
Expanding the Concepts of 
School Renewal and Change
If we want to improve education, we must 
look at schools from the inside—and 
consider the many other institutions that 
educate, as well.
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O ne of the most powerful influ 
ences on how a school conducts 
itself is its culture. This influ 

ence is easily understood when we rec 
ognize that culture is more than shared 
tradition; it is essentially the solutions 
groups of people derive to the survival 
problems they face. Culture, then, is 
purposeful. It is the means by which 
people make sense of their setting. 
Among the solutions are particular orga 
nizational structures, patterns of behav 
ior, and ways of interrelating that consti 
tute a system that has meaning to the 
group. Included in the solutions, too, 
are the assumptions and belief systems 
people hold about the nature of their 
environment and about themselves. As 
such, culture is more than a group's way 
of doing things; it is also the meanings 
the group attaches to these ways. All of 
these elements—organizational struc 
tures, behavior patterns, underlying be 
liefs, and meanings—have both' mani 
fest and latent effects on the members of 
the group and on the events that take 
place in the setting.

This definition of culture provides a 
useful perspective from which to view 
schools and their change processes. 
First, it leads us to see the organization 
al arrangements and activities of the 
school as purposeful; they "make sense" 
in the context. This is not to say that all 
schooling events can be justified, but 
they can be understood i n the setting. 
Second, this cultural view demands that 
the school context be approached as 
complex sets of interrelationships 
among organizational structures, indi 
vidual behaviors, and underlying beliefs

rather than a collection of isolated or 
independent elements. It demands that 
school characteristics, processes, and 
outcomes be considered mutually influ 
ential phenomena. Third, by consider 
ing underlying assumptions and belief
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systems as well as observable structures 
and behaviors, we are led to explore not 
only what school processes and out 
comes are like, but also why particular 
organizational alternatives, and not oth 
ers, evolved as appropriate in a particu 
lar setting.

Finally, attention to the latent as well 
as the manifest effects of events in the 
school setting broadens our view of what 
might be considered outcomes of 
schooling and effects of change. When 
taken together, the elements of this 
cultural view of schooling compel us to26 EDUCATIONAL LEADERSHIP



approach schools and school change 
efforts with a sense of the wholeness and 
integrity of the system; they permit us to 
take into account both the sources of 
resistance to change attempts and the 
broadest range of effects such attempts 
might have. In short, this view per 
suades US to look nonsupcrficially at 
schools. Schools and those who arc 
trying to help them need the kind of 
understanding that comes from this per 
spective in order to change in funda 
mental ways.

Anthropological descriptions of cul 

tures may be of two types, "etic" or 
"emic" views. The "etic" view portrays 
the culture from the point of view of an 
outsider looking in; the "emic" portrays 
it from within. For example, an outsider 
may see round objects in a setting and 
describe them accordingly: they have a 
center hub and wire spokes emanating 
from the hub to the outside perimeter of 
the object. The outsider knows about 
such objects and calls them wheels. The 
outsider now assigns "wheel" meanings 
to these objects, but the objects may not 
have the same meanings to those inside 
the culture.

Often outsiders ascribe meanings to 
school events that make sense to the 
outsider but may not reflect the view of 
those inside the school. If schools are to 
be understood from the point of view of 
those inside, the second type of descrip 
tion—the "emic"—is necessary. You 
cannot acquire an inside view of a 
school by observing it from the outside; 
you have to come to understand what 
the people there arc all about—to think 
like them—and that requires a great 
deal of interaction with those inside the 
school.

We contend that change will more 
likely occur if schools arc viewed as 
cultures and if "emic" views occupy the 
attention of those trying to help schools 
reform. Too often, outsiders do not 
understand the inside view of the school 
and try to promote changes without 
considering conditions as insiders see 
them. They go into schools believing 
their outside view to be correct. They do 
not acquire inside knowledge that would 
allow them to understand the school's 
conditions and to suggest solutions to 
problems appropriate to the culture as 
they come to know it.

One other point is important here. 
Despite the considerable sameness 
among schools—what we might call a 
general schooling culture—each school 
has its own particular culture in which 
organizational arrangements, patterns of 
behavior, and assumptions have come 
into being in a unique way. While it is 
possible to describe cultural patterns 
likely to be found at all schools, these 
are abstractions. The local school is 
where social, political, and historical 
forces are translated into practice, and at 
each school that is likely to happen in 
different ways. Change efforts based 
only on an understanding of a general 
school culture, and not on its particular 
form at the local school, will ignore 
what is most critical: the particular 
structures, behaviors, meanings, and

belief systems that have evolved in that 
school. These particular cultural ele 
ments—what Sarason calls regulari 
ties'—are the local manifestations of the 
general schooling culture and the ac 
commodation of the school to the social 
and political pressures exerted by its 
particular community, both historically 
and in their contemporary forms. These 
local school regularities constitute both 
what must be understood if change is to 
be achieved and what must be altered if 
change is to be anything but trivial.

But it is exactly these regularities that 
are overlooked in most change at 
tempts—most likely because of the pow 
erful underlying belief that these regu 
larities are natural. Because they are 
based on assumptions that are rarely 
made explicit, regularities are seldom 
recognized and alternatives to them 
rarely conceived. Further, as Sarason 
states, ". . . here one runs smack into 
the obstacle of another characteristic of 
school culture: there are no vehicles of 
discussion, communication, or observa 
tion that allow for ... variation to be 
raised and productively used for pur 
poses of help and change. ;

Changing schools, we conclude, re 
quires breaking through this "natural 
order" of things as it has evolved for the 
organization of schooling. The question 
is, how?

Our answer is that, first, we need to 
rethink what it means to "know" and 
how people use what they know to 
ground their actions. Second, we need a 
perspective on renewal and change that 
is compatible with both the cultural 
view of schooling and this new episte- 
mology.

Knowledge and Inquiry
That there arc many ways to "know" 
and, therefore, many ways to inquire 
often escapes the attention of research 
ers and practitioners as they try to ac 
quire knowledge that will be useful in 
their attempts to improve schooling and 
education. Quite frequently, for exam 
ple, we see an overrcliance on or exclu 
sive belief in a particular mode of inqui 
ry when, in fact, the complex problems 
in schooling and education demand a 
much broader and more flexible per 
spective on gaining appropriate knowl- 
edge.'

Let's first deal with the idea that there 
is more than one way to know. Many 
elementary teachers divide their classes 
into two or more reading groups. Why? 
What knowledge do they bring to bear
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on an instructional practice designed to 
cope with individual differences in read 
ing skills? Some teachers might hold 
firmly to this view because they simply 
"know" it to be the correct teaching 
technique. Others might have the same 
view because they believe what they 
have been told by others "in the know." 
The philosopher Charles Peirce has la 
beled these two methods of knowing 
tenacity and authority. 4 These methods 
require neither empirical/experiential 
data nor rational thought. Kinder de 
scriptors of them might be "convention 
al wisdom" or "world views." As anoth 
er example, many educators simply 
"know" or believe others' opinions that 
teaching and learning are best conduct 
ed in places we call schools. 5 These 
kinds of "knowledge" are so deeply root-' 
ed and implicit in our working assump 
tions that they often go unquestioned.

If we require logical reasoning to 
prevail, however, we can add the ratio 
nal and empirical methods of knowing 
to our list. An example of the former is 
the field of pure mathematics, in which 
assumptions plus reason act to establish 
knowledge that may or may not be 
applicable to observable phenomena. 
But if we take as our point of departure a 
world of physical and social phenomena 
that can be better understood through 
reason, we become, in a very broad 
sense, empiricists.

There is more than one mode of 
empirical inquiry. Perhaps the most 
popular is the traditional scientific ap 
proach borrowed from the study of phys 
ics. The physical scientist, for example, 
knows the functional relationships 
among distance, time, and gravity for a 
falling object. He or she knows this as a 
consequence of using exacting experi 
mental methods that confirm perfectly 
(or nearly perfectly) replicable cause- 
and-effect relationships.

Social scientists (including educa 
tional researchers) also use this way of 
knowing to study objects. But in a very 
real sense, the objects they study are 
themselves. And although they attempt 
to attain the apparent objectivity of the 
scientific method, the essential subjec 
tivity of their enterprise presents a multi 
tude of uncertainties. Even in the best 
of controlled social research, the inter 
pretation of cause-and-effect relation 
ships is difficult, primarily because of 
the need to operationalize and measure 
complex hypothetical constructs, such 
as learning, motivation, aspiration, atti 
tudes, and so on. Given the myriad 
possible definitions of these constructs

and the existence of numerous other 
interacting variables, the most replica 
ble empirical relationships in the social 
sciences are invariably the most narrow 
and the least generalizable. These repli 
cable relationships can be useful so long 
as they are not overinterpreted, and so 
long as they are recognized as knowl 
edge based on predictive relationships, 
with many "exceptions to the rule."

The recent school effectiveness stud 
ies are a case in point. By examining a 
number of particularly effective or inef 
fective schools (defined by standardized 
achievement scores), researchers have 
derived such characteristics as academic 
emphasis, principal leadership, high ex 
pectations, and so forth. But we don't 
really know if these characteristics are 
antecedents, consequences, or corre 
lates of a more complex process of 
ongoing school improvement. In effect, 
knowledge based on predictive relation 
ships alone is not sufficient to achieve 
understanding. If we were to immerse 
ourselves more thoroughly in the proc 
ess of school improvement from the 
standpoint of a participant observer, 
phenomenologist, ethnographer, or the 
like, however, we could add to our 
knowledge base a texture of individual 
and collective meanings on the context 
and process of the educational experi 
ence.

"It becomes clear that 
value positions are 
implicit in all forms of 
knowledge and 
inquiry."

Unlike the traditional inquiry meth 
ods, then, these naturalistic approaches 
to acquiring empirical knowledge at 
tempt art interpretive understanding of 
the educational gestalt by reflecting on 
the meanings that organizational struc 
tures and characteristics, human behav 
iors, and feelings hold for the partici 
pants in the setting. This is 
accomplished through detailed ac 
counts, analysis, and synthesis of events 
and interactions in the setting and inter 
views with participants by researchers 
and (preferably) participants alike.

Yet achieving the depth of knowledge 
possible using both the traditional and 
naturalistic inquiry modes is missing yet

a third and most important ingredient. 
We need to explicitly recognize and 
logically analyze the knowledge we have 
in light of prevailing values, beliefs, and 
sociopolitical interests, since they so 
clearly affect the use to which knowl 
edge is put. Through what is essentially 
a process of critical thinking and dia 
logue, we can examine schooling and 
education in their social, political, and 
historical context to gain practical im 
plications for directing change and im 
provement efforts. One brief example is 
the critical analysis of recent research on 
time on task or academically engaged 
learning time. The research suggests 
that increasing this time, primarily 
through concerted but narrow instruc 
tional practices such as teacher explana 
tion and student practice, leads to an 
increase in scores on achievement tests.

Without taking a critical stance, one 
might accept these findings as scientific 
"truths" on which pedagogical practice 
ought to be structured. But on reflection 
it becomes clear that value positions are 
implicit in all forms of knowledge and 
inquiry. The timc-on-task research val 
ues only one of four highly regarded 
goals of schooling: the academic, or 
intellectual, goal. Yet virtually all state 
or district curriculum documents and 
the expressed sentiments of teachers, 
parents, and students point to the per 
sonal, social, and vocational goal areas 
as equally important.

Now suppose we could establish out 
come measures related to these goal 
areas—for example, measures of self- 
confidence, creativity, independent and 
critical thinking, social and civic re 
sponsibility, global awareness, and per 
sonal awareness of career choices and 
alternatives. Suppose, further, we con 
ducted research on how teaching and 
learning time should be spent to maxi 
mize these outcomes. We might well 
find that instructional practices like dis 
cussion, simulation, role playing, and 
student decision making correlate favor 
ably with these outcomes. But these 
practices are counterproductive, accord 
ing to the time-on-task research.

The point, of course, is not that we 
must choose one particular brand of 
research findings. Rather, we must be 
continually questioning the knowledge 
we accumulate so that change is not 
restricted to narrow conceptions and 
interests. There is every reason to be 
lieve, for example, that creative teach 
ing and learning can maximize out 
comes in a ll four goal areas. But we'll 
never know if we don't inquire into the
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larger picture.
In sum, we propose operating out of 

an acknowledged critical perspective 
that embraces empirical/experiential 
knowledge of all types and uses this 
knowledge toward continued inquiry 
and change. In effect, the entire process 
is one of renewal, representing an epis- 
temologically grounded extension of its 
ancestor—the dialogue-decision-action- 
evaluation notion developed in the 
Study of Educational Change and 
School Improvement (see box).

Contrasting Views of School Change
In light of these views about knowledge 
and inquiry and about the culture of 
schools, let s contrast two approaches to 
school change efforts: the so-called 
RD&D perspective (for research, devel 
opment, and diffusion), and another 
based on the proposition that the culture 
of a school must become responsive to 
the needs of those in the school if school 
change is to be effected. For want of a 
better name, we shall call this the re 
sponsive cultural model.

The RD&D model of school change 
may begin with school-based develop 
ment of an innovation that meets the 
needs of some people in the school. 
Soon policymakers decide to study the 
innovation, determine its effectiveness, 
and make it a matter of policy. The 
innovation is then disseminated to oth 
ers as a generalized concept to answer 
particular problems, and it quickly loses 
whatever power it had. Clearly an "etic" 
view of.schools is at work here. Usually, 
a charige agent has a list of behaviors 
and characteristics describing the condi 
tions of the innovation, which become 
the focuses of implementation in 
schools. The agent then sets about to 
have the teachers understand these con 
ditions, and efforts are directed at getting 
teachers to change in order to put the 
innovation in place.

Each innovation brought to the 
school in this way has to come from 
available research and development out 
side the school. Different marketing 
strategies have to be created so that each 
innovation can be "sold" to individual 
teachers at the site or district level. 
Usually only one innovation is intro 
duced at any one time, with the focus 
on getting teachers to change. Schools, 
then, become "passive" targets for par 
ticular innovations. This means that a 
single aspect of the school—depending 
on the nature of the innovation—comes 
under close scrutiny for a time. When 
the innovation subsides, the attention to

that aspect diminishes. Because of its 
focus on changing individual teachers 
and its consideration of only a small part 
of the school's functioning, some schol 
ars believe this perspective does not 
contend with the realities of how 
schools resist or effect change. 6 Many of 
the curriculum reforms of the 1960s and 
1970s assumed an RD&D perspective, 
and many of them did not penetrate 
beyond the classroom door. As some 
have argued, much of the research 
on these innovations approached non- 
events. 7

"The RD&D model may 
begin with an 
innovation that meets 
the needs of some 
people in the school."

A personal example may illustrate. In 
the late 1960s, one of the authors be 
came assistant principal of a brand new 
school: the first open-space middle-sen 
ior high school in the state of New 
Hampshire. In New Hampshire it was a 
momentous event. I had the responsi 
bility of creating a new program and 
training a new staff. Because I viewed 
school change from an RD&D perspec 
tive, I brought in consultants who were 
to tell the teachers what to do. Robert 
Anderson, who at that time taught at 
Harvard and had coauthored the Non- 
graded Elementary School* w ith John 
Goodlad, came to the district to partici 
pate in a workshop. A principal and 
three or four teachers from an open- 
space elementary school in Texas flew 
in for the two-week workshop. The 
teachers who had been selected to teach 
at this innovative school were bright, 
youthful, and energetic. They were 
among the best in New England—all in 
all, a promising group of people. Given 
our preparation and the quality of the 
staff, we expected that on opening day, 
teachers and students would experience 
a very different school from the ones we 
had all attended.

But that was not the case. On the 
night before the first day of school, I left 
my office to survey the learning areas. I 
did not see the vision I had had of an 
open-space high school; I saw instead 
that the staff had moved all the beauti 
fully colored portable furniture and 
walls to construct typical classrooms. 
Rather than teaching cooperatively in 
large, flexible learning areas, as they

had been trained to do during the work 
shop, they had recreated a set of normal 
classrooms, all neatly lined up.

Now what does a smart administrator 
do under these circumstances? Remem 
ber, I "knew" how open-space buildings 
were supposed to operate. Consequent 
ly, I pushed all the furniture back 
against the wall that evening, creating 
open space. What did the teaching staff 
do the next morning? They put it back 
again! The next night, I again pushed 
everything back against the wall, and 
the next morning the teachers returned 
it to the classroom positions they had 
devised.

The clash continued for three weeks, 
because my thoughts and actions were 
guided by an RD&D perspective. I rea 
soned that there were people out there 
who knew what was good for this 
school. They had had experience with 
open-space classrooms. They knew how 
to run open-space schools. If the experts 
said it, the school should do it. The 
problem was that this perspective did 
not contend with the inside view—the 
"emic" view—of the teachers.

This experience was typical of the 
reforms of the 1960s, nearly all of which 
were guided by the wrong perspective of 
change and the use of knowledge. If 
educators then had taken a different 
perspective, many schools and class 
rooms might look very different today, 
and they might more readily respond to 
the problems they presently face.

hollowing the argument laid out by 
Goodlad in The Dynamics of Educa 
tional Change, we have labeled this 
alternative approach to school change a 
responsive cultural perspective. The 
contrasts with RD&D are important. 
First, the purpose of change activities is 
to create a self-renewing school9—a 
school staff that constantly works togeth 
er to examine the school's condition, 
identifies problems, and develops alter 
natives based on all forms of knowledge. 
The self-renewing school may use ideas 
from the outside, but the intention is 
not to make the school a better target for 
innovations developed outside the 
school.

Second, the focus is on the disposi 
tions of teachers and others in the 
school regarding processes and concepts 
of change, rather than on changing 
specific structures or behaviors. Varia 
bles that research has identified as criti 
cal to any change are necessary but not 
sufficient for implementing innova 
tions. Bringing about solutions to the 
problems schools face requires that the
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"A responsive cultural 
approach recognizes 
that changes in one 
teacher's condition 
will affect others."

school staff critically examine the as 
sumptions they hold about schooling, 
together with information about what 
actually happens in the school.

A "whole school" perspective is cen 
tral to the responsive cultural model. In 
attending to the holistic nature of the 
school, the dispositions of all of the 
teachers are involved. One way to get 
this total school perspective is to engage 
regularly in total staff processes. Contex 
tual appraisal, 10 in conjunction with the 
expanded view of knowledge and action 
presented above, can be carried out by 
collaborators and staff and becomes the 
vehicle for informed school renewal. 
Having well-grounded information 
about their school is essential for help 
ing groups share perceptions and in 
crease their awareness of the relation 
ships between their perceptions and the 
actual events that take place.

Furthermore, a responsive cultural 
approach recognizes that changes in one 
teacher's condition will affect others. If a 
new condition is desired, not only will 
the new one have to be cultivated, but 
others will also have to change. This 
suggests that multiple changes are likely 
to proceed simultaneously throughout 
the school.

Finally, a responsive cultural per 
spective pushes one to understand the 
long-term nature of renewal and 
change. These are concepts that do not 
give birth after a nine-month gestation. 
Unfortunately, the school year so close 
ly parallels the gestation period for hu 
mans that we expect changes to occur 
between September and June. We call 
this the Chinese New Year Syndrome. 
Each new year, the school faces the 
"Year of. ... " One year it is the "Year 
of Assertive Discipline"; the next year, 
the "Year of Direct Instruction"; and so 
on. Teachers have observed this phe 
nomenon and tacitly understand its

fruitlessness. They know that if they 
wait, "this too shall pass." And it does. 
The year ends, but in September there 
will be a new focus and new behaviors 
to hear about. In contrast, a long-term 
view of renewal promotes problem iden 
tification and the generation, creation, 
and cultivation of alternatives as a proc 
ess that will take months and, in many 
cases, years.

Schooling and Education
Schooling is only part of the educative 
process. If we want to improve educa 
tion, then not only schools must im 
prove, but so must the other agencies 
that educate. This improvement must 
be viewed ecologically; that is, the im 
provement of education—the effects of 
all educating activities—will require ac 
knowledging that these activities inter 
act.

If we were to examine the ecology of 
educational institutions, we would find 
large differences between these institu 
tions today and years ago, differences 
that may account for differences in 
achievement. For example, by the time 
they are 18, today's young people have 
spent approximately 15,000 hours 
watching television and only 12,000 
hours attending school, or about 10 and 
8 percent, respectively, of their lives. 
Moreover, 85 percent of our youth no 
longer have a chance to learn from job 
experience outside the home, and 65 
percent are not enrolled in 4-H clubs, 
the Scouts, and the like.

Fifty-one percent of the mothers of 
school-aged children now work outside 
the home, as do 40 percent of mothers 
with children under six and nearly 33 
percent of those with infants under 
three. The problem is not so much that 
the mothers work, but that there are 
fewer adults left in the home who might 
provide educational experiences for 
children. Extended families have nearly 
disappeared, and the nuclear family it 
self has shrunk (one out of every six 
children lives in a single-parent family).

Consequently, the apparent problem 
of lower student achievement grows out 
of a very different society than the one in 
which most education critics grew up. 
And the solutions these critics propose 
are of the past as well. The real answer 
to the problem rests not just with the 
school but with all of the agencies that 
educate.

Therefore, education must be defined 
much more broadly than it usually is, 
and the many institutions with educa 
tional responsibilities must acknowledge

their educative function. One way to 
view this broader conception of educa 
tion is to see it as consisting of formal, 
nonformal, and informal spheres, as 
defined by Coombs and Ahmed.'' They 
define formal education as the "insti 
tutionalized, chronologically graded 
and hierarchically structured education 
al system, spanning lower primary 
school to the upper reaches of the uni 
versity." Informal education is "the life 
long process by which every person 
acquires and accumulates knowledge, 
skills, attitudes and insights from daily 
experiences and exposure to the envi 
ronment." Family and neighborhood 
interactions are examples of informal 
education. Nonformal education they 
see as "any organized systematic, educa 
tional activity carried on outside the 
framework of the formal system to pro 
vide selected types of learning to partic 
ular subgroups in the population, adults 
as well as children." Community orga 
nizations such as churches, Boy or Girl 
Scouts, and so forth, provide nonformal 
educational experiences. 12

With these definitions in mind, it 
becomes easier to see the importance of 
all the various activities in which chil 
dren engage to the education process. 
These definitions also lead us to expand 
the number of activities and institutions 
that must purposefully examine what 
they do in light of the contribution each 
makes, and could make, to children and 
youth.

This broad conception of education 
may also help resolve two schooling 
dilemmas. First, while much is expect 
ed from them, schools, in fact, have less 
impact on children's academic progress 
than does their socioeconomic status. 
And second, children do not have equal 
access to all forms of education. The 
resolution to these dilemmas may re 
quire (1) determining the contribution 
of each source of education to the total 
educational experience of children and 
youth; (2) describing the nature of these 
different experiences for children from 
different educational ecologies; (3) as 
sessing the continuities and discontinui 
ties that exist across each of these differ 
ent types of education for different 
groups of children and youth; and (4) 
creating alternatives that include differ 
ent types of education to the end that an 
equal, balanced, and common educa 
tion is provided all children and youth. 
If education is to improve, a great deal 
of attention must go into these activities 
for resolving these difficult educational 
dilemmas.
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"Much of what 
happens in schools is 
based on only that 
aspect of knowledge 
that we have termed 
conventional wisdom."

Toward Educative Communities
We have outlined a perspective that sees 
schools and schooling as cultural phe 
nomena; that views knowledge and in 
quiry as an active, practical, and en 
abling process of analyzing and 
synthesizing information collected in a 
variety of ways; and that sees renewal as 
a direct consequence of a practice of 
inquiry that is compatible with a cultur 
al view of schools and schooling. Fur 
ther, we have envisioned education in a 
breadth that requires us to extend the 
culture of education beyond the tradi 
tional realm of schools into the larger 
community that surrounds them. In 
other words, we have suggested that, in 
developing educative communities, the 
concepts of knowledge and change ap 
ply to all aspects of education. The 
application of these concepts, however, 
will require a collaboration not only 
among the traditional educational insti 
tutions, but also among the many other 
agencies and institutions in the commu 
nity that promote education in this larg 
er sense.

Why do we believe this to be so? 
First, much of what happens in schools 
today is based on only that aspect of 
knowledge that we have termed conven 
tional wisdom. And further, the 
changes schools usually attempt are 
simply prepackaged innovations added 
on to schools as they now are. The 
environment surrounding schools sup 
ports these features as the appropriate 
way to conduct schools and to bring 
about educational change. The process 
es we suggest, however, run quite 
counter to this view of how schools 
should be. To walk into a school and

expect to operate successfully in such 
countervailing ways is unrealistic. 
Therefore, it is necessary to break 
through the current social press and 
begin to cultivate an environment sup 
portive of these new ways.

A collaborative network of education 
al institutions, including schools, can 
provide the vehicle for breaking through 
the conventional state of affairs and 
beginning to create a new social press 
that supports the renewal and change 
efforts we are suggesting here. Network 
ing has at least three attractive features. 
First, it provides a reasonably manage 
able arena of critical interests wherein 
new directions in the dialogue about 
education can begin. Further, this are 
na enables the socialization of the col 
laborating institutions toward new views 
of education and educational change. 
And finally, a network provides the 
necessary supporting organizational 
structure within which actual change 
efforts can occur.

The Partnership, an activity of the 
Laboratory in School and Community 
Education at UCLA, is an attempt to 
cultivate such a collaborative network. 
The Partnership is a confederation of 
the university, 12 school districts, six 
community colleges, and four county 
school offices. While this network is as 
yet limited to traditional educating insti 
tutions, it will be expanded further to 
include nonformal and informal educa 
tion resources. A dialogue about new 
directions in education is occurring 
both among member institutions and 
within them at many levels—in the 
offices of the superintendent and college 
presidents, among their support staffs, 
and in local school sites as well. The 
socialization process occurs as the su 
perintendents and chief executive offi 
cers of the educational institutions sup 
port each other in looking ahead and 
keeping their sights on long-range possi 
bilities while, at the same time, encour 
aging each other to confront current 
problems and to generate alternative 
solutions to them. In addition, those in 
the Laboratory have urged the superin 
tendents to look to a responsive cultural 
model of school change for accomplish 
ing the purposes, rather than an RD&D 
perspective.

How do we work at the local school 
level? Considerable energy is required to 
help the local school identify its needs 
and to develop the alternatives that will 
be necessary to solve problems and cre 
ate a renewing school. This requires 
that the superintendent assume a sup 

portive role in working with principals 
and helping them work with teachers to 
describe conditions, infer problems, and 
develop alternatives to the problems 
identified.

This is a difficult and time-consum 
ing process. For example, two of the 
school districts and one of the commu 
nity colleges are collaboratively attempt 
ing to move their general school systems 
beyond the current conventional wis 
dom to address problems that will con 
front students in the 21 st century. To do 
this, a group of school board members, 
central office people, principals, and 
teachers from several schools have met 
throughout the last year and 3 half to 
discuss possible issues that might 
emerge in the future and to begin to 
generate some alternative approaches to 
them. They nave kept in mind that they 
are not developing an agenda for the 
schools in their district, but simply try 
ing to stimulate the discussion of possi 
bilities. The hard work still exists at the 
local school level in these two districts as 
staff members begin to work through the 
arduous task of identifying problems and 
creating solutions appropriate for their 
settings. After a year and a half, the 
larger group is now ready to support the 
efforts of perhaps two or three schools in 
each of the districts and several depart 
ments of the community college in- 
vols'ed.

In another district, work has focused 
on a single high school. Here the super 
intendent and central office people are 
lending support, but the department 
chair and teachers are taking the lead 
and working through the identification 
of problems. These problems cluster 
around three main areas: (1) testing, 
which includes determining the funda 
mental concepts a department wishes to 
teach and ways to assess those concepts 
that go beyond mere standardized 
achievement testing; (2) dealing with 
student variability in ways other than 
tracking; and (3) stimulating creative 
thinking in students through writing in 
all of the subject areas. These two illus 
trations point out the need to work 
primarily at the level of the school while 
not ignoring the conditions that sur 
round schools.

But these illustrations also demon 
strate that there is no one way to pro 
ceed. No definitive set of steps can be 
outlined here as the "right"way to create 
renewing educative communities. Yet it 
is equally obvious that if this goal is to 
be reached, a perspective toward school 
ing and education must be taken that
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includes certain essential concepts: (1) 
the notion of schools as cultures that 
exist within larger educational cultures; 
(2) the concept of multiple sources of 
knowledge and understanding as essen 
tial to direct change efforts; (3) an ap 
proach to the change process that cen 
ters on the response to local school 
conditions by those who are at the 
school; and finally (4) a view of a sup 
porting structure of educative institu 
tions that creates a climate that nurtures 
the change efforts schools make. With 
out these elements, it appears likely that 
the record of failure in significant and 
sustained school renewal and change 
will remain unbroken.CH
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Pioneering Projects 
in School Renewal

The preceding article grows di 
rectly out of a synthesis of two 
projects directed by John Good- 
lad and sponsored by the Insti 
tute for Development of Educa 
tional Activities. The first, begun 
in 1966, was the Study of Educa 
tional Change and School Im 
provement (SECSI), a five-year 
longitudinal project based on 
three principles: (1) the school is 
the unit of change; (2) schools 
need support m their change ef 
forts; and (3) the interventionist 
perspective in change processes 
should be replaced by a peer 
socialization perspective. The 
League of Cooperating Schools 
was formed to provide the impe 
tus and support for innovation 
and change in 18 elementary 
schools in southern California. 
Working collaboratively, the 
SECSI staff developed a process 
of self-renewal in each of these 
schools. As the work proceeded, 
renewal came to be defined 
as responsible receptivity to 
change i n a cyclical process of 
school staff dialogue, decision 
making, action, and evaluation. 1 

The SECSI project made it 
clear that schooling cannot be 
treated independent of its con 
text. Improving schools requires 
knowledge about what is going 
on in and around them. But what 
are the features of this knowl 
edge? Are they accessible? And 
can they be used to form reason 
ably accurate descriptors of 
schooling ecologies? "A Study of 
Schooling" was launched in the 
early 1970s to explore these 
questions. During the 1976-1978 
school years, this cross-sectional 
study collected survey, inter 
view, and observational data in a 
small but representative sample 
of 38 elementary and secondary 
schools across the nation. Com 
prehensive data were obtained 
from teachers, administrators, 
parents, and students in four 
contextual domains: the individ 
ual or personal, the classroom or 
instructional, the school or insti 

tutional, and the schooling or 
societal domains.2

The results of "A Study of 
Schooling" have clearly illustrat 
ed the descriptive use of contex 
tual information from a research 
standpoint with a number of in 
teresting implications and rec 
ommendations for practice. 3 But 
in a broader sense, the study has 
also successfully tested the via 
bility of assessing the context of 
schooling and, in effect, of es 
tablishing an empirical ground 
ing of an "ecology of educa 
tion."4 We can now begin to 
think and operate in terms of a 
process that merges relevant 
data and renewal in other 
words, a process of informed 
and responsible receptivity to 
change.

Finally, if we take full advan 
tage of the ecology of schooling 
concept and broaden our con T 
cept of education beyond the 
walls of the school, it becomes 
clear that the peer socialization 
model inherent in networking 
schools must be extended to in 
clude educational institutions 
and agencies beyond schools. 
The logical extension, then, of 
these two projects is the estab 
lishment of educative communi 
ties by recognizing and network 
ing educational resources that 
can interact with schools.

'Further details can be found in 
M. M. Bentzen, Changing Schools: 
The Magic Feather Principal ( New 
York: McCraw-Hill, 1974).

2More information on the concep 
tualization and design of ASO5 can 
be found in an earlier series of Phi 
Delta Kappan articles: ). I. Goodlad, 
K. A. Sirotnik, and B. C. Overman, 
"An Overview of a Study of School 
ing," 61 (1979): 174-178; M. F. Klein, 
K. A. Tye, and ]. E. Wright, "A Study 
of Schooling: Curriculum," 60
(1979): 244-248; B. J. Benham, P. 
Geisen, and ). Oakes, "A Study of 
Schooling: Students' Experiences in 
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