, institu-
tions, and individuals, it has become
a source of almost infinite access to
information. For these very same
reasons the Internet"...canbe a cyber
sewer seething with the most racist,
demented, mindlessly violent
stuff...]as well as]...the hardest-core
downloadable pornography”
(Coates, 1995). The sheer quantity
and disorganization of materials on
the Internet is a problem in itselt
making valuable information loca-
tion a cumbersome task. These
qualities have made the Internet the
subject of much educational contro-

versy which has, in turn, made the
administration cautious.

At the conference held in Febru-
ary, 1996, Kruse learned about a
new Internet education concept
called virtual museums. Many vir-
tual museums were on the Internet
already. One can, for example, log
onto the computers at the Smith-
sonian or the Louvre to view photos
of exhibits and even take tours, The
conference  presenter, Jamieson
Mckenzie touted a new species of
the virtual museum, one run by
school districts for use by their own
students. By paying teachers to lo-
cate quality sources of information
on the Internet, then downloading
and storing those “sites" on district
computers, the dangers of inappre-
priate materials and wasted student
time would be eliminated. Teachers
could organize the information and
devise projects and lesson plans that
would require students to search
out and apply the information in
projects.  The virtual museum
would have the same “feel" for the
student user as the real Internet but
it would shield them from exposure
to inappropriate materials.

One of the aspects of Internet
(virtual museum) use in the class-
room that appealed to Kruse was
the amount of video and audio ma-
terial already available, material
that isn't text based, and that which
reflects the different modalities of
children’s learning. “I hate to go
back to Sesame Street, but our kids
are much more in tune with visual
learning than we were, and our
teaching has to reflect that" (Kruse,
personal communication, Novemn-
ber 14, 1996). He sees this value-
laden issue of getting the Internet in
the schools and available to children
as high priority, but he still wants
clear criteria for assessing the quan-
tity and quality of available mate-
rial.

Kruse has ambitious goals for
the virtual museum. This is re-
flected in the $6.8-million targeted
for curriculum development. He

hoped that the virtual museum
would ultimately major segments of
the curriculum. He states:

The Internet allows us to
break out of a texi-based
model. I don’t think we'll
ever buy another social
studies textbook at the ele-
mentary level. I'm not
sure that we'll every buy
another science text at the
elementary or middle
school level. Textbook pur-
chases at the high school
level are poing to be radi-
cally different than what
they have been. (personal
interview, November 14,
1996).

In the Summer of 1996, Kruse
brought Jamieson Mckenzie in from
Seattle to serve as consultant for the
District virtual museum project pi-
lot study. Applications for the Sum-
mer work were distributed to the
teaching staff before school let out;
and from the pool of interested par-
ties, 40 people were invited to par-
ticipate in the project. The teachers
were divided into teams according
to grade level and given the assign-
ment to lorate and organize infor-
mation on the Internet that would
serve to supplement the social stud-
ies curriculum at their grade level.
One of their goals was to change
questions teachers typically ask to
encourage higher order thinking
skills in students. At the end of the
Sununer the entire group was called
back together for a debriefing ses-
sion. Feelings of both excitement
and frustration were shared among
administration and staff. According
to Kruse:

One of the things our
teachers proved this sum-
mer [is that| you have to
work real hard to find
good stuff. That's an eve
opening experience for
everybody, that there’s a
lot of teacher prep time
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that’s got to go into using
the Internet effectively,
but when you find what
your looking for, the In-
ternet can be an incredible
resource (personal inter-
view, November 14, 1996),

Technology Director as
Dragon Slayer

“Most people say that tech-
nology is used to enhance. [
don’t see that as the goal of
technology. If you take a cake
nictaphor, to me, enhance
means the icing. [ believe
technology is Hie cake, the
substance, the flavor of the
cake, not just the icing on the
cake" (John Hauston, per-
sonal interview, Novem-
ber 22, 1996).

Goal number eight on the Dis-
trict’s technology goals statement
reads “..to increase and integrate
the use of instructional technology
to enhance existing K-12 curricu-
lum." As can be seen from the quote
above, the newly hired (July, 1996)
director of technology, John Hous-
ton, believes that this statement will
soon need revision, Houston op-
poses the concept that technology is
merely an external change will
eventually be integrated into the
standard curriculum. He thinks that
technology is here not only ta
change curriculum but to replace it.
His wide reading of the technology
movement literature has convinced
him that, regardless of political per-
suasion, most authors agree that
computer technology changes
everything. Some argue that we
should embrace technology while
others warn that we must reject the
technology completely because it
thweatens social and cultural values.

Houston views the Internet as
an educational tool for which edu-
cators must become responsible.
Like a dictionary or encyclopedia,
educational professionals must ex-
plore and define its place in school.

He has taken the helm of the virtual
museum project from Kruse and is
very excited about is potential uses.
In the near future, he expects it to
become part of the prescripted cur-
riculum in the same way a textbook
or anything else might be adopted
by the District. By means of the mu-
seum, the problem of inappropriate
materials will be solved. He also be-
lieves that it will insure that stu-
dents use the Internet to meet cur-
ricular objectives and eliminate
“surfing" merely for entertainment.

The virtual
museum will
develop into a
very large
inter-district
curriculum
network. The
museum will
become an
independent
curricular form,
not just a gateway
to the real Internet
for inexperienced
teachers.

According to Houston, the vir-
tual museum will develop into a
very large inter-district curriculum
network. The museum will become
an independent curricular form, not
just a gateway to the real Internet for
inexperienced teachers. Houston
states, “It feels and smells and tastes
just like the real Internet, but it isn't;
and certainly this is a way to intro-
duce people to it because we've
knocked out the garbage that
doesn’'t work for us" (personal inter-
view, November 22, 1996).

The virtual museum provides a
format of control that makes the In-
ternet ‘sate’ for public school envi-
ronments.

Despite preliminary success
and support from administration,
the work on the museumn has not
progressed very quickly. Since the
final meeting of the Summer of 1996,
when teachers presented the infor-
mation sites they had located by
means of the guiding research ques-
tions they had written, little has
been done to turn this work into a
usable product, In other words, all
of the materials have been gathered,
but no assembly has taken place.
There is currently no way for what
has been done to be tested or as-
sessed by teachers in classrooms.
Houston faces the same time scar-
city problems that slowed earlier
implementation plans:

Just the sheer magnitude
of processing this data
into the museum is a great
one, During the summer-
time, when peaple could
give twenty or thirty
hours a week to do this,
we could make great pro-
gress. But during the
school year, with all of the
other obligations people
are under, at most we get
one or two hours a week.
So things just aren’t occur-
ring as fast as one would
hope. (personal interview,
November 22, 1996)

There is so much going on!
When putting more hardware in
and more networking,"... things
come up that we have to solve, just
“technical dragons,” as I call them,
that just jump out in front of us, and
we have to slay those dragons be-
fore we move on" (Houston, per-
sonal interview, November 22,
1996).

Houston is very sensitive to
stakeholder’s needs in this project.
He believes everyone involved is a
stakeholder. The teachers want staff
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development and technology sup-
port. The Board of Education is com-
mitted to providing that staff devel-
opment support. They want to
avoid just putting hardware in
rooms. Houston hears feedback
from parents about their concerns.
Some of them are involved with
school technology cornmittees,
wanting to know how they can as-
sist. “Sometimes their assistance is
way ahead of where we are; we're
tying our shoelaces and they're
ready to run," Houston admits {per-
sonal interview, November 22,
1996). The parental opposition that
Houston encountered has been
tfrom educationally partisan groups
who question the constructivist
learning theory that forms the basis
of the museum project. He assured
these parents that the District phi-
losophy did neot subscribe to a
wholesale constructivist standard.

Houston doesn’t believe that
the District can have too much staff
development. The very limited six
hours of required staff development
a year is surely not enough to help
teachers master the virtual mu-
seumn, even if he could guarantee
that training could be dedicated
solely to that goal. Most real training
on the virtual museum, he suspects,
will increase as teachers model it for
other teachers: That is usually when
the greatest gains are made.

Self-Made Staff Developer

“Possibly the greatest im-
pact came from the Plug
In to Technology” institute
we did last March. When
our teachers were able to
see from their colleagues
what could be done, we
had a huge surge of inter-
est in technology classes.
These classes continue to
be filled, and I am confi-
dent that the new learning
and technology is making
its way into the class-
rooms”" (Matsie, e-mail

communication, Novem-
ber 21, 1996).

Joan Matsie
literally invented
the position of
staff development
coordinator for
the District in
1989 as a project
for a class she was
taking.

Joan Matsie literally invented
the position of staft development
coordinator for the District in 1989
as a project for a class she was tak-
ing. After researching staff develop-
ment programs throughout the area
and conducting a district-wide
needs assessment, she developed
the current staff development pro-
gram in the district. As part of the
contract, teachers may take “profes-
sional growth" classes (taught
mostly by other teachers in the Dis-
trict), and earn credit hours on the
salary scale, similar to college credit.
The instructors are paid with state
grant money, and the classes are
free to teachers.

Required staff development in
the district has been tried in differ-
ent forms. Several years ago a pro-
gram was initiated in which the first
Friday of every month was an early
release day for the students, and the
teachers would spend the afternoon
in staff development. The last su-
perintendent ended this practice,
and

Unfortunately, right now
our Board feels that the
kids should be in school as
much as we can have
them here, and this is
heavily oriented toward

waorking parent and child
care issues. Even in a case
with very predictable
scheduling, such as letting
out an hour early every
Wednesday, we are very
concerned about the out-
cry. So it does force us
into a whole different ball
game and gives us much
less flexibility about how
we offer staff develop-
ment. It's not what we
want to do, but I'm not
sure how to get around it
yet (Matsie, e-mail com-
munication, November 21,
1996).

Support from central admini-
stration seemed to be waning since
the beginning of the Summer of
1996. Houston and Kruse are conti-
dent that administrators are enthu-
siastic and intend to follow through.
As usual, however, they just have so
many other issues occupying their
attention that the museum has been
put on hold. If a new referendum is
passed, Kruse intends ... to go nuts
next summer. With funds available,
[he’d] like to have 100 people work-
ing next summer, and that’s very
likely to happen’ (personal inter-
view, November 14, 1996). In order
for this initiation to achieve full im-
plementation, however, more atten-
tion, guidance, and manpower will
need to be applied on a consistent
basis. Teachers who were proud of
their accomplislunents over the
Summer have lost some of the mo-
mentum and centagious enthusi-
asm that can affect other staff mem-
bers. A strong, staff-wide initiation
of the museum concept will require
broad teacher support.

Community interest in the mu-
seum has put pressure on the ad-
ministration to respond. Kruse has
indicated more than once that tech-
nology drives are usually successful
because they lend themselves to the
demand to demonstrate some spe-
cific product to the taxpayers. Haw-
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thorne School, discussed in the first
part of this paper, will hold a fifth-
grade “technology night" this year
to shuwcase new uses of technol-
ogy. New funds provided by the
upcoming referendum will be es-
sential for curriculum and then, of
course, staff development.

The individual readiness of
teachers to support new initiatives
varies preatly. While many concur
in this educational direction, many
still lack the requisite and always
changing knowledge and skills; and
most can devote only limited time
forlearning. Perhaps more opportu-
nities, like the Plug In To Technol-
ogy Conference, will persuade
teachers that it is worth their time to
learn. Perhaps the handful of teach-
ers using the Internet will serve as
catalysts for their colleagues. The
administration already pays a sti-
pend to elementary teachers in
other areas, so perhaps a technology
leader stipend from each school
would be effective. Awareness-fo-
cused staff development classes will
be held on site at different schools to
promote interest in the museum.
The urgent problem is to broaden
the expertise base.

The initiators of virtual mu-
seum have more work to do in order
to ready the schools. First, the vir-
tual museum must be finished, at
least to a point to where teachers can
see it. To continue to speak of a
nebulous entity without being able
to demonstrate anything will en-
gage no teaching. Many teachers be-
come easily frustrated by the tech-
nology “dragons" referred to by
Houston. The central office staff will
need not only to provide more sup-
port, but also revise expectations
and clarify what roles teachers are
expected to play. With most of the
hardware resources now in place,
there remains the need to build trust
in the equipment and those who
provide support those services.
Equipment (and human) failures
which result in spoiled lessons or
upset schedules have created a cul-

ture of mistrust which needs to be
addressed before prescribing a cur-
riculum.

Implementation

Teachers still regard the virtual
museum as more of a novelty than a
full process of curricular change.
Skepticism is common. “It sounds
great, but I'll believe it when I see it"
is a widespread attitude (Rick An-
derson, personal interview, No-
vember 9, 1996). The virtual mu-
seum can be effectively imple-
mented i this culture of doubt is
shifted. At least a prototype of the
program for teachers to see and be-
come enthusiastic about will be es-
sential. If teachers once glimpse the
improved quality of teaching possi-
ble, they will become the prime
movers in developing the virtual
museum. What has become clear is
that the initiative must be designed
by teachers for their colleagues.
Teachers are best equipped to in-
sure a standard of user-friendliness
that will make the program easy to
use once it is adopted. Because the
program will be implemented incre-
mentally, with one curricular unit
being issued to start, quality and
practicality surveys should be dis-
tributed te teachers, and evalu-
ations can be made atter implemen-
tation has begun.

“The role of principals" (Fullan,
1991, p. 76) should be to encourage
use of the praject through staff de-
velopment time and by fostering a
culture of sharing, team meetings, a
virtual museum bulletin board, etc,
The nomination of a “museum cura-
tor" for each school could become a
stipend position to assist staff mem-
bers with training and/or trou-
bleshooting,

This change process will be suc-
cessfully implemented when stu-
dents and teachers are using the vir-
tual museum as a resource to do
their own problem solving and re-
search in response to constructive
inquiry questions. In the last sen-

tence in Fullan’s (1991) The Meaning
of Educational Change, he says:

Armed with knowledge of
the change process and a
commitment to action, we
should accept nothing less
than positive results on a
massive scale-at both the
individual and organiza-
tional levels. {p. 354)

The virtual museum project of
the District will require change at
this magnitude, and the steps to be
taken must be both deliberate and
system-wide. It is too early to pre-
dict whether it will come to be seen
in the future years as a striking, suc-
cess or a misadventure. Either way,
much will be learned along the way.
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Building a School Community: The Principal as

Change Agent

Introduction

y first two visits to

Parker Elementary

School (all names of

people and places in
this article have been changed) were
as an interviewee for a primary
scheol position in July of 1995. I still
remember how impressed I was
with this school. Huge banners,
made by students, hung from the
walls in the library. In the entrance
hall were pictures and news about
the school. Just outside the entrance,
alarge sign posted on the wall of the
building announced, “Four more
weeks before school starts!” The
school office itself had a comfortable
rather than an official feel. Prints on
these walls featured children. Nat
least welcoming were the soft, com-
fortable chairs which invited one to
sit and relax.

Margaret Wheatley (1994), the
noted author who has explored can-
nections between organizations and
science, has described “a field” as
that feeling people sense when they
enter a new environment: Fields are
easy to feel, but not to define. At
Parker, it was the field of child
friendliness and a pervading sense
of community that I sensed. I knew
instantly that, for both children and
teachers, this was a good place to be.

by Brigid K. Keane

Brigid K. Keane is a primary school teacher/administrator and doctoral
candidate, Curriculum and Supervision, Northern lllinois University.

Everyone was welcome here — chil-
dren, parents, and other visitors.

At Parker, it was
the field of child
friendliness and a
pervading sense of
community that I
sensed, I knew
instantly that, for
both children and
teachers, this was
a good place to be.
Everyone was
welcome here —
children, parents,
and other visitors.

As a teacher at Parker, [ would
soon learn that the field of commu-
nity did not just happen. It had been
created under the leadership of Bar-
bara Kenney, the school principal.
Wheatley  (1994)  suggests that
places with positive fields have had
”..a manager who, together with
employees, took time to fill
the...space with clear messages
about how ({people] would be
served” (p. 53). I was to discover, in

a very short time, that this was pre-
cisely what had happened at Parker.
The educational community at
Parker Flementary has been a con-
stant source of amazement and in-
spiration to me. Educational critics
seldom focus on such local suc-
cesses. Happy staries with happy
endings are rare in educational pol-
icy literature. [ believe, however,
that this is an impartant stary to tell.
How has such a school community
been created? This article is a de-
scription of how one brand-new
school was intelligently planned for
and how it was fashioned into an
educational community. Central of-
fice administrators, parents, teach-
ers, and principals were inter-
viewed to describe the process from
their own perspectives. In large
part, it is the story of a principal
acting as a change agent and using
her ability to articulate and imple-
ment a community’s aspirations.

Background

The school T have described is
located in a unit scheol district west
of Chicago. It includes elementary
(kindergarten through fifth grade}
schools, middle schools (sixth
through eighth grade) and one high
school with another currently under
construction. In 1990, the district,
which spans two counties, faced se-
rious crowding problems as a con-
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sequence of ten years of unremitting
population growth. Between the
years 1985 and 1990, the school en-
rollment nearly doubled. In those
five years, five schools had opened
and the high school had doubled its
size (Hoefke, January 30, 1991). It
was predicted that an annual
growth of 750 students per year
could be anticipated over the next
eight years (Zboril, October 3, 1950).

In 1990, therefore, the school
board agreed to form a group of
parents and community members
to review a 19.2 million dollar refer-
endum proposal to relieve over-
crowding. The Facilities Advisory
Committee (FAC), a group of 35
residents of the community, recom-
mended that the Board of Education
approve a plan for the referendum
to support censtruction of an addi-
tion to an existing middle school, a
new middle school, and a new ele-
mentary school, all of which would
be completed by September of 1992.
They further recommended that an-
other elementary scheol be built in
time for the beginning of the 1993-
1994 schoel year (Zbaril, October 31,
1990).

To provide a transition period,
the plan called for temporarily re-
opening a small, older building as a
holding school. Frank Donner, the
Elementary Education Director,
promised that the opening of this
comparatively tiny structure would
keep classroom sizes at their current
levels. Since the building had long
been on lease to the park district and
county, it would require no remod-
eling and very little work (1990).
Contingent upon referendum ap-
proval by the District’s voters, the
holding school was scheduled to
open for the 1991-92 school year and
remain operating until the new ele-
mentary building opened in the Fall
of 1992, The old building would
house kindergarten through fourth-
grade students and later, when the
entire school faculty, staff, and stu-
dent body moved to the new school,
a fifth grade would be added.

In December of 1990, a former
high school physical education
teacher, who had also served as an
assistant principal at the District's
secondary school, was appointed as
principal of the holding school. This
would be Barbara Kenney's first po-
sition as principal. At the high
school, Kenney had been in charge
of hiring clerical staff, acting as stu-
dent activity director, organizing
student recognition programs, deal-
ing with some student discipline,
overseeing the school’s graduation,
and acting as liaison to the Booster
Club (1990). Following her appoint-
ment, Kenney responded to an in-
terviewer, “I am looking forward to
the opportunity of working with
elementary students, parents and
staff, creating a really positive envi-
ronment and setting a positive tone
for educating kids” (1990).

In March of 1991, the Board of
Education approved the QOakleaf
subdivision as the site for the pro-
posed elementary school (Hoefke,
March 15, 1991). This decision was
disputed by representatives of an-
other area of the community be-
cause they also needed the school.
Frank Donner defended the Oakleaf
site. Donner said,

Sites are chosen based on
where the new school
would relieve the most
overcrowding, how many
students would be served,
and where the maost chil-
dren could walk ta school.
(Hoefke, March 8, 1991)

The Board’s decision to use the
Qakleaf site was final, but it had not
been achieved without disagree-
ment (1991).

Once the site was chosen, the
students for the holding school had
to be identified. Three key points
were agreed upon: (1) The school
would serve kindergarten through
fourth-grade children who lived in
the Oakleaf subdivision. (2) The
holding school would open in Sep-
tember of 1991, and every eftort

would be made to have the new
school ready to openin 1992. (3) The
entire holding school comumunity
would move to the new school and
would be joined by children from
other nearby subdivisions.

All went as planned. The hold-
ing school did open in 1991 with one
section of each grade level, There
were then approximately 150 stu-
dents in attendance. The 1992 move
to Parker took place on schedule.
Parker Elementary School became
the tenth K-5 building in the Dis-
trict. There were about 350 students
enrolled at Parker during its first
year. By the following year, the stu-
dent population had already grown
o approximately 550.

Reconstructing a
Community’s
Self-Image

Barbara Kenney and District ad-
ministrators shared a clear vision
about how the new school should be
operated. Their goal had three di-
mensions:
® The comununity should have

access to the schools;

& A strong sense of unity among
the students, parents, and com-
munity should be built;

® Student needs would stand at
the forefront of decision mak-
ing processes.

These were not new ideas.
Community accessibility had al-
ways been a district priority. In a
recent interview, Kenney had de-
scribed how the Distriet’s long-term
commitment would be extended to
the new school.

I think our school district
has a vision overall that
the schools should be very
accessible and very open. [
think that would be
the...superintendent’s pref-
erence. ...I think the vision
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was that the school be-
longed to the community
and that has to be the vi-
sion when you go back to
them for another referen-
dum. ...If you're going to
keep asking for money,
you’d better show them
that these schools belong
to them" (personal inter-
view, November 14, 1996).

Kenney believed
one of the
strengths that
characterized her
entire teaching
career had been
her ability to
encourage
community
involvement. In
selecting her, the
District was
underscoring its
commitment to
community
involvement
(personal
interview,
November 14,
1996).

In the same interview, Kenney
indicated that she believed one of
the strengths that characterized her
entire teaching career had been her
ability to encourage community in-
volvement. In selecting her, the Dis-
trict was underscoring its comumit-
ment to community involvement
(personal interview, Novemnber 14,
1996).

This self image as a unified
school community had fueled board

members’ concern over the rapid
growth of the District. How could
this parental support and involve-
ment be maintained? In a 1990 inter-
view, the Superintendent related
how, ever since he took the position
in the 1980s, he had striven to create
“cohesive schools...developing
school identity and pride. ... School
enthusiasm was low [when he first
was hired]...The District was very
transient before and it’s still a prob-
lem now with families moving in
and out” (Zboril, October 31, 1980).
A good example of parent involve-
ment, of course, had been the 1990
referendum process. Thirty-five
parents and community members
held the power to decide whether or
not the 1990 school referendum
would ever get put on the ballot
(Zboril, Qctober 3, 1990).

Kenney thought that this Dis-
trict vision of revitalizing itself as a
cohesive school community could
best be achieved by facusing on stu-
dent needs.

[ want kids to be at the
forefront of all decision
making. . . [and] that stu-
dents know that the build-
ing belongs to them. ..1re-
ally made decisions that
would have the kids and
parents involved as much
as I could make them and
I [made that clear] from
the very beginning" (per-
sonal interview, Novem-
ber 14, 1996).

Kenney further emphasized
that she was serious about students
being involved in decision-making
as well. This philosophy, she still
claimed “permeated the District”
(personal interview, November 14,
1996).

Kenney looked forward to the
opportunity to form a professional
community of teachers who shared
her beliefs.

I'was allowed to hire an
experienced teacher at

every one of the grade lev-
els with the exception of
one. ...I knew I could build
a team around every
[teacher] and my whole
goal was to build building
leaders in those grade lev-
els before we came [to the
new school]. ..I could re-
ally count on [the team
leaders] to share with the
people who were added

to the teacher, .. that [I] be-
lieve that kids come first"
(personal interview, No-
vember 14, 1996).

Kenney was faced with the chal-
lenge of building a school commu-
nity from the ground up. Inherent in
this task were strategies to assure all
members of the potential commu-
nity that they were important to the
educational process. The first prior-
ity was to establish genuine owner-
ship in school itself and in all its
endeavors. She already had admin-
istrative support. Central office ad-
ministrators and the Board had con-
fidence in her because of the fine
record she had established at the
high school. Now she would have to
earn the trust of teachers and par-
ents.

Creating Community

Kenney’s philosophy regarding
parents and teachers is a simple one:

Without the parents sup-
porting the referendum to
build the buildings, there
are no teachers. However,
without the teachers feel-
ing a sense of belonging in
the schools, there is no
sense of belonging for the
kids" {personal interview,
November 14, 1996).

Even before determining the
site of the new school and long be-
fore students began attending, par-
ents were active at the holding
schoul. Communication networks
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were quickly established during
this transition period. A Parent-
Teacher Association (PTA) was
formed. The same officers were to
serve for a year at the new school.
Kenney recalls that the parents
heard from her at least biweekly
through the newsletters of personal
communication. Every time a deci-
sion was made or there was an up-
date about the new school, it was
communicated to the parents (B.
Kenney, personal interview, No-
vember 14, 1991).

Kenney was free to select teach-
ers who shared her philosephy.
They quickly became involved in
laying the groundwork for commu-
nity. Teachers regularly communi-
cated with parents through newslet-
ters and through many personal
communications.

Kenney did not neglect another
important constituency in the com-
munity.

The other stakeholder...is
the business community. |
think that sets a tone for
parents, too, to see that
we're open to outside com-
munity people coming in"
{personal interview, Na-
vember 14, 1996).

School-business partnerships
were encouraged as three business
partnerships have been formed
since Parker School epened.

Kenney faced an early and po-
tentially serious problem when
some parents objected to using the
holding school because it was old
and had not been used as a school
for many years. It is a testament to
Kenney’s persuasive powers that
she warded off trouble,

[The holding school] was
not looked upon as a fa-
vorable place for anybody
to go. ... There were a lot of
concerns about [the age of
the holding school], ...in-
cluding the drinking
water. Those issues were

addressed and fears were
put aside. [Kenney’s] en-
thusiasm helped to pull
[the community] tighter"
(K. Johns, persanal inter-
view, November 26, 1996).

Accompanied by staff mem-
bers, Kenney met with parents at the
PTA President’s house. The parents
were able to meet and speak freely
with staff members in a comfortable
home setting. At one meeting, the
librarian asked for parent volun-
teers to serve in the library. Karen
Johns, the PTA president, said that
the group “brain-stormed ideas as
far as what things we parents can
do, [and] how we can get involved”
(K. Johns, personal interview, No-
vember 26, 1996).

Kenney was proud
of the leadership
role teachers were
displaying at this
sensitive time. She
knew she had
people who could
relay her vision.

Kenney was proud of the lead-
ership role teachers were displaying
at this sensitive time. She knew she
had people who could relay her vi-
sion not only to communmity mem-
bers, but when the time came, to the
other teachers soon to join the staff
at Parsons. In Kenney’s own words,

I knew I could build teams
around [these teachers]
and my whole goal was to
build building leaders in
all those grade levels be-
fore we came [to the new
school]" (personal inter-
view, November 14, 1996).

During the Summer, Kenney
also held a staff meeting at her own
home. "She was very excited about
opening a new building. She had
lots of ideas of what she could do as
a principal" (L. Towns, personal in-
terview, November 22, 1996). She
communicated that excitement to
her staff.

Establishing
Readiness

The success of Kenney’s vision
of what Parker could become de-
pended on parents, students, and
teachers taking ownership in the
process. She counted on educators
to realize how parent and student
involvement in the school served as
one important bridge to school sue-
cess. As one teacher stated,

[ think it's a triangle. You
have to have parents,
teachers, and kids work-
ing together for a child to
be the most successful he
can be, Once you lose that
strand [because of] that
kid giving up, or that par-
ent not working with you,
...the child goes one way
or the other. They either
work with the teacher or
the parent. ... The minute |
lose that communication
with the parent, I feel]
can’t work with the kid to
meet the kid’s needs (N.
Farmer, personal commu-
nication, November 27,
1996).

Another teacher noted that
when a child sees his or her parent
involved in the school, s/ he can be
sure that the parent places a high
value on the child’s education (K.
Johns, personal interview, Novem-
ber 26, 1996).

Kenney was perfectly clear that
the basis for innovations would be
student and parent involvement in
decision making. She wanted them
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to share ownership with teachers in
the responsibility to educate stu-
dents. If all went well, the extra in-
volvement and shared responsibil-
ity in the educational process would
give mutual assistance and support
to teachers and parents. The stu-
dents, teachers, parents, and ad-
ministration would all become part-
ners working together for a com-
mon goal. Fullan (1991} describes
readiness as a school’s practical and
conceptual capacity to initiate, de-
velop or adopt a given innovation,
Firestone (1989) calls this the
“school’s capacity to use reform.”
...Da stakeholders possess the requi-
site knowledge and skills? Do they
have the time? ...Is the change com-
patible with the culture of the
school? ...Are there other crises or
other change efforts in progress? (p.
63-64).

The anticipated
opening of a new
school represented
a major change in
the lives of those
involved.
Stakeholders
welcomed the
processes of
community
building. Parents
sought
information and
demonstrated a
willingness to be a
part of the school.

From the interviews 1 con-
ducted, it was apparent that Kenney
and central office administrators
perceived a need that reached far
beyond the crowding problem.

Would they be able to extend Dis-
trict philosophy to the new school?
“The schoaol belong{s] to the com-
munity and that has to be the vision
when you're going to keep asking
them for money” (personal inter-
view, November 14, 1996). Teachers
[ interviewed all claimed to have
supported that philosophy even be-
fore they met Kenney. Time and re-
quired skills were alse developed
and made available. During the
Spring and Summer of 1991, Ken-
ney met with parents and fac-
ulty —before the holding school was
even opened —t{o brainstorm about
how parents would best become in-
volved in the transition.

The anticipated opening of a
new school represented a major
change in the lives of those in-
volved. Stakeholders welcomed the
processes of community building.
Parents sought information and
demonstrated a willingness to be a
part of the school. Fullan (1991)
comments that “Just because it is a
good and pressing idea doesn’t
mean that the resources are avail-
able to carry it out” (p. 64). In this
case, however, the resources were
educational  professionals  and
members of the community. Both
parents and teachers sought contact
with one another and with the prin-
cipal before the school year had
even started. Prospective teachers
were interviewed and hired accord-
ing to criteria congruent with Ken-
ney’s vision.

Implementation
Philosophy

“The simple implementation
question is: ‘What types of things
would have to be changed if an in-
novation ar reform were to become
implemented’ (Fullan, 1991, p. 66).
First, the conception of educational
responsibility would have to
change. The teachers in this case ac-
knowledged the educational impor-
tance of other members of the com-

munity. As one stated, “It’s a team.
I believe...strongly that it's a team
approach, in my teaching [and
working with other teachers| and
working with kids and parents as
well” (5. Saunders, personal inter-
view, November 26, 1996). Parents
also noted how valued they felt in
the process. ”[Kenney| had the vi-
sion...[and] had the end result...(in
mind), ..but how we were going to
get there was up to us” (K. Johns,
personal interview, November 26,
1996). Parents assisted in class-
rooms, attended school functions,
and some even participated as
members of committees, Johns also
explains that parents took owner-
ship in the school community from
the beginning. “[Kenney] allowed
us to take ownership in our school
as such..if vou have ownership,
then obviously, vou're more” (K.
Johns, personal interview, Novem-
ber 26, 1996).

Students also were involved
right from the beginning and their
participation grew with the growth
in enrollment. They served on Stu-
dent Council and recycling teams.
They also were involved with the
school-business partnerships. At
the classroom level, they helped
construct classroom rules and re-
sponsibilities. [n a 1996 survey con-
ducted at TParker Elementary
School, sixty percent of the students
indicated that they always work to-
ward making their school better,
and another thirty percentindicated
that they sametimes work toward
making their school better. In the
same survey, tifty-nine percent said
that they felt that they were an im-
portant member of the school com-
munity always, while thirty-seven
percent felt that they were an impor-
tant member of the community at
least some of the time (survey,
1996).

Barbara Kenney's vision of an
education community was achieved
at Parker. Many factors contributed
to its success. Kenney succeeded in
educating the community to the
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need far shared responsibility. They
became convinced that its value and
significance were indisputable be-
cause it reflected a familiar tradi-
tion. Progress was visible from the
very beginning. Kenney actively so-
licited and encouraged parent in-
volvement even before the holding
school opened. When hired, new
teachers were assured that they
would be leaders in creating and
implementing goals. Students were
involved in creating a name for the
new school, choosing a mascot, and
participating in the ground-break-
ing ceremony.

Students also were
involved right
from the beginning
and their
participation grew
with the growth in
enrollment. They
served on Student
Council and
recycling teams.
They also were
involved with the
school-business
partnerships.

During the implementation
process, the meaning of parent-
teacher-student collaboration in
constructing a school community
became more refined. As Fullan
(1991) has pointed out, “People
often become clearer about their
needs only when they start doing
things, that is, during implementa-
tion itself” (p. 69). During the tran-
sitional year at the holding school,
all constituencies were involved in
planning for the physical plant of
the new school. Parents worked

with the principal to furnish and
decorate the building entrance (K.
Johns, personal interview, Novem-
ber 26, 1996). Students chose to have
the school mascot painted on a mu-
ral in the gym, and the project was
partially financed by the PTA. The
librarian selected the materials and
groupings she wanted for the Ii-
brary with a minimum of restric-
tions. Before long, meeting agendas
expanded to adapt to the pressures
of a growing population. Initially,
parent opportunities for involve-
ment were tied to instructional as-
sistance or the decisions from the
physical plant. They were not at first
involved in curricular matters.
Soon, however, Kenney included
parents on the committee in charge
of addressing the curriculum and
school improvement goals.
Opportunities for student in-
volvement also were to expand un-
der the new agreements with busi-
ness partners. As in other districts
across the country, the climate of the
past decade has encouraged closer
ties between the needs of business
and the public schools (Spring,
1997). The District encouraged
school administrators to involve
community businesses in the educa-
tional process and, while at the new
school, Kenney solicited three local
businesses to act as school partners.
When school-business partnerships
were added at the new school
through parent or administrator
contacts, students were involved in
decision-making processes. For in-
stance, a partnership with a local
bank created the opportunity for a
bank in the school. With teachers
and parents as facilitators only, the
students sat on the Board of Direc-
tors of the bank. The Board of Direc-
tors hired other students as tellers.
The bank was run by students.
Kenney was clear, at the initia-
tion stage and throughout imple-
mentation, about what counted as a
school community. More impor-
tantly, she created ways for others to
begin the process in preparing for

their year at the holding school. Par-
ents and teachers were invited into
decision-making meetings during
the Summer before the school
opened. At the first full faculty
meeting, teachers were alerted that
they were expected to encourage
parent participation in their rooms.
“The doors should always be open,”
was a phrase Kenney often re-
peated; and it was soon echoed by
the teachers themselves (5. Saun-
ders, personal interview, November
26, 1996}). It was later, at Parker, that
Kenney herself selected three par-
ents to serve on the committee to
evaluate and implement school
goals, programs, and curriculum. In
addition, parents were asked to par-
ticipate in the variety of committees
resulting from those goals. Such
complex changes “._require a so-
phisticated array of activities, struc-
tures, diagnoses, teaching strate-
gies, and philosophical under-
standing if effective implementa-
tion is to be achieved” (p. 71}. Fullan
compares the successes of complex
versus simple change:

[S)imple changes may be
easier o rarry out, but
they may not make much
of a difference. Complex
changes promise to accorm-
plish more...but they also
demand more effort, and
failure takes a great toll,
{p. 71-72)

From such a definition it can be
seen that the construction of this
school community was more com-
plex than it may seem. Teachers and
administrators created activities
and structures for both groups to be
involved in initiation and imple-
mentation. There had to be a way to
diagnose whether or not the change
was being implemented and
whether or not students and parents
were involved and feeling impor-
tant in the community, This was ac-
complished by means of a 1996 sur-
vey of students, parents, and teach-
ers. New teaching strategies were
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required because teachers found
themselves involving parents while
still being held ultimately account-
able for classroom instruction. It
was crucial, therefore, that the
teachers agree philosophically, not
only with the conception but with
the collaborative process of imple-
mentation. Kenney faced these re-
quirements during the early stages
of implementation at the holding
school. The school community
brainstormed a variety of ways par-
ents and teachers could cooperate.
The philosophy ot their work had
the agreement ot all members of the
community.

Why the

Implementation
Succeeded
“Teachers and others

know...not to take change seriously
unless central administrators demr-
onstrate through actions that they
should” (Fullan, 1991, p. 74). As has
been shown, the principles of school
accessibility and community in-
volvement permeated the entire
district (B. Kenney, personal com-
munication, November 14, 1996).
Rapid population expansion and
the practical need to build schools
threatened this consensus. District
growth and the projected demand
for new schools made it seem essen-
tial that the community be closely
involved in the decision-making
process. Early on, community mem-
bers understoad the stakes and as-
sumed the power to decide in 1990
whether or not to recommend a ref-
erendum to the voters in the first
place. The growing financial needs
of the school district was obvious to
all stakeholders. Kenney recog-
nized this political reality and re-
sponded toit. As a manager, she met
Bolman and Deal’s (1991) criteria of
effective, organizational leadership:
“The politically astute manager
needs ta develop an agenda, build a
base of support for that agenda, and

learn how to manage relations with
those who might support or resist
the agenda” (p. 208). Kenney fol-
lowed all three of these steps. She
was able to develop a clear plan;
identify and develop relationships
with the people who would support
her vision; and finally, create win-
win situations for those involved.

By these means, the principal
could act as a change agent. “The
principal is the person most likely to
be in a position to shape the organ-
izational conditions necessary for
success” (Fullan, 1991, p. 76). By ex-
pecting staff and parents and stu-
dents to become involved in the de-
cision-making, Kenney was the key
to the successful community-build-
ing process. As Thomas Shaheen, a
former superintendent in Rockford,
Illinois, puts it, “When you seek to
involve others in decision-making,
share with them important respon-
sibilities, not scullery maid duties
(T. Shaheen, personal communica-
tion, November 16, 1996}. Like Sha-
heen, Kenney involved people in
real decision-making opportunities
and real ownership of the process.
She also played an active role as an
eloquent spokesperson for the vi-
sion.

The role of the teachers is par-
ticularly interesting in this case.”
The quality of working relation-
ships among teachers is strongly re-
lated to implementation" (Fullan,
1991, p. 77). The teachers, especially
the twelve at the small holding
schoal, found multiple opportuni-
ties for team-building and creating
their own rituals—an important
facet of professional community
(Bolman & Deal, 1991, p. 262). Shar-
ing daily lunch-time together, par-
ticipating together in all school ac-
tivities, and anticipating their future
roles as grade level leaders helped
them to forge a philosophy congru-
ent with the vision. The principal
was certainly given a unique oppor-
tunity to hire her own staff. She "in-
herited” no teachers. Kenney’'s
teachers seemed to acquire an out-

standing ability to engage new staff
members in their shared vision (per-
sonal interview, November 14,
1996). The changes implemented in
this case were quickly and fully in-
stitutionalized, partly because of
this critical mass of wholehearted
teacher participation. The vision
was built into the structure because
the leadership roles of various
stakeholders, especially those of the
teachers, were made very clear. And
these oppartunities kept expanding
during implementation rather than
being diminished. Teachers agreed
that it was their responsibility to
own and communicate the vision to
colleagues.

Personal Observations

This investigation has brought
me to some personal conclustons
about the success of this model for
building a school community:

1. The principal acted suc-

cessfully as a tocus of energy

and clarity of purpose.

2. The anticipated move to a
new building transformed
the context for school /com-
munity dialogue.

3. The small size of the hold-
ing school allowed teachers
to create a shared vocabulary.

4, The move to the new
school served as a culmina-
tion of a common journey.

5. The vision for change was
a reconstruction of long-held
values in the community.

Here is a case where a school
principal mobilized people to retain
ownership in the local schoo) sys-
tem. Together they all took some
risks in advancing this mutial goal.
Success was never guaranteed. We
must remember that this was an
evolving and somewhat fragile
process. It required continual refo-
cusing of attention and commitment
to keep it strong. The continual ad-
dition of new families and new
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teachers made sustaining a continu-
ing vision more difficult. New peo-
ple added energy but alsc stress to
the community, and they have been
relatively well ensconced in the
school’s educational philosophy. As
evidenced by a survey of parents,
students, and staff during the 1995-
96 school year, there is a strong feel-
ing of community ownership and
involvement in Parker Elementary
(survey, 1996). Despite all the hur-
dles that arose with the population
increase, the survey indicates that
Kenney’s vision is firmly institu-
tionalized and stands a good chance
of sustaining itself well into the fu-
ture.
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Creating a Cross-Age Tutoring Program: A
Curriculum Policy Case Study

Facing Limited
Resources

uring the 1995-96 school

year, it became increas-

ingly evident to the staff at

Parker Elementary School
(all names of places and people have
been changed), that our in-place ef-
forts to provide remediation serv-
ices were failing. The generally
shared dissatisfaction soon became
my particular problem. As the ad-
ministrator/ teacher responsible for
providing services to students iden-
tified as needing extra help, | was
expected to find a solution to the
scarcity problem. It would not be
easy. While my task seemed
straightforward enough on the sur-
face, I knew that the large number
of students, in whose behalf teach-
ers were seeking help, far out-
weighed the small number of hours
I had to devote to make the appro-
priate arrangements.

Students were failing to receive
the assistance their teachers had re-
quested for them. Teachers were in-
creasingly frustrated in their efforts
to respond at the classroom level.
For my part, I was feeling over-
whelmed (and perhaps somewhat
defensive). It was a rapidly worsen-
ing situation for everyone!

During the Winter 1996 term,
the mood of uncertainty increased

by Brigid K. Keane

Brigid K. Keane is a primary schoel teacher/adminisfrator and doctoral
candidate, Curriculuni and Supervision, Northern Hlinois University.

when our popular building princi-
pal, Barbara Kenney, announced
that she had accepted another posi-
tion. She would be leaving us begin-
ning Fall semester, 1997. By early
Spring of 1996, we learned the name
of her replacement—Mary Carr, a
woman who had been employed in
two other schools in the District
over the last six years. In fact, she
had once worked in the same role
now held, shouldering both admin-
istrative and remedial teaching re-
sponsibilities. Like me, she had
come to understand that the present
arrangements were unrealistic. It
was simply not possible to meet all
the expectations of the teachers and
their students. Her response had
been to implement a tutoring pro-
gram which she believed would ad-
dress the problem.

Cross-Age Tutoring

In the Spring of 1996, before she
joined us as principal, Carr invited
me to observe the Cross-Age Tutor-
ing Program she had implemented
in another school. I watched as stu-
dents from the fifth grade tutored
lower grade students. I observed
several matched pairs, heads bent
over small portable chalkboards,
working together on math prob-
lems. Many pairs were using a vari-
ety of flashcards for study in read-
ing or math. Some were reading sto-
ries. It was clear that the tutors and

their ‘students’ felt productive and
successful. It seemed an obvious
and refreshingly simple idea.

When Carr asked if I would be
willing to implement the Cross-Age
Tutoring Program during the 1996-
97 school year at Parker Elementary,
ljumped at the chance. Visions of all
the additivnal students to be
reached danced in my head. Here
was the answer to the original prob-
lem at Parker. The problem I now
had was to come up with a good
plan. Hereinafter, [ describe that
plan for making change in the deliv-
ery of remediation services in terms
of the three phases of meaningful
change as identified by Michael Ful-
lan (1991).

The Plan

Although it was only her first
school year as Parker School princi-
pal, Carr capably managed a
smooth transition. Considerable
credit for this should be given to the
Diistrict in selecting a principal
whose leadership vision was so cor-
gruent with that of the previous
principal. Like Kenney, Carr is com-
mitted to fostering community.
Both insist on open collaboration
among representatives at all stake-
holder levels. Carr has centinued
Kenney's efforts to build teamwork
relationships between students,
teachers, and parents (Carr, per-
sonal interview, December 2, 1996).
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[tshould not be surprising then,
that The Cross-Age Tutoring Pro-
gram had grassroots’ origins. Not
Carr’s original creation, it was an
idea she first learned from another
teacher and refined to meet her
needs. Now 1 was to be in a position
to do the same. As was transmitted
to me by Carr, the program called
for fifth-grade teachers to recom-
mend those studenis who qualified
as prospective tutors. Permission to
participate was to be sought from
the parents of these prospective tu-
tors so that they could remain re-
spensible for any material they
missed while tutoring out of their
own classrooms. Those who were
accepted would attend twelve, half-
hour training sessions for instruc-
tion in teaching skills. Once the
training sessions had been com-
pleted and the tutors had their as-
signments, they would be out of the
room for two halt-hour sessions per
week. At Parker, I adopted this part
of the plan and conducted the train-
ing sessions myself for prospective
tutors.

Once the training sessions be-
gan, classroom teachers created a
list ot students they felt could bene-
fit from the tutoring services. Teach-
ers would indicate, in each case, the
subject areas and / or skills for which
assistance was needed. Teachers
were asked 1o prioritize the urgency
of students” needs for the tutoring
services. At its inception, tutors and
their tutees were assigned two per
week, half-hour sessions in the
school library. First, the tutors
checked in with the classroom
teacher regarding the instructional
goal for the session. If the classroom
teacher had no specitic work, the
tutor was then permitted to choose
an activity, After calling for the tutee
and checking with the classroom
teacher, both children would go to
their work session in the library.

During the sessions in the li-
brary, it was my role to supervise
the pairs. My specific vesponsibility
was to make sure that the sessions

were running smoothly and to help
solve any problems that might arise.
In addition, I was available to offer
assistance in the event that the
teacher had not identified a specific
subject area in which the pair was to
work,

Students acting as
tutors teaching
younger students
would be
responsible, first,
for learning the
content of the
training sessions.

Stakeholders

There were many stakeholders
to consider in implementing this
plan. The Cross-Age Tutoring Pro-
gram involves students, their teach-
ers, the building administration,
and the students’ parents. The stu-
dents were perhaps the mostimpor-
tant stakeholders in this program
because they would become both
the direct suppliers and the recipi-
ents of the services. Students acting
as tutors teaching younger students
would be responsible, first, for
learning the content of the training
sessions. The selected fifth-grade
students needed to be organized
and responsible for making up their
missed classroom time. Younger
students, who would be the chief
beneficiaries of the service, must
agree to become seriously invested
in the program. Like the older stu-
dents, they too would miss regular
classroom time. Clearly, the success
of the program depended heavily
onstudents’ willingness to make the
required etforts.

As stakeholders, classrooms
teachers must be prepared to rec-

ommend both the tutors and the
tutees and to devote extensive fol-
low-up time to make sure the tutor's
time was well used. The fifth-grade
teachers who recommended tutors
realized that their students would
be out of the room for the twelve
training sessions and a minimum of
one hour a week after the sessions
began. The first- through fourth-
grade teachers would need to be or-
ganized to provide clear and appro-
priate tasks for the pairs to com-
plete.

For Carr, as a new administra-
tor, there are high stakes in the suc-
cess or failure of this program, She
was advising the faculty to attempt
this program. As a former facilita-
tor/supervisor, she had witnessed
success with the program at other
schools and she expected success at
Parker. She, in continuing her focus
on collaboration, recognized this
opportunity as a unique showcase
for student-to-student collaboration
(M. Carr, persanal interview, De-
cember 2, 1996). Her reputation as a
leader and as one who remains con-
sistent with her own stated philoso-
phy was at stake. Furthermore, she
knew that the demand on faculty
resources might be a problem. Pro-
gram failure could revert to the
original problem of delivering re-
mediation services with even lower
expectations of success.

The parents in the community
are, of course, also stakeholders in
this process. As in all school pro-
grams, they have a tremendous
stake in their children’s education.
As parents of the tutors, they will
need to support the teacher’s deci-
sion in letting their children out of
the room and allowing them to
demonstrate responsibility for the
missed subject matter. As parents of
prospective tutees, they must de-
cide whether or not to allow their
children to be identified and if it is
wise to have them miss classroom
time in order to meet with their tu-
tor.
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Finally, I am certainly a stake-
holder with among the highest
stakes riding on this plan for
change. [ am on record as believing
that the supervised tutor-tutee pairs
can provide much needed assis-
tance for the teachers and improve
the learning of the students.

Assessing Needs

In the Spring of 1996, our for-
mer principal, Kenney, appointed a
comrnittee to design, distribute, col-
lect, and analyze a survey of par-
ents, staff, and students. While the
survey results were overwhelm-
ingly positive, some needs were de-
fined: In “The school would be bet-
terif..."” section provided to the staff,
teachers indicated their need for
more remedial assistance to handle
the huge number of referrals. There
was a strong general sense that this
constituency would eagerly sup-
port a good faith effort to address
this problem.

Student responses to their sur-
vey questions were also interesting,
While only three percent of the en-
tire student population indicated
that they never felt themselves to be
an important member of their
school community, thirteen percent
of the fifth-grade population felt
this way. It seemed clear that more
opportunities for fifth graders to be-
come involved in the school would
be welcomed by students. This fit
well with the tutoring program
hopes since it would provide fifth
graders with a clear and much
needed school role to play.

Fullan's warning that it is im-
portant for school communities to
identify and address constituency
needs is borne out by our experi-
ence, Carr, previously faced with
similar needs, had identified a
method to address them. As the
manager of the organization of the
school, Carr now had the responsi-
bility to arrange building goals
which met the needs of the members

of the organization (Bolman & Deal,
1991, p. 127). At this point in the
process, it appeared that the Cross-
Age Tutoring Program would ad-
dress the expressed needs of the all
the educational stakeholders.

Initiation

The resources involved in this
change include people and materi-
als. The people are available since 1
am willing to facilitate this program
and we have students and teachers
who are willing to participate. A
wealth of teaching materials, how-
ever, is not available, T have a small
budget for the remedial program as
a whole, and Carr has given me
some of her personal materials. This
will be enough to start the program.
Unless I can purchase additional
prepared materials, however, addi-
tional responsibility for planning
and materials development will be
forced upon the classroom teachers.
We will need quantities of manipu-
latives, flashcards, books, and edu-
cational games to offer a variety of
activities for the tutor-tutee pairs. I
will also apply for a small grant and
seek support from our school’s Par-
ent-Teacher Association (PTA).

In summary, there will be a
number of steps required during the
initiation process. Through faculty
meetings and memos, teachers will
need to stay informed about the
goals of the program as well as their
roles in the process, During the first
quarter of the school year, teachers
will be asked to begin to identify
students for the program. Teachers
will select the tutors, based on their
ability to read, act responsibly, and
complete assignments. In grades
one through four, teachers will be
asked to prioritize students who
will benefit from participating as
tutees. Before implementing tutor-
ing sessions, the tutors will be
trained. A total of six hours of train-
ing will be provided across a variety
of topics. Specific subject matter

strategies will be addressed, as well
as tips on managing and organizing
the tutoring session,

Implementation

Factors

Implementation is the second
phase in the change process. This
phase involves putting the change
in practice {Fullan, 1991, pp. 47-48).
If successful, the tutoring program
could provide a new opportunity
for the fifth-grade students to as-
sume leadership roles in the school.
As Wheatley (1994) states, “It would
seem that the more participants we
engapge in this participative uni-
verse, the more we can acces its po-
tentials and the wiser we can be-
come” (p. 65).

The Cross Age Tutoring pro-
gram stands a good chance for suc-
cess. The instructional and adminis-
trative needs for this program are
clear. First, there is a need for addi-
tional help with remediating stu-
dents. Due to the time constraints
and large numbers of students rec-
ommended, it is impossible under
the current arrangements to address
this need.

As cited by Fullan (1991),
“Huberman and Miles (1984} re-
mind us that by the early implemen-
tation stage, the people involved
must perceive both that the needs
being addressed are significant and
that they are making at least some
progress toward meeting them” {p.
69). One of my roles must be to clar-
ify the three needs for teachers.
While some teachers prefer that we
expand the current remedial pro-
gram, that is not an available option
at this point. The tutoring program,
however, is feasible. Teachers must
feel that their concerns for more re-
medial assistance are valid and that
real attempts to address them are
being made. Success will depend on
teacher confidence and a sense that
fifth graders can make use of the
opportunity to become mare in-
volved in the schoal community.
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Given the fact that there are
clear guidelines for implementing
the program, the specific arrange-
ments for what needs to be done
should be very clear. The steps for
implementing the program have
been outlined. In addition to the
written notes regarding the pro-
gram arrangement, Carr can be
used as a resource. The fact that she
ran the program for a number of
years makes her an available re-
source to address questions or prob-
lemns that might arise.

To clarify the teachers’ role in
the program, some direction will
have to be given about what is ex-
pected of them. Teachers will need
to have a clear sense of purpose and
understand their role in the imple-
mentation. They should be given
clear guidelines for procedures in
recommending students to act as tu-
tors and tutees.

There should alse be clarity re-
garding the standards that tutors
mast uphold. In clarifying the pro-
gram for the tutors, they will have
the twelve training sessions to assist
them with directions and guidelines
for the program. The training will
involve instruction in doing math,
spelling, writing, and reading work.
The tutors will also be receiving
strategies for teaching skills in these
subject areas. In addition, they will
role-play through lessons to prac-
tice dealing with problems. Further-
more, they will understand that an
adult will be supervising the tutors
at all times; and, while they should
try to deal with any situation that
may arise, there will always be an
available adult with whom to con-
sult.

Tutors wili take the lead in clari-
fying the program for the tutees.
They will explain the rules and pro-
cedures of the program. Teachers
will be explaining to the tutees, and
their parents, the goals and objec-
tives of the program.

The tutors and tutees will be re-
quired to make the most changes.
They will need to learn new skills

related to teaching and facilitating
instruction. They will require in-
struction in teaching strategies as
well as in using the available mate-
rials. The tutees may also require
some changes in beliefs. Some of
them may be unaware that a peer
can teach them and is worthy of
their attention and respect. They
will need to understand and sup-
port the role of the tutor.

At each quarter,
teachers will have
a formal
opportunity to
evaluate the
progrant and
describe the
specific growth, or
lack of growth,
that the tutees
demonstrate.

My role as facilitator/supervi-
sor means I must cope with much
complexity. I will need to communi-
cate the program goals to all of the
stakeholders, instruct the tutors,
create the schedules, arrange and
purchase materials, as well as su-
pervise and facilitate the tutoring
sessions. An evaluation process for
the program will need to be created.

Regarding materials, some
money is available for necessary
supplies and a number of manipu-
latives. Also, there will be time to
apply for a mini-grant. If the grant
proposal is refused, other funding
can be sought from the PTA. The
program is scheduled to be running
during the middle of the second
quarter of this year. Schedules and
objectives are clearly defined for
each step.

Furthermore, there will need to
be communication toels con-
structed. Each day, tutors will com-
plete a log depicting exactly what
was completed during each session.
They will also be able to ask ques-
tions of the facilitator/supervisor
each day. The tutors will describe
the weekly progress of their tutee
and have a chance to ask for sugges-
tions or assistance.

Tools will also need to be cre-
ated to evaluate how the needs of
the teachers are being met. At each
quarter, teachers will have a formal
opportunity to evaluate the pro-
gram and describe the specific
growth, or lack of growth, that the
tutees demonstrate. Furthermore,
they will be able to offer suggestions
about improvements of the pro-
gram.

Tutees will be asked quarterly
to assess their progress. Tutees will
evaluate their progress in noted
subject areas and describe how the
program has met their needs. Tutors
also will be asked to evaluate their
role in the program. They will be
asked to describe the benefits of be-
ing a tutor, as well as some of the
challenges. [n addition, they will be
asked about their tutee’s growth.

Continuation/Institu-

tionalization

Continuation or institutionali-
zation is the third phase of the
change process. Fullan {1991) ex-
plains that this phase “refers to
whether the change pets built in as
an ongoing part of the system or
disappears by way of a decision to
discard or through attrition” (p. 48).
The Cross-Age Tutoring Program
will be institutionalized when it has
been proven to be worth the time
and energy put inta it.

One way to identity when this
has been achieved will be through
demonstrating that the needs de-
scribed earlier are abeing met.
When teachers are able to identify
the tutoring program as a valid ad-
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ditional resource for them to use
with students who are struggling,
the program will become institu-
tionalized. They will be able to as-
sess this through quarterly reports.
Creating a uniform testing tool
which will depict student growth of
the tutee regardless of his or her
grade level is impossible at this time
due to a lack of testing materials and
time constraints. Unless this pro-
gram is working from the teacter’s
viewpoint, the program will not
last. Other avenues for involving
fifth graders in the community can
be explored and, in tact, are regu-
larly being considered throughout
the school culture. However, based
on the support for the program from
the other schools in which Carr has
implemented the program, I am
confident that the program will be
successful at Parker.

An Update

The Cross-Age Tutoring Pro-
gram was indeed implemented this
year at Parker Elementary. In Au-
gust, Carr presented the program to
the fifth-grade teachers. At that
time, she asked the fifth-grade
teachers to reserve the last half-hour
of each day as a practice or inde-
pendent work time so that tutors,
when out of the room, would not
miss instruction. In early Septem-
ber, the other teachers were in-
formed of the plan to start the pro-
gram at Parker, and Carr described
some of the successes she had expe-
rienced.

During October, the fitth-grade
teachers were asked to recommend
five or six students per classroom.
Upon compiling the list, there were
a total of twenty-five tutors recom-
mended. The response from the par-
ents was positive. A number of the
parent permission slips included
comments thanking the classroom
teachers for giving the opportunity
to their children. However, the fifth-
grade classroom teachers did ex-
press some concerns about the

amount of time that the tutors
would be out of the classroom for
the training sessions, In addressing
this, I reminded them that training
was hecessary for the tutoring ses-
sions to be successful. The teachers
accepted this and made the neces-
sary scheduling adjustments during
the training sessions.

Also, during the end of October,
the first- through fourth-grade
teachers were asked to identify stu-
dents who would benefit from par-
ticipating in the program. They
were also asked to describe skills
and subject areas in which the stu-
dents needed help. Based on these
lists, twenty-five first-through
fourth-graders were chosen to be
tutees.

During the last week of October
and through the middle of Novermn-
ber, the training sessions were held
for the fifth-grade tutors. As facilita-
tor/supervisor, [ instructed the tu-
tors on strategies to use during read-
ing, math, and writing. We ad-
dressed how to deal with behavior
problems and other problematic
situations that may arise. In addi-
tion, students were given multiple
opportunities for role playing and
brainstorming. During the training
sessions, the tutors collected refer-
ence materials to for assistance.
Forms for documentation and as-
sessment were explained. These
were compiled in a notebook for
each pair in the program.

During the last week of Novem-
ber, the tutoring pairs met for the
first time. During that time, pairs
worked primarily on math, reading,
and writing skills. The tutor-tutee
teams will continue working to-
gether through the remainder of the
school year. Both tutors and teach-
ers will be rating the success of the
program throughaut the year.

Students who come to the atten-
tion of the building Pupi! Personnel
Services (PPS) team, may also be
recommended far the program
throughout the school year. Any ad-
ditional tutees added to the pro-

gram will require that tutors work
with two tutees. The (ifth-grade
teachers will be consulted in the
event that this happens, since fifth-
graders will require two additional
half-hour sessions spent out of the
classroom each week.

It has become clear to me that
more specific rules and conse-
quences will need to be created for
the tutor-tutee pairs. Some prob-
lems have arisen from the few of the
fifth-graders unable to complete
their own required classroom work.
Clear guidelines regarding the tu-
tor’s acadernic progress will need to
be created.

Despite these initial snags in the
program, I can already see some
benefits. The fifth- graders enjoy
their roles and are demonstrating
responsibility. The tutees appear to
regard the tutors as esteemed older
colleagues and, so far, they are treat-
ing therm with respect.

I am confident that this pro-
gram will become institutionalized
at Parker Elementary because of the
strong sense of community that ex-
ists. The opportunity provides for
student involvement, as well as aca-
demic growth, and is a child-cen-
tered program. In keeping with the
former principal’s vision, and the
new principal's vision of collabora-
tion, this program will be a continu-
ing furce in the school community.
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