
CHAPTEB VI

IN TI{E SCHO0LS BUT NOT 0F THE{ r

SEA K-12 SERVJCES

Southeast .Ll.ternatlves uas not sctrools alone, but additlonal.ly a

sma11 host of proJect-w'lde enterpr{-see which impinged on the schools.

These were the SEA K-12 Services, co-ordinated and at least partially

funded thnrugh the projeet dlrectorrs office. Sonte of them operated as

semi-autonomous components of the orgarrizatlon, much 1lke the schools,

As a group, they played three vital roIee.

First, they all octsted. to be directly useful, and thus dlreetly

lnfIuentlal., in the lnternal workings of the altertratives themselves.

They were to help each schooL do a better Job of what it wanted to do.

I?rey were, preci-seIy, services.

By belng projeet-lrlde, moreover, nei-ther emanatlng from nor dlrected

toward any slngle school, they had a further function. fhey provlded

several sorts of professionals who had to be owned by all the alternatives

in common. For that to be possible, thei-r actlvities and agenda had to

span the spectrum, from Contemporary thn:ugh Free and from K through 12.

rnherently, therefore, the K-12 servlces could be integrators in the

project as a whol-e. They dealt l^rith concerns about rrhich people with

siqgle-school priorities and people with project-wide prior{-ti-es would

sometines have to rnake common cause -- and on wtrich people from different

schools m{ght have reason to work together.
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Tluird, the director and central servj-ces cluster of SEA were not

sirnply a passlve resouree, waiting to be cal1ed on by the schools. They

wer^e lnstlgators and promoters of what they had to offer 1n thelr own

rLght. With bul1t-1n interest ln meJ<lng thelr own orgardzatlonal speclaltles

characteristic of the who1e, they became program centers thenselves, as

well as integrators of other centers. As euch they generated ldeas,

information, and lnfluence of thelr own, contributlng lmportantly to the

stepped-up activity level throughout Southeast. The I(-12 serviees, ln

short, were part of the crltlcal start-up mass for self-eustalnlng

conprehensive change.

Public Inforrnatlon

Because 1t rested on people making ehoices, Southeast Al-ternatlves

required from the start the.t its own public know what their optlons were.

Because it was a federal project, u'ith large investnents of interest and

self-interest from Wastrlngton, it required that people fron far afield

know of it and thlnk well of it. Because it was a seed-bed for system-wide

change, it was required that all Minneapolis became knowledgeable about

what the ehange involved. There were thus three broad publics to be served

with information, all in a competenl public relations way: the public

interrral to Southeast ltself; the overlapplng public of the Mi-nneapolis

systen; and the indefinite public external to both.

Internal information had an easily stated prine purpose, rfto help

par.ents make wise choicesfr -- and to make them happy. Tending to that

purpose began very early, with the hintng of parents for eommuni-ty liaison.

In year two, publlc lnformatlon activltles were greatly expanded under the

leadershlp of Sally French, the newly appolnted public informatlon specl-allst'

who was herself a Southeast Parent and resldent.
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In visiblllty and volume the nraln means of broadcasting what people

needed to know in Southeast was an SEA newgpaper. Erorn the faII of Year-I

it went bi-monthlX, bY mai1, to all school families, and of course to all

the staff. In B-12 pages 1t eombined the practlcal and the promotlonal.

There were fu-l-l bus schedtrles, details of transfer procedures, and

general program deseriptions of, the dlfferent schools. In each lssue F?ench

was carefirl to l-nclude feature matertal frun each school, and often

from SEAIs non-schcol components. The stor{-es and photos on partlcular

programs or people were balanced by equal space for general matters that

touched everyone -- the resr:-1ts of evaluatlon surrreys anong parentse for

j-nstance, and the question of merging SEA wlth a larger admlrdstratlve

area. By regularly senCing every horne both sehool-based and proJect-wlde

articles together, the newspaper medium j-tself was an up-beat rtesstrge

of SEA unitY in SEA varietY.

In addition to the paper were numerrcus other ways of spreading infor-

mation. Lj-ke the paper, most were developed first with a Southeast

audience in nind, but also served much more widely for orienting vlsltors,

sharing with the press, sendlng along to edtrcation conferences, and mailing

to dlstant inqui-rers. An SEA slide-tape show provided visual introductj-on

to the alternatives, as well as verbal. Each elementary school and the

Free School prcduced its own professionally coached brochure. For Iears-2

and -)+ there were conprehensive text-and-photo booklets displaying SEA

as a whofe. There was a cheerful anthology of childrenf s r^rriting and art-

work. For Year-5 there was a 120-page eoll-ection of essays by SEA

participants, from teachers to the superintendent. It was a sort of

festsclrrift. from SEA to SEA.

A1t these items (some 7Or0OO pieces in all) went routinely to school
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board members, all l{lnrreapolis school buildlngs, and sometimes to all

the teachers ln the systen. Besides that, 1f a PTA or group of teachers

anyrhere tn the 1\,r1n Cltles &rea wanted to know nore, the ptrb1:Lc lnfor-

matlon dlrector would flnd soneone to teIl them. l0.th healy rellanee on

parents from each bulldtng, there developed, ln effect, an SEA speakers

bureau.

The most direct and obvlous uay for people to see alternatives ln

action was Just that -- to visit the schools. By the end of Year-5 fu11y

71000 people had done that, by formal arrangenent. Sche&lllng and

co-ordinating the Wednesday vlsitor program qutckly became a major facet

of public information. It, too, required a person 1n each buildlng to

handle hospitality and logistlcs.

Visitor days were popr:-lar and manageable, but 1n terms of system-

rci-de lmpact they were haphazard. There were lots of people from out of

town, but not enough who eould practieally ask about offering alternatives

in Mirureapolis itself. Often, moreover, the quick walk-through tours

left visitors without sufficient chance to reflect on why such unaccustomed

activities as they saw were actually considered desirable. It was easy

to be attraeted or repelled by the trees, but miss the forest. Even

though the schools were willing to be looked at, not enough was being

seen -- especially by the most critically inportant audience, Mlrureapolis

school people.

For the fall of Year-[, therefore, fi-m Kent and Sally F]ench designed

& more strategic spproach. 0n a large scale, people in the local system

should have oplrcrturdty for concentrated, systematic exposure to the

Southeast experiment. Temporarily, the usual outsider vislts were

suspended. Instead, for a week at a time, SEA was host to just one of
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Mi-nneapolist three 1-arge adnrinistratlve sub-areas. Fron each, about 100

people who were LLkeIy to be involved ln developing alternatives ln their

area, came to spend four fu1I days observlng and questlonlng SEA. They

were teachers (wftir substitutes provided), parents, and adnr-trdstrators.

In additlon to half a day ln each alternative school, rith tlme to tal&

irtth thelr own counterparts and students, they had substantial rneetlngs

with Teaeher Center staff, the lnternal evaluation team, proJect-lride lay

Ieadersirip, and the SEA dlrector. As nearly as possible, it was a total-

immersion experJ-ence .

Together with their packets of prepared mater{-al, these system-w'ide

visitors took home their own &ssessments and a realistlc feel for what

is entailed by making alternatives the pattern for public educatlon.

That was the point of the whole rnassive effort -- that the rrrelatively

secludedil experiment should be eonsidered throughout the systen for its

bearing on K-12 teaching and learning in all the systemrs parts.

Sbaff Development and the Teacher Center

Staff development in SEA began with simple recognltion that an alter-

natives progran has special training needs, and wlth the narning of F?ed:{-ck

Hayen as staff developnent director, to pay attentlon to them. Fbom that

beginning it mushroomed into a complex organlzation pursrrlng its own ptrr-

poses not onJ-y within SEA, but alongside it and far beyond. The rather

breath-taki-ng growbh stages are fairly easily lj-sted. Keeping them r"rithin

the perspectirre of this report will be more dlfficult.

ftrst, for a year, there was only ed hoc organlzation: the echoole

did what seemed important or feasible; Fbed Hayen worked r"rith pr{neipals

and teachers who wanted help identifying their needs.
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Second, at the start of Year-2, an SEA Teacher Center emerged. It

had. a teacher-controlled board, to allocete staff developrnent funds and

use the director as lts staff.

Thlrd, staff development replaced governance and operatlon of South-

east schools as the ground where school systern and College of E&rcatlon

interests most nstural.ly net. At the end of Year-2, l'tlrureapoHs hrbHe

Schools and the Universlty of l,llnnesota contractually ereated and funded

the MPSIIM Teacher Center, wlth a new and nore potent board. Ttr.ls new

board hlr"ed sEArs director of staff development for ite own.

Fourbh, the orlglnal teacher-controlled SEA board becane the SEA ln-

servlce committee of the larger !'IPS,/UM entlty. They acqulred thelr own ln-

servi-ce coordlnator as eteff, and continued in charge of all federal funds

for SEA staff develoPment.

Fifth, from Iear -3 onr the MPS,/UM Teacher Center developed remarkable

e:cpensionist momentum. It became the umbre1.J-a orgardzatlon for a dlverse

array of pre-serwice, ln-senrice, and cornmuntty training actj-vities. In

behalf of the alternatj-ves idea, Ilayen and a now nulerous staff sought

system-wide for ways to export the skilIs and orperd-ence belng gained in

Southeast. By Year-l MPS,/UM was propod-rg to nanage a nation-lvj-de d1s-

senj-nation network among big-city school districts.

So much for bare outlj-ne. In an open-ended project devoted to com-

prehensive change one should not be surprised if there are some surprdses.

Here we have a serrice unit of the alter:ratives progran which by the end

of the trC-a1 period i-s in msrrJr ways rnore exbensive than the expertment

itself. There wiIL be (and are) very var{-ed opinlons of the progra.m stra-

tegies and organizational entrepreneurship which meke up this story. Some
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w111 trnderstand an imagtnatlve and far seelng effort to lnsrrre SEAts long-

range change lmpact on both the school system and the professlonal pre-

paratlon of future teachers. Others r,r111 judge that SEA conceded too rmrch

too soon to the eelf-interest of an entrenched professod-ate, at the ex-

pense of careful staff development ln SEA proper. Some n111 oee Hayenrs

organizational style as catalybj-c and creatirre, relaxing bureaeretic

constraints and enabling people to combine thelr energies j-n new ways.

Others irtll disltlss it as sophlsticated empire-bul1dtr€r a bubble bound

to burst.

To glve terbure to the story,

tional- detail. Most important for

mi ddl-e.

the bare outllne deserves sone addi-

our purposes are the beginrdr:g and the

There was no hlnt of a Teacher Center in the SEA proposal. Nor was

there any defined staff development strategy for the proJect as a whole.

There lras a double-cadre (elementary and second,ary) of specialist resource

teachers. ?here was allowance for released time frrcrn classrooms duri_ng

the school year. There was the tltLe of staff fuvelotrrnent director. l,lhen

trbed Hayen took up that post, after the first surnmer activities, he brought

no package of staff developnent techniques or content ready for d.e1ivery

in alternative schools. He did not Oetieve there was such a package. He

had not yet thought of a Teacher Center, either.

What led hin to think of i-t was the nature of staff develotrrnent needs

and wants during Tear-I. They nright clearly cluster around. new currj-cuLum

materials, as in the Contlnuous Progress and Contemporary Schools. 0r they

nright grow from a plunge into organtzational and govemance changes, as

at the Open School. 0r they might be a function of constant tension be-

tween in<livi&lal and instituti-onal claims, &s in lbee school. or they
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nlght be scattered thrrcugh the generally skeptlcal context of Marshal-l-

Unlversi-ty. l,lhatever the speclflcs, Ha1ren believed from the etarb that

they must be ldentified frorn withln each organlzatlon before any outside

help eould be useful. He therefore chlefly worked by lnvlting people

to tal* about their own percelved problens, and about what they thought

night help to solve them. It was an 1r:.forma1, volrrntary, shorb-range

approach.

If people were wllllr€ to meet -- as the three elementary prd-nci-pa1s

were -- Hayen net raith them. If they could clarlfy a questlon or problem-

solving idea -- finding a particulan kind of consultant, for exanple, or

attendlng a particular conferorco -- he provided noney or people to follow

it up. ]f they wanted to wait-and-see about SEA in general, or keep to

themselves -- as at ldarshall-U and the trbee School -- that was aIL right

too. T5e stance w&s to reaffirm constantly that what SEA staff were

doing was i-mporbant, and that they were probably more e:rpert about 1ts

difficulties than anJrone e1se.

Qrickly, the director of staff developnent found himself in a brtkerrs

role. He had the budget, and sometimes the concrete suggestlons on how

to use it. He was coordlnating the elementary resource teacher cadre and

talking frequently with the conmunity }iaison parents. He was informally

in touch r,rith people at the University or elsewhere who might be useful

on this or that occasion. Pratt-Motley staff, for instance, spent one

weekend. with the leadership trainer from a lutheran seminatlr. Putting

people 1n touch rdth lrhat they thenselves wanted right away was more im-

porbant than over-arching design or a sylLabus of rorkshops.

The nost partlcularly pro&rctive brokerage, however, seemed to be
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among SEA people themselves. Many elementary teaehers wanted to vislt

eaeh otherts alternatlve schools. Staff development noney made that

possible, and allowed also for the teachers released on a given day to

have lunch together as a group ruith Hayen. Fron these connectlons came

further exchanges of technlques and skllls -- aB when one Contemporary

teacher spent a dey in a Marcy classroorn shordng the Open teecher who in-

rited her how to teaeh math with an abacus. .[11 the staff development

director did was approve the idea and pay for the substltute. It stmck

hlm strongly that, ItIf thJ.s i-s really the process, then thls is where the

decisions should be made: by the teachers.t?

A rneans for lnstitutionatlzlng and expandlng this example of the

abacus seerned ready at hand. Frofesslonal and popular journals were

reporbing on British experience with 1ocal resource centers lnJ.tiated

and controlled by teaehers as places where they could exchange and develop

new trieks of their trade. What happened through such a eenter was up to

the teachers -- not to education professors, adnlni-strators, or text-book

pubtr-ishers. Helping then make it happen -- not telling them what it should

be -- was the teachersr own hired hand, a warden of the center. Hayen and

Kent talked it over. They both warmed to the notion of adapting the

British ldea to the SEA setting. At Inid-rdinter Hayen distributed a brief

concept paper. Others like the idea, too. It was consistent r.rith the

stated commitment to decentra-lized governance. It was a way for people

f:'om all the alternatj-ves to work strategically together, Within the

framewort< of teacher eontrol there was rcom for representation of adminis-

trators, parents, and evon students. Illhy not try it?
To the surprtse of SEA, Washlngton ralsed objections. At flrst there

was mei'ely a delay of fi-nal approval, pending clarification of the p1an.
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Then, two weeke before schools re-opened, the plan wes reJected. This

time the gr"ounds were drectly substentlve, and ocpressed with lnterven-

tionist vlgor by ScperC-mental Schoolst new prrcJect offlLcer for I'flnneapolls,

6}rnthla Parsons. There was not sufflclent gUarantee, she fe1t, rrthet

teaehers wor:ld really have control over budget.ft EVen lf that rere taken

care of, there wes l!-ttIe prond-se that a rreenter as suchft would be created.

British exanple, ttalong Lelcesterslr,ir"e Llnesrrr calIed for a welcomlng

walk-in place where teachers gather to sr*ap ldeas, develop thelr onn

rnaterials, and strengthen thelr differlng styles. The SEA model seemed

more }ike a board rcom for voting on budgets. l'lhy?

For the theoretical question, Hayen had a theoretlcal answer. It

wss essentially that the sociology of Amertcan edrrcatlon systems dld not

allow for sinply irnitatlng British precedent. In an environment of

addnlstratlve lines and controls, the first necessity for change was

tran orgar:-lzation which can ]-ive r.rithi-n a rigid system, and through its

own stmcture protect the freedom of its constituency. rr That was the

Teacher Center Uggrd, in charge of dollar resources and reassurC-ng1y

visible on an organizatlon chart. Ihe Teacher Center center would fo11ow,

but in Mlnneapolis contexb it could not precede. In reality, after all,

decentraAj-zed staff development was beginning r+ith adninistratorst ldeas

and adnrinlstratorsr budgets. SEA was not Lei-cesterohire.

Cfnthia Parsons remained unconvj-nced, but besides the theory of the

matter, she had to deal with the polltics. Meeting some of her objections

and getting Teacher Center approved became an important teethr-i-ng exercise

for SArs fI-edgling connunity governance group, the Southeast Cowrcil.

For ttr-ls new body of parents, teachers, and commurrity flgures lt was the
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first blg issue. As school started in Years2 they worked wlth Hayen to

enljst more teacher lnvolvernent and teacher support ln hls p1an. Ttrey

played a critical. role i-n re-writing and legltinizing. At the end of

Septenber the Coirncll, not just adnlnlstretors, net rith the proJect

officer. They persuaded her to reconsider.

fn early October L972, finallS the staff development budget was

glven to an SEA Teacher Center board. Its majority lras seven faculty

froni the five schools, r*ith one pr:lncipaI, three parents, and tuo secondary

students. Fbom then on, this board was to make the decislons about staff

development priorities, programs, and fi:nd{ng. Fred Hayen would see that

those decisions were carried out. The director would be the dlrected.

The directed director, however, had much to flIL his days besldes

dlrect staff work for the new board. .[1reaff by the end of December, he

reported, trthe time reqrrlred ... to follow u.p on staff development pro-

grams is not available.tr llls tinre was golng instead to rrplannlng and

making contacts required for future roles of the Center.ft

What that reflects is that simul-taneous wi-th the birth of the board

other people were beginrring a serious search for some new linkage b"twue.,

I4rnneapolis Publie Schools and the University of Miru:esota. The idea of

continuing ldarshall-Uts joint policy board in K-12 governance and opera-

tion of the schools had been decj-sively defunct for months. Southeast

Couneil- was doing fine without University participation. In the persons

of several administrators and faculty, however, both institutions sti1l
wanted a contractual- arrangement for working together in Southeast. The

arena of corunon interest was pre-servj-ce and in-servlce teacher training.

A means for rnutuality mlght well be -- the Teacher Center.
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Thus through the fall and wlnter of Year-z a hlgh level I'slgnlf1-

cant grouprf exchanged, dlscussed, and modified conoept papers. Arnong

them were associate deans, associate superlntendentsl and dlrectors,

but not the Teacher Center board. In oprlng Jlm Kent and a College of

Education assoclate dean drafted a new contraet. It caIled for art

MpS/UM Teacher Center, encompessfng SEArs federal funds for staff de-

velopment, more than doubling that amount by equal dollar allocatlons

from school board and regents, adding Universlty offlce space and staff

time, and vastly enlarging the potentlal scope of work. The lnltlal hard-

won Teaeher Center board became a subsid.iary in-service committee. It

would preslde only over SEA funds for SEA use. i'or the new and more

ambitlous entity there was an eight-member new board, half appolnted by

the superi-ntend.ent of schools and half by the College of ftlucatlon dean.

Community voice was limlted to an assuranee that Souttreast Couneil would

nominate school people, and that each lnstltution would name rrat least

one conmunlty representative.tt Holding revlew and veto power even above

the new board was a four-man ad.ministrative committee, tr.ro second-level

deans or superintendents from school system and college.

Both school board and university regents approved the contract. In

Jufy 1973, the start of SEA Year-1, thu MPS/UM Teacher Center came into

existence. It moved on campus, into Peik HaIl, as the 7th - Bth grades

of l,larsha11-U High moved off. After a brief fuss about who would real1y

be in charge, Hayen or Kent, F?ed Hayen was chosen by the new board as

director.

ft is understandable, if regrettable, ihat all this groundwork rfor

future roles of the Centertr robbed support from tLre present ro1e, .tear-2t

of the Teacher Center boarrl. They dld gradually develop a process and some
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priorities for recelvirrg proposals and dispenslng funds. By havlng 1ts

members from the schools negotiate for ttre schools, the board built pro-

ject wide perspective while at the same time honoring each componentrs

priorities. It could not move far, though, toward the goal of ldentifying

eommon trai-ning strends and weaving tJrem into cross-component tralning pro-

grams. Nor, in the nr-ldst of all. e1se, was there nuch evldence of the

?rcenter as such?rthat Cynthla Parsons had trled to lnslst on.

With Hayen branching out as dlrector for MPS,/UM, the new in-servlce

committee wanted staff of its own. The name for the position was ln-servlce

coordinator. The work was a klnd of adninistratlve asslstant verslon of

responsibilities whlch Hayen had held for SEA alone at tLre start of the

project. To do 1t, tn Year-l and thereafter, the comnl-t,tee chose a

teacher from the high school. She stayed on top of details that prerriously

had tended to get lost. She provided fast response to sma1l requests, aJld

helped people define or budget their proposals for large ones. She pre-

pared agendas for the comnrittee, managed the paper fIow, and kept to

deadlines. Above all she kept i-n touch r*it^ir teachers and schools, and co-

ordinated the committeets annuai project-wide needs assessment. By that

process, each spring, B0 - 85f of the 1n-serviee budget could be committed

in advance to known priority programs of the alternatives. The rest re-

mained available for short-term response, and for strateglc initiatives

by the committee itself.

Though it intermittently talked of wanting to, the i-n-serrrice committee

eould actually do llttle by way of either strategy or initlation. In-

stitutionally, each school made its own large plans for extra meeting time,

cumlculum eonsultants, volunteers trainlngl and the like. Individually,

teachers and others submitted hundreds of requests for trlps to conferenees,
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reglstrations in workshops, and time to write eurriculum. Wlth so many

little things to do, the committee found no time for conceptuallzlng

obJectives of its own. They had logs and llsts of what was happenlng, but

no cor?orate criterl-a for assesslrqg its effectirneness. In any event, by

a nrle of Senatorial courtesy, they were not about to intervene j,n each

ottrerts schoolrs declsion maklng.

Essentially, then, the Teacher Center ln-servlce committee developed

as a fund-granting forum for balanclng requests. Almost entirelyl they

approved or adjusted what others proposed, wlthout advanclng to advocacy

on thelr own. SEA staff development st:'ategy remalned the sum of indlvi-

dual strategies, school by school and teacher by teacher. Ercept that

most of the money passed pretty mrch en bloc to the schools, that was not

so very d.ifferent from Iear-l-. What was different was that lrhile a

director could help people clarify problems and brai:r-storm solutions, a

coordinating committee eould not.

That is not to say that Teacher Center staff and the director hlmself

did not conti-nue to influence staff development in Southeast. Cadre teachers,

now lnclud.ing the former Free School theatre teacher, offered training ex-

periences rarging from integrated math/corunrinications methods, to in-

dustrial arts, to science on snowshoes, to creative movement,. ?he in-servlce

coord.inator kept people informed of what was available, in SEA and out. A

group of tsritish primary teachers came through, on a University project,

and spent a working day in Southeast classrooms. One community llaison

parent put on a seminar for parents with teen-agersl another offered futures

stud.ies for prineipals. Fred Hayen pushed the idea of a reorganized school

week for greater staff development time.
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Such activities now occurued and were mad.e possible, however, as the

smaller part of a rnuch larger enterprise. The new Teaeher Center quickly

reserved its Mps/uM program funds for proposals that brought school_ and

university people together for eity-wide serylce and lmpact. Easily

combined with this was a concept of Teacher Center itself as id.ea1 agent

for systemic change. Experienced teachers and admlnlstrators could take

internships and course-credits in Southeast, and then return to other

Mir:neapolis settings as tralned advoeates of an alternatives pattern. En-

hancing this strategy there could be satel-lite teacher centers based on

clusters of schools not unlike SEA.

Thus the grand design emerged of a new service delivery system for
educational trai:ring, oriented to alternatlves. By sophlsticated matrix-

charted organization, artful combinations of hard and soft money, and

personnel time-sharing with other units of school system or Unj-versity,

Hayen added pieces to the package in bewildering array. Communlty l-laison

parents, for example, were partlally supported by Teacher Center as trainers

of volunteers. District funds and staff for all aide training were trans-

ferred to the Center. A Teacher Corps grant supported. one satellite center, and.

separate NIE funds another. Title III was tapped for two ner+ staff (an

Open School parent and a Free School teacher) to interest schools or dis-
tricts from 18 Minnesota counties in exemplary programs from aeross the

country.

It would be premature to predict where the grand design will ultimately

lead. F,cr a signiflcant number of individuals -- not Just teachers -- Teacher

Center has plainly been a breeding ground for new ld.eas and new program ac-

tion. There are signs, though, that it has not quite caught hold as jntended.

The Year-5 proposal, that Teacher Center should dissenr-inate alternatives
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know-how nation widep was rejected. by NIE. More omlnous, it took lest

rninute Southeast lobbying to save any MPS support for Teacher Center at

all ln Minneapollst stringent budgeting tor Lg76-77. Hayenrs complex

and unusual organizatlonal concept does not sefl itself easi.ly ln a time

of retrenchment. The conglomerate change-agent Center often seems remote

from day-to-day school prograns. ItI want to see it surriverrrsaid one

frlendly top adninistrator while stnrgglilg with budget cutsl rrI wish

to heII I knew why.tt

Meanwhile, the college of Education apparently does know why. Its

vested interest in training educators, after all, l-s more lmmediately

apparent than the educatorst interest in systemic change. While MPS fund-

ing for the Center has been cut in half, UMrs stays stea{y' For its extra

share, however, the Unlversity r,rill insist art rroutreach and regionaliza-

tion of services of the Teacher Center beyond. Minneapolis Public Schoolsrr.

In short, the risk grows greater that Teacher Center will belong more to

the professors than to the teachers.

Be that as it may, 1t is a rare principal, teacher, or active parent

who does not answer rrstaff developmentrf when asked what resource, more

than any other, has fueled SEAIs vitality. The extra noney dispensed

through the in-service committee bought extra people, octra tine, and extra

stimulus for all i,he alterrratives to work to their lirnits on all the chariges

they were willing to try. The ortra skills, specialtiesl and linkages made

available und.er Teacher Center auspices, provided more of the same. SEA

staff did.rrdeveloptt, from not knowing qulte where to begin i-n Year-l, to

not even imagining an end. after Year-$. It is a safe bet that without

exuberant attention to making that happen, it would not have.
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Student Support Services --

Deliberate Psychological Educatlon

By comparison with other activities in SEA, these two were very qulet.

They generated no great controversy, had r:neventful organlzational histories,

and were content with limlted institutional lmpact. Their effectlve work,

moreover, was with lndirlduals or smal1 groups, almost always 1n the con-

text of some other program. One was concerned to facllitate, integrate,

and improve a range of traditional servlces. The other set out to produce

some quite non-tradltional curriculum. Startj-::g in charge of the flrst,

then developlng the second, was Kenneth Rustad"

There was early hope that w1thin the relative autonomy of SEA counsel-

ing, social work, nursing, and psychological services could be closely

interwoven on a K-12 and project-wide basls. The aims were very general.

Overlapping coneerns and skills of the separate dlsciplines should be

acknowledged in ways that i-ntegrated, rather than fragmented, serrrice to

students or families. Instead of being isolated from each oth.erl support

programs in the separate sehools should develop conmon perspectives on

their work with the Southeast population. There should be special co-

ordinated attention to the process of students movlng from alternative e1e-

mentary prograns into junior high. Ever;nnrhere, student support professionals

should be understood as developmental, preventive resources, not just called

on for remedial tror:.b1e-shooting.

To Rustad also feIl the adrdnistrative work corrnected r,rith transfers

and annual option choices withi:r SEA, and with the large number of trans-

fers into Southeast from outsi.de. The latter was particularly complicated

because of, racial-balance requirements on both the sending and receiving



school in each transfer.

As part of the overall enrlchment of resourcese each elementary alter-

natlve started with a full-time counselor. Later there was extra soclal-

work time, too, and the superrrised help of eight social-work interns. For

schools coping with program and populatlon changes together, and new parent

i-nvolvement at the same time, these added people made an important difference.

Free School, also, moved from not wantlng the counselor and soclal-work

Iabels, and rejeetlng the idea of outslde psychological services, to 1n-

sisting in Years-l+ and 5 that all were vitaI.

Coordinating ttrem K-12 and project-wide fron ttre start, however, was

sinply not on anyoners urgent agenda. The first Cemand was to build

strength and. working relationships i-n each place. lntegrating support

serrrice, teachers, aides, volunteers, and administration in one buildlng

was task enor:gh. Collaboration across school lines could happen as occaslon

required, but not for its or,rn sake. The general inter-school goals were

quickly put aslde, in favor of specific attention in each buildirrg to its

ovm student support team.

Not until the end of Year-)r di-d the projeet-wide team idea emerge

agai.n -- and then i-argely as a strategem to gain extra Minneapolis fi.rnding,

as the federal came to an end.. A proposal was drawn that shared soeial

work ski1}s, especially, across ttre project. Social workers and. counselors,

plus two corurmnity liaison parents and a community educatlon eoordinator

were to meet and parcel out common tasks as a K-12 tean. Part of the

rationale was to break new ground on behalf of simiiar K-12 cl-usters being

d"eveloped in other parts of the city.

In its first year the team achieved mi:red success, at best. Tts

achievements were chiefly adrni-ni-strative; a shared review of 5th graders
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moving lnto the Marshall-U optionsl a consistent wrltten po11cy on student

transfers in SEA; and lmproved harrdl-ing of the social workersr perennial

headachel free and reduced-price lu.nch l1sts. Beyond thls there w&s llttle.

As before, the press of particular responslbillties il separate schools was

stronger than the impetus to teamwork. t'lhether the team will be continued

is uncertain. If at the opense of anyth-lng in a team-memberts horne build-

lng, said one principa1 clearIy, lt should not be.

For Ken Rustad, meanwhile, the chlef attracti-on of working in SEA was

a chance to work on two specific interests 1n eomblnatlon: changing the

role of the counselor, and developlng personal-growth curriculum for hlgh

schoof students. Wlth only light demand for coordlnatlon of servlces, and

a sociaf work supervisor to help hin, he eould give these interests ful-l-

time attention. The result r*as the project known as deliberate psycho-

logical educati-on,

Without that name, the early Southeast begirurlngs of DPE were in the

guide groups at Marshall-University. As already related, they did not go

far in practi-ce. To Rustadrs thinking, they did not go nearly far enough

in theory, either. Before Year-l was out he had made contact with Norman

Sprinthall, who had begun some highly praised high school work in Massa-

chusetts, and was about to l-eave Harvard to become prcfessor of corrnsel-

ing at the University of Minnesota. Sprinthall was glad to work with

Rustad on eurriculum, using SEA as a l-aboratory and training slte for their

conmon goals. Jim Kent, knoning something of Sprinthall from his own

Massachusetts days, allocated initiat funding for Year-2. For year-3 and

beyond, after convincing Experimental Sehools that it was not just itEsalen

for staffril DPE became part of 1.lne 1973-75 contract wlth NIE.

What is the deliberate psychologicaf education project? Alone in SEA,
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it 1s a research and ercperlment based effort to produce dlscrete affec-

tive curriculum materials at secondary Ieve1. The academlc connection

is important in two respects. Flrst, 1t has relnforced a strong theo-

retical framework whlch guides the curriculum try-outs. Second, lt has

kept tJre enphasis on achieving a product for later use, rather than on a

process of present change. In SEA context both these are unusal quallties.

They account for much of the difflculty people have felt ln trylng to fit

DPE with the overall alternatives pattern.

DPE is also unusual in having clearly lim:ited goals. It does not

aim to reshape or reorganize any whole system -- except possibly, by in-

direction, how counselors are tralned and spend their time. It does not

pronise a rad.ically different affective environment. It simply says that

speciflc electj-ve courses, for regular curriculum credite can help meet

the general failure of high schools to promote positive personal growth.

Not as a by-product, but as what is detiberately taught, students can

learn more complex and integrated self-understanding, stronger personal

identi-ty and autonomy, improved ability to communicate with others, and

more complex ethical reasoning. Sueh courses are not offered as therapy,

either. They should be as effectively taught by subject-matter speciallsts

in their regular departments, as by counselors.

Basic to the DPE model are certain wel-l known current theories of

developmental psychology: Piaget on cognitive development; Kohlberg on

moraIl and. Loevi-nger on ego stages. Teenagerst personal growth can be

nurtured when they take perspectives different from their own on a con-

tinuun of stages. They learn to rrexperience the worl-d differently.rr An

effective way offttaking the perspective of othersrris to practice the
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skl1ls of others. Thus lnvolvement and reflection on rfsignlficant adult

experlence'r becomes central to the teaching,/learnlng strategy.

Beginntng ln Year-2 Bustad and colleagues began trylng out their

theory and strategy ln new course-offerings at ldarshall-U. Besides

Sprlnthall and University assoclates, the colleagues lncluded hlgh school

teachers and. counselors. They participated in a trainlng semlnar, helped

design the new materials, Brld co-taught with Sprinthall or Rustad. Thelr

first offerings were psychology of counsellng, and moral diIerunas. The

former emphasizes empathic listening and response, and studentsf teach-

ing of these skills to eaeh other. The latter works with dlscussion of

value conflicts in both personal relatlonships and pub11c policy. Both

courses were socj-nl studies electives, and 1t was social studies teachers,

who first worked on the technlques of ftfearnlng psychology by doing psy-

chology.fr Both courses attraeted. good. enrollments, mostly froin among

academically above-average students .

In the following two years these courses were revlsed, and a total

of six others satisfactorily d.eveloped. Among them are titles such as

womenrs growth (English teacher), chl1d developnent, and two-person re-

lationships (both in home economics). By enlisti.ng the cotxrselors and

some teachers at Marcy and Pratt-Mot1ey, DPE mad.: teaching of elementary

children part of the ttsignificant adult ocperienceff for its students. It

also began a class at another high school. By Year-5 ni-ne teachers, 11

counselors, and a social worker had taught or co-taught at least one DPE

course. During Year-St on the basis of accumulated experience and. evalua-

tions, the DPE team prepared slx currieulum guldes, plus two companlon

monographs on theory, deslgn, and evaluatlon. In thelr Judgment, the pro-

duet is tested and ready to use.
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In SEA and Minneapolls", however, that use is very sli-ght. The trained

teachers are doubtless uslng DPE sklIls ln other classes, but not the DPE

currlculum itself. Counselors ln general tfare not running to pick lt uprrr

probably because it ls too sharp a break wlth their accustomed remedlal

and one-to-oDe ro1es. A practlcal difflculty almost anythere ls the need

for two.or three-hour blocks of rela:ced tlme for the courses to be effec-

tive. A partlcular problem at ldarshall-U ls that nost of the open and

interested teachers had low seniority, and were lost to the school as en-

rollrnent decllned.

It looks unliJ<e1y that DPE curriculum can come off t'kre shelf without

unusually strong ad.mlnistrator commitment, together wlth teachers specl-

flcally wanting to tterctrrerience the world differentlytr themselves.

Business Adrrlsor Serrrlces

Business and financial serrrices ln SEA nlght have been just balancing

the books and filing the requlsitions. Li fact, the thrust was to nake

then much more thal that. The business advj-sor from Leat-Z, Rodney French,

preferyed never to think of bud.gets apart from governance. Governance ts

decision-making about the use of resor:rces. Flnancial reports are lnfor-

mation about the use of resources. Decision makers requi-re irrformation.

Qnly people with information can make decisi-ons, or effectively in-

fluence them. If governance is to be put i-n raany hands--decentralized --

then so rmst financial reports be.

French did require books to be balanced and requisitions fj-Ied. He

also ran interference with purchasing and payro11, dealt with contract

monl-tors in Washlngton, and juggled. route sehedules for 16 SEI buses. For

three ]rears, however, the heart of his work was to teach people to think
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pi'ocess .

0f partlcular lnterest here, however, are the ways ln whlch after-
school and school-day pr:o6rems have lmplnged on each ottrer ln sf,[ con-

text. There are several. In one form or another all rai-se the questlon

whether overlap and lntegration are desirable, and if desirable, whether

they are feaslble. Taken together, they make a mjxed story.

One sueh qtr,:stion has been mentloned earller: whether or not hlgh

school students can receive credit for Commrnlty Education courses. In

rear-2 the Marshall--u faculty approved a spectfied l1st of evenlng

school classes for elective credit each quarter. Thls practice contlnued

thereafter, but on a diminlshing scale. At the end of year-l+ and begln-

ning of Year-5 the basic question was being rai-sed agaln, elmost as a

new j-ssue. Wlth lt, adminlstrators were dlscussing ttre para1le1 ques-

ti-on, whether adults might enrol1 jl some dayttme coirrses. Both the

Community Educatlon coordinator and the prlncipal afflrm ad.vantage and.

opportunity for students ln crossing the traditional age boundaries. But

they also cite itobstaclesfr, and the matter remains at a dlscussion stage.

Simpler and more familiar is the question of facilities. Afternoon

and evening activlties use the same space as rrregular'f school during the

day. Usually they need the same furr:iturer arld often the same equipnent

and materials. Opportunities for frlction are obvious. fn Southeast

they ',rere perhaps more numerous than usual because of the differing
physical srrangenents and in-the-bu1ld.ing llfestyles of the alternative

elementary programs. It was essentlal that conmunity eclucatlon people who

wanted entree lnto the elementary buildings understand. and value those

differences, just as elementary people nrust understand. the values of
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Communlty Frlucation. Because adminlstrators and other staff regularly

m6t together, wlth parent involvement on both sides, there was enough

personal famlliartty and tnrst to encourage the expansJ-on whlch occured.

Even at Free School, wlth the hlghest lnternal stress levels and the

Ieast neighborhood ldentlty, sharing facilltiee was qulte easily accom-

p1lshed.

In add.itlon to administratlve supportl the maJor drive for knlttlng

corunrnity and school-day education togetkrer came from the people known

as CRCts. The lnitials stand for communi-ty resource co-ordlnator. They

label a signlficant and novel staff positlon whose hlstory and uncertai-n

future well illustrate the personal and orgariizatlonel dynarnlcs of SEA.

The position evolved from a coalescing of the ori-ginal nelghborhood-

based communi-ty llai-sons wlth parent or volunteer co-ordlnator posltions

whlch had arisen ln the schools almost as soon as alternatives began.

By the sunmer after Yeay-2 it seemed tlme for a general review and some

specific planning about community participation and resources throughout

Southeast. Jim Kent askel BecIry Lattimore to convene a task force in-

clud.ing her ov,rn communlty school eo-ordinators, the schoclsr parent/

volirnteer coordinators, and his comm:rrity liaisons. She did so.

Erom that meeti::g came tlre general description; community resource

co-ord.inator: a person in each buil.ding to develop volunteer contribu-

tions of all sorts, strengthen parent participatlon, and maintain sehocl-

corumrnity communication generally. There was more than the title, though.

The task force proposed an ongoing K-12 conmunity resource team, to be

headed by a projeet-wide CRC of i-ts own. fn a regular, structured way

ttre team would. brlng together three distinct but overlapping interests:

-171r-



(1) the ln.-school CRCfs, working dally wlth teachers, parent, and non-

parent vol-unteers, parents as such, and often chlldren; (Z) ttre Corum:nity

Education afternoon and evening program leaderse servlng sone of the

same chlldren or famllles, and knowledgable abcut Souttreast teachers and

1ea:.ners from a dlfferent perspective; (:) tte new MPS,/UM Teacher Center,

through wlrich the CBCIs were f\rnded, ln whose space Commrnity Educatlon

for SEA was now officed, and whose plans looked forward to trai-ning of

volunteers and teachers to work together. As so often in SEA, an en-

riched ferment of new roles, new resourees, aJld new reward.s was produc-

lng its own pressures for change.

The summer task force proposal took effect. Communlty llaison

posltlons, Ilnking neighborhoods, schools, and the SEA offlce, uere

phased out. Community resouree coordinators, 1lr:king school constituencies,

volunteer skills, Corumrnity Erlucation, and the Teacher Center, Here phased

in. T\^ro of the original liaisons were now CRCts, and the third was in-

volved with Teacher Center in other ways. Two parents shared the positlon

at Marshall-U, working rrith volunteers onlX: not organizing parents. Free

School hired one of its own Southeast aides, the only non-parent CBC. Job

descriptions varied somewhat from school to school, but conmon concerns

and g.gpgij d9_corp,g, were strong. By October the CRCf s had their own co-

ordinator, chosen by a comnlttee fron all the sehools and Souttreast

Council. The team met b1-week1y. They pooled efforts ln listjngt re-

cruiting, and screening eommunity vo}:nteer resources. They trained and

offered tralning together, They wrote an SEA volunteer handbook. They

became famillar with strengths and weaknesses in each otherrs schools,

with what was happenlng in Cormunity Education, and wlth the Teacher Center.

They were an lmportant routual support group.



Three further facts mrst be noted about the CRCrs. Firstl through

years-3 and -h they grew steadlly more inportant to program nalntenence

at the elementary schools ancl Free School. As federal f\:nds for extra

staff dwind.led, organlzed and. reliable volunteers beeame more vite1.

The CRC and her colleagues on the tean were each schoolts Ilnk to a re-

source it must have -- the community. It was a position which no prln-

cipal or adrrisory group was willlng to phase out.

Second, by thelr very existence, thelr way of worklng, and the make-

up of thelr tean the CRCrs helped blur the line between Communlty Edu-

cation and the defined school day. Tt was not only that they were

bringilg the corumrnlty into the schools as educators. They also en-

couraged programnatj-c connections between day and after-school actirrities

(especlally at Tuttle and. Pratt), *d were an essentlal connunlcation

link between Comrmrnity Edueation and regular faculty (especially at Free

School).

Thi_rd, despite all this, the cftCts r,rere very vulneyable. Their

firnding, too, was federal, and quickly disappearirg. In the strrreture

of Minneapolis schools, they had neither professional standing nor even

the security of para-professional aides. They were neither fish nor

fow1. Despite what almost everyone agreed was their near indispensable

fr.rnction in an alternatives ecology, they were an endangered specles.

pu.ttipg l;hese facts together in the winter of Year-h, Jirn Cramer (now

Community Erfucation co-ordinator for Southeast) and Jim Kent drafted a

clearly argued position statement. Its basic concept was rfto expand the

substance of Community Frlucation into the regular schocl day.tt If that

could. be aecepted, then 1ocal Community ECucation funds could go to sup-

port a CRCrs organizing of corununity volunteers, even though much of the
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community progran r^rith chlldren took place durlng school, rather than

after. 'The CRC could have a dual report llne to Corununity trklucation and

to 'uhe building prlnciPal.

It was a careful effort, but it failed. The new concept could not

be accepted by the central ad.ministratj.on of Commrnlty Educatlon. It

flew 1n the face of long-standlng arrangemenfs and settled budget pollcy.

Conmunlty Educatl-on must happen after the teachers went home -- ln whlch

ease, moonlighting, a daytime CRC was certainly e11glb1e to coordinate

it. Whatever an earller progran mlght look llke, lt was not Communlty

Education. The discusslon ceme to an end, and rfour attempts to further

the relationshipr rf Cramer reported, Ithave been thwarted.rr

Back to sguare one. By ottrer bud.get strategems (lncludlng the frac-

tional use of teacher allotnrents), and by cuttlng back thej-r tlne, CRCis

were saved for \ear-S. The title has also gained currency and leglti-

macy outside Southeast. For 1976-77 there is a tfury allocation of one

salary to go toward 10 CRC posltlons in the administrative area of whieh

SEA is now part. Wrether that can somehow be parlayed into larger suppcrt

for the work to be done, remains to be seen.

Internal Evaluatioq

0f all K-12 services begun outside the schools, internal eval-

uation devel.oped the closest and most eonstant relationship with pro-

grams inside them. Emphasis and degree of intenslty varied, but sooner

or later every alternative -- in the elementary schools almost eYery

classroom -- eafite directly in touch with evaluators. Internal eval-

uatj-on was highly vislble at project-wide leve1s also. Through regular

surveys and a steady flow of written reports it asked the attention of
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every home and every staff member'

Both these aspects of internal evaluation -- school based and pro-

ject-wide -- carried out sone of the rather vague promises in the orig-

inal SEA proposal. How they would develop, however, only began to eome

clear toward the end of Year-I. Until then, most of the available enprgy

was used up in a battle over boundary lines between evaluation Level I

and evaluation Level II. Dcperlmental Schools had saidr it may be remem-

bered, that they sho'r.Id cooperate'

They tried., but for reasons both methodological and personal it

turned out they could not. lnternal Level I was to collect and provide

imrnediate useful information for people making declsions within the pro-

ject. Its audience was southeast or Minneapolls, md it was respon-

sibte to sEArs own management. kternal Level rI was also to collect

useful informatlon, but for purposes of summlng up later how and whether

the project succeeded or failed. Its audience was washlngton, and it

was separately contracted by Experimental Schools. In the terms of the

trad.e, one team was formatlve, the other sunmative'

when they came to work together on an overall evaluation design,

they could not agree. In faIl of Year-I Level II produced a bulky

plan which Level I director Dale La Frenz inrrited community meetings

to criticize, and recorunended washington reject. washington did, but

offered nothing hetpful in the way of guid'elines or directives for a

second try. The most problematic bones of contention were how much

influence SEA schools r^rould have on the design of external evaluation

instruments, especially testing; and how freely Leve1 I1 could send peo-

p1-e into the schools, especially participant observers' over these

and other j-ssues relatlonships deteriorated steadily. Neither team
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got much actual evaluation work done.

In Apri1, finally, &cperlnental Schools asked SEA to subnit lts own

internal evaluation plan for Year-2. Some 21 dlserete tasks were deflned

and approved. About the same time Level ff sent Washington lts separate

second design. with detailed critique from each component, sEA vo1-

untered a highly qualified recommendatlon that it be accepted, too.

That did not holp at the relatj-onships Ievel, and neither did Level lIts

release to the press, two months 1ater, of a sumrnary Year-l evaluation

in adversary format. fn fact, nothlng helped, until- agreement on a 11ve-

and-1et-l-ive truce ln summerr and eventually some extensive changes of

Level ff persorurel.

Meanwhile, a pattern for i-nternal evaluatlon had begun to emerge.

Schools were asking for very different ki:rds of seririces, feeli-ng pressed

by very different needs. At the same time, as basic measures of ehoice-

making effectiveness, SEA and Mir:neapolis management needed to know what

sorts of students were goixg wherer md how well farrilles were satisfled

with the alternatives avaj-lab1e. Together those requirements posed two

different sets of tasks. Ther6 nust be intra-school serrrices specifically

and flexibly tailored to the differlng programs. There must alse be

project-wide analyses of student characteristics and movement, a11d of

parent opi-nion. To get the work done i-n co-ordirrated manner, it was not

realistic to rely on a two-man staff plus occasional contracted serrrices.

There needed to be an enlarged evaluation team, some very closery iden-

tlfled wlth indlvidual schools, others chlefly at work on wider tasks,

but all responslble to a conmon concept of formative evaluatlon.

Such a team began to develop wtth the hirtng of part-time evaluators

for the Open and Free sehools in winter of Year-l. When budget tripled
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1n Year-2, the team expanded morel allowlng service not only to every

school, but to sunmer proJects and to components such as the Teacher

Center as we11. A crucia1 organizati-onal decl-slon was to make even

rrlive-inrt evaluators formal-ly aecountable to the Level I manager,

rather than to a building priacipal. Tha+" helped lnsulate evaluatlon

from political eurrents withln the buildl-ng, and provlded lmportant

protection agalnst thelr being used as utility inflelders for ad hoc

trouble-shootlng. By keeplng each evaluator famlliar with al-1 the eval-

uation output, aIso, the team stmcture i-ncreased the llkelihood of

useful data from outslde a school being brought to peoplers attention

within it.

The program-specific use of evaluators indeed varied widely from

school to school, md changed over time. In the Contemporary and Con-

tiluous hrcgress schools evaluatlon servlce was linked closely to cur-

riculum change in basic skil-ls areas. Tuttle used evaluation budget

for University hetp in systematizlng an eclectic reading progran. This

Ied. to the Tuttle pupil progress ehart, and then to assistance from

Level I staff in simplifying and sumraarizing the data which lt recorded.

In Year-h Tuttle and Level I derised a brief affective survey to give

staff a pi-cture of how students felt about school and themselves.

At both T\rtt1e and Pratt-Motley -- and briefly at Marsha}l-U

-- there was hear4y investment in Comprehensive Achievement Monitoring

(CaU; for math. Throughout the project the Contlnuous Progress teach-

ers were assessi:tg and re-evaluating their IMS math ercrri-cu1um. Level I

helped with special testj-ng to measure studentst retention of math skiJ-ls,

and with gatherlng parent feedback. Helping l.nterpret CAM reports for

parents at tuttle was an ongoing project, which doubtless explains in
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part that schoolrs desire, at the end of Year-5r to contl-nue CAM desplte

the arpense.

La Frenz and others inltlally hoped that CAM would provlde a way for

cri-terion refereneed measurement to beeome [the foundatlon of evaluation

activity in Southeast schools.ft That was not to be, partly because

few people felt kindly about CAMis ultra-detal1ed computerlzed erlteria,

partly because sueh crlterla proved all but imposslble to develop in

such areas as social studies and physical educatlon, and partly because,

CAM was unmanageabl-e wlthout extra fundlng for aides. Flnding all that

out was part of Level Ifs in-school work.

With Continuous kogress Level f evaluators moved ln ttsofterrr areas,

too. Data from the Torrence ereatlve thinking test gave staff one klnd

of information they wanted. Classroom observatlons of where and at r"rhose

instigation chlldren used math, writing, and reading ski1ls offered

another. Interviews with both students and staff about the Eframld

reading materlals were important to the ongoing revislon of that

eurriculum. 
I

h"att-Motley and Tuttle never had fu11-ti-me evaluation service.

For almost two years, both Marcy and Free School did. In both places

evaluators were clearly ehosen as people indigenous to the culture of

the school itseJ-f, and eorunitted to its purposes. For Marcy it was one

of the organizi-ng parents; for trbee Schoo1 it was flrst a friend of the

staff, and later a parent. Their work was strongly oriented to ob-

serving, d"escribing, and elarifying wlth their in-school peers what was

going on as the school developed. It rested heavily on the evaluatorst

abllities to suggest or find out tho questions people wanted to answer,

and then to come up qulckly with data to help them do 1t.
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At the Open School that entalled a great deal of close class-

room observatlons related to partlcular concerns of lndivldual teachers.

On a broader scale lt led to observj-ng and lntervlewtng chlldren as a

prine source of data for assessing Marcyrs fidellty to lts own goals.

Studentst pereeptions of how they could spend their time, of who and what

were available to help them learn, and of what the staff expected all

became grist for the mill of program declsion-making by Marcy eouncil

and staff.

Espeeially influential in the 0pen School was a theoretlcal stance

advaneed by the evaluator and endorsed by the ldarcy council. It argued

that the primary accountabillty of a school is for the learning envlron-

ment, which lt controls, rather than for what students learrt, whlch lt

does not. Environnental decisions are about the use of time and space,

the materlals and aetivlties to be nade available, and the nature of adult-

to-child lnteraction. Evaluation concentrates heavily on developlng a

fulIy-dimensioned portrayal of the school enrrlronment in this sense, and

especially of how children are responding to it. School decisi-on-makers

can assess sueh information in light of the schoolrs goa-ls, and be held

aecountable for adjusting the environment, not the children.

Free School worked i:: more ad hoc ways. Its evaluators were fre-

quently involved in procedural suggestions for responding to immediate

problems. Designilg questionnai-res and interviews for a personnel

corunittee was one j-nstance. Tracing the movement and influence of hlghly

disruptive students was another. When the school changed buildings

there was much attentlon to traffic patterns and use of space by stu-

dents and staff. Ibee School evaluators, as at Marcy, labored long to

help with reeord-keeping and reporting procedures. They had nruch less
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suceess than at Marcy in wlrurlng the tlme of staff or governlng board

for refleetlng on data ln relatlon to policy. Sti1l, there was ruch data.

At the elose of each year it w&s sununarlzed and made avalIable, wlth rec-

orunendations, in an internal enraluatlon ;rear-end report.

The chief lnternal evaluation serrrlce at Marshall-Unlverslty ras to

new proJeets such as ATIARE and the gulde-groups, earlXr md then to the

ridddle school and senior-high open alterrratlqres, late. Near the end of

Year-5 a great deal of data was reported frorn a student oplnion survey,

and from analysis of the cholce-making process among both students and

parents. These are quite detall,ed studies. The problen ln the high

school, as anyrrrhere else, will be flndlng a forrm which was tlme to use them.

Close to half the Level I budget has gone to gatherlng and dlssem-

i-nating project-wide inforrnation. Two major and repeated types of anal-

ysis were parent opinion surveys and studies of student mobillty. Parent

surveys were annual and asked for response from every famlly. They

basically had to do with how satisfied fanilies were with varlous aspects

of their chlldrenrs schools and of the proJect as a whole. In additlon

there was room eaeh year for each school to find out parent sentiment

on current school issues or questlons whlch would have to be declded

in the future. With results summarized in the SEA newspaper, parent sur-

veys were probably the rnost widely and carefully looked at of any SEA

evaluation data. They could be fornnatlve 1n their j-nfluence on staff and

advisory group deeision-rnaklng. As a whole, they are also summatlve.

They answer the question whether people approved the project.

Mobility studi-es, at the end of the project, ean also be consid-

ered summative. They show a stable percentage of Southeast elementary

chlldren choosing some other alternative than their neerest school, and
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a d.ramatically increasi.ng percentage of elementary transfers into South-

east. By ehowtng how some student and famlly characterlstlcs vary slg-

nlflcantly from ochool to echool, whlle othere do not, these studles pro-

vided a basls for searching questlons about the alternatlves. Sometlmes

such gueotions did get asked. But sometlmes they got shunted aslde, too:

on two occasions the SEA Management Team blocked publlcation or further

pursuit of data analyses tendlng to show socio-economic stratiflcatlon

among the elementary alternatives.

A few level I project-wide efforts have been responsive to requests

for formatlve informatlon by ad.ministrators or non-school groups. The

Teacher Center, for example, asked for logging and analysis of staff work

patterns, md of how the Center was percelved ln the schools. Three

staff su:cveys have provided some neasure of teachersr and' aidesr sat-

isfactj-ons, or othenrise, with worki-ng ix SEA. The Year-5 student sup-

port services team used observations on its functioning gathered by a

Level I evaluator.

Qne question which SEA add.ressed in various ways through inter-

na1 evaluation, but did not solve, was how to measure and report on

student achievement. In every school there were attempts to design an

apparatus for performance-based records. In Year-3 Leve1 I reported

that SEA elementary principals considered standardized test scores of

llttle or negatlve value in rnaking decisions about general prograln or

ind.ividual students. Each school consi-dered its own record-keepi-ng sys-

tem far more useful. There was fairly widespread hope, both insj-de the proJect

an6 out, that somethi:rg night emerge from SEA to replace and overthrow

the city-wide norrn-referenced measures.

But in fact nothing did. The reason is that each schoolrs
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system was pecullar to the school itself, at some partlcular and im-

pernanent stage of 1ts develgpment. Marcyts language arts and math grids,

for example, were radically chanlged at least twlcel and ln Year-5 had been

Iargely supptr-anted by teachersr prlvate records. That may well be the

most authentic and practlcal way of obtalnlng records that help teachers

teach and chlldren 1earn. But lt could not satlsfy the demands of out-

siders for quantified achlevement results, comparable from school to

school and year to year.

The formative evaluation which SEA staff and parents will probably

niss most is the close-to-hone informstlon which helped them see what

they were doing as they moved into pajor program change. In sone pro-

grams the jnternal evaluator posltion was ltself an lnf1uent1a1 sup-

portive j-nnovation. Everywhere it served a very different functlon

from the research and evaluation studi-es whleh most dlstricts conduct.

Both lntra-school and proJect-wide, Level I aimed to str:engthen cur-'

rent decision-making by providing a reliable base of shared infornation.

A particular emphasis of the Level I manager slnce Year-3l Thel Kocher,

has been to document such infornation in disseminable form, even after

the fact of its loca1 use. There 1s therefore a formldable library

of internal evaluation reports for any who now want to researeh a mode

of evaluation which is itself very different from the usual research.
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