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Abstract:

In 1994 the Commissioner of Education in the state of Alaska mandated the implementation of the
Alaska Quality Schools Initiative for all school districts. Using a telephone survey, superintendents in
thirty-two Alaskan rural school districts were interviewed about the progress of the Initiative’s
implementation in their districts. Specifically, the research focused on the relationship of the success of
implementation to the school districts’ culture, size, and the method of implementation.

Results of the study revealed that after five years only about half of the districts had successfully
implemented the mandated Initiative. In the larger districts, which for the most part reflected a secular
culture, adoption of a modified version of the Initiative proved to be a successful strategy. There
seemed to be no visible pattern for successful implementation in the smaller districts.

Attitudes of the superintendents toward the changes mandated by the Initiative varied in relation to the
success of their district’s implementation. However, it was felt by all that a lack of funding, little or no
support from the Alaska Department of Education, and short timelines for implementation all
constituted real and significant barriers to the success of their district’s implementation efforts.
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ABSTRACT

In 1994 the Commissioner of Education in the state of Alaska
mandated the implementation of the Alaska Quality Schools
Initiative for all school districts. Using a telephone survey,
superintendents in thirty-two. Alaskan rural school districts were
interviewed about the progress of the Initiative’s lmplementatlon in
their districts. Specifically, the research focused on the
relatlonshlp of the success of implementation to the school
districts’ culture, size, and the method of implementation.

Results of the study revealed that afterfive years only about
half of the districts had successfully implemented the mandated
Initiative. In the larger districts, which. for the most part reflected
a secular culture, adoption of a modified version of the Initiative
proved to be a successful strategy. There seemed to be no visible
pattern for successful implementation in the smaller districts.

Attitudes of the superintendents toward the changes mandated
by the Initiative varied in relation to the success of their district's
implementation. HoWever, it was felt by all that a lack of funding,
little or no support from the Alaska Department of Education, and
short timelines for implementation all constituted real and '
significant barriers to the success of their dlstrlcts
implementation efforts.




CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

Sin0e the-f‘i rst'vi\l‘lazg'e schools were es;[a:blr‘ished inthe New
England colonies |n the seve‘nteenith‘ century, Amel"i‘c‘:an education has
been in‘h“eren‘tly ‘a‘;po‘li.i‘ti'cél“ ins‘titution,. ‘Tzhe‘ échob‘l is'a“\‘(isible‘
emblem of the community and of participatory democracy. ‘.I‘t is no
accident that w.he.n‘ Americans v‘ote,‘ ‘they‘ usually do scs at our
neighborhood elementary schOOI‘. As a politicél entity, the American
school is therefore subjecf to and frequently buffeted by the winds
of political change. In no other céuntry ofv the Western world do
citizens routinely go to the polls to vote on initiatives about the
school. State ‘Ieg‘i‘slatures annually yote, not merely on éducational
spending, but (i)‘n“ Whethér to include, among ot‘hér things, specific
components of history, reading me:fhodology; or mathematics in the
school program (LUtz & Merz, 199.2),.l

As‘pol"itical entities, schools are subject to‘co_n;st'an’t change;




and Alaskan schools are no mor.efprotocted from the winds of
political change than those of a‘n‘y_other state. In 1994 the |
Governor's State. Commissioner of Education mandated change for
Alaskan School Districts through the Alaska Quality Schools
Initiative (Referred to as the lnitiative). This was a p‘ol‘ivtically
powered reform directed primarily at rural Alaskan schools.
Legislators perceived hjral schools to be more expenssi\‘/e‘ and less
effective than their urban counterpa-rts_ (H‘o.lloway, 1996).

Change is atopic of enormous imvartanoeto edocational
leaders in Alaska‘ as well as the rest of the United States. A
consensus has emerged in the educational research .ba‘se that since
change is inevitable, the educat‘ional leaders of a school district
must systematically manage that change rather than let it occur
incidentally. Through research ahd practice, educators have |
identified and explored many types and philosophies of change and
the best ways to successfully implement it (Cuban, 1992; Deal,
1990; DiNatale, 1994; Foley, 1994 & McKenzie, 1985), One of the

most popular methods of change, or reform, is for a district to




identify a particular practi‘ce or program which has been validated in
another district and to implement that innovation (Hall -& H.ord,
1987).

The primary questionfor a scthI district’s leadershi‘p seeking
to achieve reform or change through the implementation of an
existing practice is whether to adopt fai‘thful:ly .and exactly all the.
key elements of the innovation or to thoughtfully ada*pt' only sofne‘
elements of the i:nnovatioﬁ. Fullan and ‘Pomfret (1977) call faithful
adoption “fidelity adoption” ahd adaptation adoption “mutual
adaptation”. The choice whether to use ‘the fidelity‘ adoption or the
mutual adaptation approach faces e'éch school Iead’ér. |

Educational researchers have also noted that one of thé key
variables ih predicting the success of a school reform effort is not
only the selection of the external program to be ivntroduced into the
school, but the prevailing internal school culture or cl'imavté.
Researchefs studying this variable have identified two facets of
school culture - secular, which embraces 'chahge, and. sacred, which |

resists change (Iannacocconé & Lutz, 1970).




Ithas been .suggested by Iannacoc‘con‘e‘ and Lutz (1 97_0),
that these‘ variables, the school culture (s_écular/s\aCred) and the
type of change process selected (fide‘li‘ty/mutual adapt‘at:i;on)', Wi‘l'l‘_
impact‘ both thé degree to which reforms are implemented and‘ |
actually improving education (Hansen, 1985). Since most rural
séhools in Alaska have responded to the politi‘ca-l demahd for reform -
by adopting or adapting existing programs, br"acticeS, aﬁd standards,
the Initiative provides a virtual laboratory to analyze the dynam'i'cs |
of‘change.

Itwas theintentofthis studyto identi.fy and describe
patterns of relationships among the.~typeé of cha\ngeproceSSeS and
the prevéiling school culturés‘ in the context of reéent educational
reform in rural Alaskan Schools. This study,v‘wh.ich focused on the
relationship of the two variables (fidelity/mutual adap‘-tatio'n‘ change
and seculalr/sacred cul’;ure) to successful imp’Ie'mentéti;on of the
A'I‘aska Quality Schools Initiative, focus,ed‘ on the ‘37frural‘ school
districts of Alaska. Information ‘w.a‘s gathered frorﬁ each district's

superintendent. It was anticipated that the analysis of the survey




results would reveal for each district whalt was generated by the
Initiative, how the. ‘r.eform was managed, which type o‘f culture
e_xis,ted,, and the suécess of the reform. Of 3primary i‘nterest- was the
‘question ‘Qf. which change management »approéch was related td a
particular type Lof school cu-ltUre. | -

| The basis fﬂo r t'h‘is study_'was‘th.ve im;p-lemeﬁnt.ati‘oh*of the t"e‘n_i
core content standards of the Alaské Quality Scﬁools Initiative (see
Appendix B). The Alaska Quality 'Schqols IhitiatiVé was‘ to have been |

fully implemented by the start of the 1999-2000 school year.

Itiscrucial that educators understand the process o‘f change.
Whenever newweduéational standards are deVeIoped, a solid
understaﬁding ‘of the changé process is necessary in 6rder for
" meaningful énd lasting change to occur (Osborne, 1993).

Dynamic o_rganiz.ations, ‘su‘ch as ‘sch-‘ools, are cOn‘sta‘ntIy under public

scrutiny and therefore subject to pressures for change from sources




outside of the SChdol‘ (Champlin, 1‘991).‘ Although change is
inevitable, desirable change is not always the result. While,
desirable chahge may occ‘ur ‘by chan(;e, the likelihood of it occurring
is increased if the change is planned (Griffith, 1979).H

Change can be incor\por‘ated intothe culture of an o\rganiza‘tion‘.
However, for full incorporation to occur, the appropriate approach to‘
implementing an innovation must be utilized. In this stl.de, two |
approaches to the change process were exazfn‘ined. These approaches
are categorized by Fullan and Pomfret as: 1) fidelityladoption, and 2)°
mutual 'ad."a-ptatio.n (‘1.9‘77‘). - |

Tﬁe fide'l;ity adbpti-on‘r-nod'el |s often associated with a Iineaf
approach to c‘hange' that is diréctéd at a defined organizational gl'oal.
Usually these goals are imposed from the top dowh. The fidelity - |
approach requires that the innovation be adhered to as clo‘sely as
possible. . Implementation must follow the original plan, and any
variatio'n, is dis»couvr‘aged‘,(FuIIan, 1991; Hall & Hord, 1987; Snyder,
Bolin & Zumwalt, 1992). |

In contrast, the mutual adaptation approach allows for




modification of the innovation by individuals in the organization to
adapt changes at a lower level during implementation (Fullan, 1991;
Hall & Hord, 1987; Snyder, Bolin, & Zumwalt, 1992). Mutual
adaptation provides the flexibility to édapt'r’fo org‘an,iZat_i'onaI needs,
supporting personal and grthh within ah‘ organization or school.

When attempting to bring about org.;an‘i:zational‘ level plénned
change, some basic cornerstone's must be bl.‘l‘i4|’[ into the foundation of
the change for success. Accordin'g to Fullan (1991) these strategies |
for change should include: “an active initiation and partici‘pa.tion,
pressure and support, c‘hange's‘in behavior and beliefs, and the
overriding problem of ownérship” (p- 91).

By ap'ply'ing a systems view to organizational cﬁhé‘nge,
interrelationships shbuld be noted whiéh Wi‘ll assiét in planning for
the change. Leaders within the organization should remember that:
Change is a process, not an even-‘t; | |
Change i s accomplished by individuals;

Change is a highly personal experience;
Change involves developmental growth;
Change i s best understood in operational terms; and,

The focus of facilitation should be on individuals,
innovations, and the context(Hall & Hord, 1984).

ook wN =




According to Hersey and Blanchard (1988) there are threé
elements to changing an Organizé~tion: 1|) use of personal or
organizational power, 2) behavior modification, and 3) plénning for
and \im‘plerr.]enting a planned change. These authors examined chénge_
from more than just a behavioral perspective. Changes in behaviof
often result from applying new knowledge, which often leads to a
change in attitude. |

Organizatioh.al structure and culture can have a direct impact
on the hatu;re_of ch‘ahge; ‘There is ‘a growing awaréneSs \that the
~ success of _a:‘n‘yi org‘ani‘z'atiOn;‘ is.d'i,re_ctly'de'bendént upon its effective .
use of avai‘la‘ble human resources. Change aﬁd growth.involve
changing people at four different areas: 1) knowledge,

2) attitude‘s, 3') behavior, and 4) group or organizational ‘behaviOr
(Osborne, 1993). The relative difficulty involved in making each of
the above areas of change from a voluntar‘y perspective is

illustrated in Figure 1.




a ';; ) Group Behavior
> ~ Individual Behavior
ElE | | |
o>
£|2 .
- ale Attitudes
(Low) Knowledge
(Short) — — —= (Long)

Time Involved

- Figure 1. Time and difficulty involved in making various changes.

Hersey and Blanchard. (1988) Management of Organizational
Behavior. (5th ed.). Englewood Cliffs: Prentice Hall p.4.

Change in individual knowledge tends to be the easiestto
make. This may be accomplished in a variety of ways such as giving
a persbn a book or an article fo read, or having someone learn
something new through a workshop. When a change in attitude
involves highly emotional issues, the cha‘nge‘requires, a ‘Ionger‘ time
period and i_s‘-mor'e difficult to;‘ accomplish (Owens, 1991).

Affeétiv:e attitudes differ from cognitive ‘knowl’e‘d,g.e inthat
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people’s emotions reflect either a positiye or negative view of the
propds‘ed change. Changles in individual behavior Seem to be
significantly more difficult ahd timé consuming"than either
knowledge or attitude. A person méy ‘change theif knowledge ba‘se or
attitudes by reading and watching others over a ;periodﬁ“ of time. To |
actua‘\l\ly learn a new behavior, a pe'rs_on ?must“p‘ractiée th‘at which is
td be learned ahd‘ méke the n‘ew c.odrse‘of actibn “re'ley\‘/ant to h’is/her
own behavi‘Qr (Hersey_& ‘B-Ianghard, 1988). - | |

Change in teac?hing practi.ces i\‘s broug"htt abc_)ut by ind,ividu aI
‘teachers-, né’_c by institutions. Research by Joyce and Showérs (1983)
on teach_er ‘motivation indicates it is the teacher who makes the
difference. ‘Witrhouﬁ;c committed, educated teacheré _a‘n;/ instructional
reform effort will be muted and short-lived. Although many worry
about teachers’ motivation and willingness to learn, teachers have
béen found to be able to withstand the discomfort vin\/olved in new
learning and chahge (J'oyce & Showers, 1983).

Even mo‘r'e diffic.ult than a change in individual behavioris a

chan'ge in group or organizational behavior, because it is at the
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organizational level that customs, mores and traditio:ns are C‘ha'nge,d.
Customs, mores, and traditions are steeped in attitudes of the‘ |
individual, and those individual attitudes make up group hdrms,.
Groups tend to be self-reinforcing units and th‘erefore,‘_ a person’s
behavior as a member of a gr‘o‘up is more difficult to alter without
first modifyihg th‘e“ grdup' norms (Owens, 19“91‘).

The question is not whether schools will change, but hbw and
who will manage the change. In an attempt to keep a s‘ch'ool viable -
and current, thé issue is how to cppe with the i;nevitab‘le barrage oi
change that con‘fronts the school da'ifl,y; Effective leaders can no
longer be content to let change occur ét random; they must be able to
cqntrol change through a systematic ptocess. ‘Change is constant,
nothing remains the same from one mbment to another, ‘especially in
schools which are steeped in societal p.olitics. 'T‘his‘ is- especially |
true in rural schools where the districts tend to be, ‘as_ lannaccone
and Lutz (1970) ha've‘ described, sacred SOCietieé,, or ‘those that te:nd |
to avoid change. ‘.

Sacred societies are those which are highly resistantto
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change. The sacred community may display sentiments which are
‘cons’isten‘t with é: centrél ‘c-h‘aracte‘ristic‘ of avoiding or .resist-ing
change (Lipham & Hoeh, 1974). The secular commun‘i‘ty‘has the
‘tendency to welcdme or seek changeand expresses sentiments
~consistent with its major characterist?i{‘c: of p.ursuing new '

innovations (Lipham & Hoéh_, 1974).
Statement of the Problem

That s‘chools arein neeql of .fundar‘nental\ change is riO .Ibnger
debated by much of society (McNéil, 1988; Shanker, i988- & Timar
and Kirp,‘ 1989). ‘The Alaska ‘Quality Schools Initiative was-r‘na-ndated‘
as a result of the changihg, demographiés in Alaskan c‘omimuhi‘ftie‘s
and of s‘oc‘:ieta.l ‘demand's for educational ‘imp.)‘rovemen't.

Appropriate strategic implementation of a change process may
mean fthe difference between a sucyc‘:essf"u_l and unsuccessful

. Innovation implementation. The problem is that it is unknown what

| the relationship is between successful implementation strategies
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and de‘mog‘raphic characteristics in the school district.

‘The purpose of this study wés to analyze the implément-at:i,o.n
strategies of the Alaska Quality Schools Initiative in A‘I»aska"s :ru‘ra‘lj
school districts. ‘To acc‘omplish this, ‘the study focuéed on four |
areas of change. Which change p'rocessu was beingi'used when
implementing the innovation? What was‘ the district's culture
(secular or sacred) in regard to change? Was the innovation bein,g
succeés‘fully. implemented? Was the‘re“é dihscerhible relationship |
between the change process, cu.Ifure- of 'the district, size of ’thej
district, and success of the implementation?

The firsttask was to determine wh_‘a't change processes were
being utilized in ‘Alaska’s rural school“s when implementing the
Initiative. Twenty years of research about change pr‘oc.esses in
SChoéls have providéd a 'wealth ‘.of information about these

processes. However, it was unclear from the literature if rural
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schools respond best to the fidelity‘approaeh or to the mutual
“adaptation approach in order to acconﬁplish the desired change
(lannaccone & Lutz, 1970). |

Second, the researeh_er needed to determine i fthe success of
Alaska’s Quality S‘choels Initiatine relfated to ‘e s.peci'fic change
process. Most school eh'ange studies “.f'ocu“s ’on hew “a‘dm'in*istrators‘
(et the top) manage the change process implemented by teachers ‘(at
the bottom).

Third, did the characteristic‘s ef each districtrelatetoa
sacred or secular cultufe"? The successful implementation of an
innovation in a saered rural environment remained somewhat of a
dilemma. Was it better to. Uti.liée a fidelity approach in a sacred
society‘ or was it better to US_e mutual adap-tati.on? The ec.h'ool
‘Ieedersv needed' t,e knew ‘Whic‘:‘h pko'cess‘to. select _és' they attempted to
positively. impact student ou:tcom‘es: (Ste‘igelbaqer, 1994).

The final point involved schoel di‘strict‘size. Did the size of
the student population relate to the’rdiS’tric't’s successful

- implementation of the Alaska Quality Schools Initiative? Wae it
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better to utilize a fidelity or mutual adaptatlon approach to change

with a large, small, or very small schooI district?

St.d_dies relatedto change in rural Alaska werefewin number
and there.fore were hard 'to relate to this study. Most ruraI studies
have be‘en conducted in 'the lower ‘forty--eight states. 'Tzhe iite‘rature
on rdral schools focused on the choice between the fidellty approach
and the mutual adaptatlon approach (iannacoccone & Lutz 1970)
Littl‘e relevant research- was availabl‘e concerningf‘either the N
fidelity-mutuai adaptati‘on -and the sacred-secular societies issues “
which were derived from rural, or specifically Alaskan schools.

| f adm,inist.rators want change to be successful, they have to ,
manage change. Successful implementation of any innov'ation
reqdires not on,I‘y.that organizational problems be clearly identified
and appropriate solutions selected, but that they be correctly

introduced depending upon the school culture. Successful
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innovations may be eithe‘r fully adoptéd (fidelity) or adapted (mutual
adaptation) to meet the needs of the school. - A successful innovation
is one that has achieved the desired oUtéomes and becomes
enculturated or imbedded into the practice of ‘tﬁe school. It is
irhpdrtant that‘r‘usral" school admin"ilstr-ators-knowwhich pro.ceés- t"o“
uée to.achieve the bestresults (He,rsey & .B.i‘a‘nchard, 1988).

‘I tis un‘clear which change process, the f'i‘del‘i\ty approach or
mutual adaptation approach,‘ actually‘ wofké best. i.n Alaska’s rural
school ‘environment. The prevailing"‘role of an educational
administrative leader in rural ‘Alaska has been one of an e"x’térné‘l‘
benefactor providing services t6 an ‘ind‘igeno“us,' largely Native,
population. THis is all the more compelling because. much of fhe
ea‘rly education in ;rural Al.aska was ‘s-;acred and was done by
| m_issionaries, ‘pri'es'té, or n-U'né.' .l'nheren-'t within‘ this traditional
model is the highly centralizéd process of comrﬁand and vcon‘trol of
educational programs, Admini-strétors aré perce‘ive‘d as 'author'it“y
figures responsible for making changes and seeing that subordinates

follow through on the implementation of these changes (Barnhardt,




17

1979).

In Alaska, the hierarchical structure ha.s’had the effébt of i
stifling new inn‘dvations, except fhose that are ‘in"trodu’ced or blessed |
by officially?anctioned administrators. It is possible that
subordinates ar’e accustomed to implementing innovations through a
fidelity approach ‘instead ‘of alloWing for rﬁutual adaptation. As a
" result, program innovations which have introduced new variables or
‘have‘ posed a threat to "established procedures have been
successfully resisted (Barnhardt, 1979). The ‘continued use of a
fideli.ty approach may reinforce the resistance to cha.nge that the
administrator seeks t_‘o- avoid“i“n,t‘he first place. It ‘is question‘ab‘le if
it is possible to implement adaptive change in a sacred society at
all.  Yet, adabtive imSpIervne'ntation is more Iikefy to be successful.“
Therefore, it is i‘mportanrt to know if ‘a* fidelity approach or a mutual
adaptation a'pp‘roa:ch seéms tQ ‘be mbst related to success. |

This study has focu.é-e'd on t‘h;e‘results of using different
‘approaches (mutual ada‘ptation_or fidél‘ity) in ‘Alaska’s rural schools

or societies (secular or sacred). An administrator needs to
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understand the local ediucatiénal setting in which the innovation is
to be implemented. Without this Understanding of the educational
setting and the understandi‘ng ‘of the innovation process, change will
not be easily implemented or institutionalized (Eastwoqd & Louis,

1992).

This sftud‘)./ focused on: analyzing t‘he implementat“ioh of the
Alaska Quality SChodI‘é Initi‘ati\ve‘;‘ identifying relatio:n.ships betwéen
change processv,vs‘chool culture, district sizé, ‘and innovation
succeés;v and’ describing the personal response of superintendents to
the demand for change posed by the Initiative. To explore these
areas, ‘se\‘/eral questions Were pos;ed.

1.’ Which change proceés was used When implementing the
innovatioh? | |

2;‘. ‘Whia,t wés the district’s cu‘lt‘u*re (secular or sacred) in

regard to change?
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3. Was the innovation successfully implemented?
4. Was there a discernible relationship between the change
process, cUItfure of the district, size of the district and succéss of

the implementation?

Rural district. A rural district is a district that is not on the
highway or road systems 6f Alaska (Air or mar\iné travel is
necessary to reach thﬁe school.), or do‘es hbt have a student
population o‘véfr 3;500 (D"i'gesf of Ediucafi'onalétatistics, 1997:). _‘:

Change' process. A chang:‘e procesé |s the s]tra‘telgy by whfch
schools éccomp]ish their goal.s .more ‘effec‘tively by replacing some |
structures, programs‘and/or prac‘tiCes with better onés (Ful‘lah,V
1991). |

Innovation. An iinnovatiOn is'ény' thought, behaviqr, or idea that
is new because it is qualitatively different from thé existing

educational approab‘h which is being used (Owens, 1991).
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Successful change. A successful change is one that has

achieved the desired effects, a_nd the results of which may be placed :

- on a continuum ‘ra‘hging‘_‘from very desi‘réble outcomes to very
rundesirable outcomés (Hanso:n,_ .1-985; Hersey ‘&‘ B‘léhc\hard, 1988).
‘Successful innovation. A successful innovation is an |
?nnovation that has a‘chi‘eved its désired* outcomes or implementation
and the results may be blaced on a c‘:ontiAnuum ranging from very
desirable outcomes to very undesirable outcomes (Hanson, 1985;

Hersey & Blanchard, 1988).

Sacred society. A sacred sociéty is a school, §_ch00’| distriqt,
institution, or community whose culture tends to be mbre highly
resistant to or tends to avoid cha'nge (Iahnaccone & Luiz, 1970).

Secular s_ocie‘ty. A =secuflarsoci'éty |s a school, school d‘ist‘ri‘ét,,
institution, or community w'hoSe cdllture tends to be more open to or .
éeeks change (lannaccone & Lutz, 1970). |

Fidelity approach to change. The fidelity approach is
characterizedlby a high degree of ‘adhe'rence“to the developer's model

that is .e‘xpecte‘d from the school or teacher (Fullan, 1991).




Mutual adaptation" approach. 'The' mutual adaptation approach is
the process by which schools can make adaptations or improve‘ments

to the developer’s innovation (Hall & Hord, 1987).

1. The study was limitedto tﬁe districts from rural Al.a’sk“a
that had a disfrict‘ student population under 'threeit'houSand-five-
hundred ‘(3,500). 3

2 This study uSed. dnl.y rural pub‘lic K-12 districts and no “
private "s‘chodl' di‘s'tricts wefe “ir{cluded.

3. District.é thatwere K-6, K-8, K-10, Qr any con“fi,gUr'ation

other than K-12 were not ‘incl‘uded.

1. The data collection covered a period of time from February,

1999 to March, 1999.
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2. Theresults of the study reflectthe bias of the pérsons who

completed the survey.

3. Theresults of the study reflectthe bias of the researcher’s

interpretatioh of the answers of the survey.
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CHAPTER TWO
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Education is constantly‘c‘:oping with change that or‘ii\ginates
from many sources. This investigation was concerned with change
which is plénned versus chah‘ge which éécurs as a ‘ré‘sui'l‘t" of political
forces or through the natural process of organizational evolution. |

Any changé is di.fficult and resistance to change i s natural,
occurring at both‘the‘ personal ‘and o_rgan‘izat‘i.onalf level. This reality
often impacts school radm-inistratprs atteﬁpti_ng to make chahg'es
within rural schools. It is well-known that t‘eac‘Hé-fs often }es‘ist‘

- well thought out reasonable changes (Hall & Hord, 1987).' Most
administrators have beén‘ surprised when inhov_ations that are near
and dear to their core beliefs fail due to a Iack‘ of teacher support.

' Therefoke, in order to uri.ders_tand the changé process, administrators
- need an ﬁnderstavhding of t‘he-histo‘ri‘cal: perspective‘ ’ofh 6hang,e. ‘ |

Knowledge of past change processes will help today’s
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admi‘n-istratbrs manage chan'ge inn‘ovatidns.

This chapteris divided into the following major areas of
literature review: a) ed“ucational history of Alaska, b) history of
change, ¢) mutual adaptation‘, d) the fidelify pe.rspective, and e)

barriers to change.

Formal education in Alaska ‘begén with Gregory Shelikov when
he began‘ teaching for the Russian colony in 1784 on Kodiak Island.
The fir-stl recorded school was a Russian Orthodox school at Sitka in
1505._ The American religious and educéﬁonal'missionaries made a
g}eat educational effort to educate the ‘Alas‘kéh population |
(C\arpe‘ntéﬁr, 1597‘8)”.\

Congress .passed the Organic Act ‘i"n 1 884','whic‘h directed the
Secretary of the Inferior td provide eduéation for éll‘ ch‘il‘drenl in
Alaska ‘without regard to raée. - Although Cdngress .appropriated

monies for education, the funds were inadequate to. accomplish the
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task of educating the children of Alaska. It was therefore necessary
for the Director of Education, Sheldon Jackson, to appeal to various
religious organizations to help in the educational process ‘(-N'a:s'ke &
Slotnick, 1987). |

The state was divided into areas by the church organizations
for missionary education - southeast Alaska was for the
Presbyterians, upper Bristol Bay a-hd Kuskokwim area fbr ‘t'he
Moravians, Lower Yu‘an or Hbiy Cross area for the Romén Catholics,
the Alaskan Peninsula and Aleutians for the Methodists, Cdok Inlet
and Prince William Sound for the Baptists, the Interior and North
Slope for the Episcopalians, the Bering Sea and Bering Strait for the
Congregationalists, the Norton ‘Sound and Port Clareznce‘ for the
Swedish and Norwegian missions (Carpenvter, 1978).

In 1912, towns supported education for non-Natives and the
Bureau of Education operated scthls for non-Natives. When Alaska
became a territory, the territorial legistature "passed a law that all
- children Would “b‘e educated (Naske & Slotnick, 1987.‘)..“

In 1931, the Bureau of Indian Affairs took over the operation
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of rural schools in AIaska.A The State of Alaska opened seyeral
regional high schools for educating the high school‘ students.v The
villages missed having high school students in their“communiti‘es
and‘ in 1972, the State of Alaska was sued ‘\by Molly Hootch, a student
from Emmonak, because she had to attend high school in Anchbrage
rather than.‘in her hometown. In 1976, the State agreed with the
plantiff and with fhe consent decree and‘constructed h}igh schools in
villages that :had“g an elementary school. In 1984, the Burea:u‘of |
Indian A'ffaxiré turned over the education of Alaska Natives to the
State of‘.A'Iaska. Sénate Bill 36, passed in th'e‘ sp.ring of 1-'9:99-, has
funded those K-i12 schools with student populétions of‘ .’ten or more‘

(Antonson & Hanable, 1985).
HJ-SIQ—W-O—LEMILQD.&W ‘ V ; o .
In American schools, change has traditionally been

'implémented through a process -of natural diffusion. Natural

diffusion is the process by which new ideas and practices are spread
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in an 'unplanned way from school district to school district (Owens,
1991). The result is that schools adopt changes haphazardly or
adopt innovations very slowly. Innovations “that are implemented
through natural diffusion often fail to produce the results that are
desired (Mort, 1958). Change takes about fifty years to be diffused |
and accepted in school districts throughout the country.
Consequently, the average district lags twenty-five yeafs behind the
accepted best practice of the ‘times (Mort, 1958).

Educational change proceeds very slowly. After an

invention which is destined to spread throughout the

school appears, fifteen years typically elapse before it

isfoundin three percent of the school systems....After

practices reach the three percent point of diffusion,

their rate of spread accelerates. An additional 20

years usually suffices for an almost complete

diffusionin an area the size of an average state. There

are indications that the rate of spread throughout the

nation is not much slower today.

The launch of Sputniuk | in 1957 accelerated the .developmenzt of
innovations during the 1960s. The sixties ‘brought“about new math
and science curriculums, ungraded schools, open classrooms, audio-

lingual language laboratories, and programmed instruction (Fullan,

1991; Gibboney, 1991). According to Fullan (1991), the sixties were
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knowh és‘ the adoption period because distric’;s were breoccupied
‘with how many zinnova"tions“ could be implem_ented_.,The more
innovations, the better “the di*s‘grict and this was h.ow districts were
judged as being 'successful. |

During the sixties, new ideas were adb‘pted without que.sti()n\‘
and with little or no thought to follow-through acti‘vities. The
consequences of wholesale adopt‘ions of innovations resulted in
dissatisfaction with any improvement project and many
implementation efforts failed- (Fullan,‘ 1991).

Innovations in the late seventiés andearly ei‘g‘h‘t,ies were
starting to emerge with successful ideas including behavioral
objectives, mastery learning, accountability, and competen’cy based
curriculum_and testing (Gibboney, 1991). The eighties .also
culminated the ‘researc‘h based on effective schools and‘ e_ffeétive
tea;:hingf that began ‘in the ‘éeventies. Within the same time frame '
the Department of'Education released A_NaILQn_aI_BLs& ‘(‘1'98“3).

A_Nan_o_n_ai_BJaK (1983) prdﬁpoéed c'ha/h_ges that were assumed

- essential for education in today’s competitive world. = These
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rec‘:ommendations‘ called for touigher coUrsg Wbrk ‘réqu’iremenfts,
higher ad‘missions standards to universities, a longer school day,
merit pay for'teachers, and more participation by parents “in schools
(Keedy, 1990). - |

During.th-e e.ighties:‘a Il states made changés i..“n their schools as
a result of A Nation at Risk (1983). ' Chief ém‘ong tﬁése cﬁanges were
higher standards for high school graduation, competency testing for
teachers, open enroliment, and magnet schools (Doyle, Cooper &
Trachtman, 1991").

During the early nineties, m\an‘\y states and districts turned to
‘mandatory ‘s‘olutions,‘ and with. ‘a‘ crisis mé‘ntalityv,‘ schools quickly
adopted solutions thaf were ‘b:eiieved to addréss a sbedific 'issue;
Primary changes implemented during the‘ nineties were site-based
management, teacher er'np‘oWerment, collaborative work cultures,
and strategic planning (F\UJIan, 1991)." These changes came at a time -
when .t“here was less funding for schools and a greater demand ‘m.ade‘
for quality in educa'tios'-n's (Cuban, 1992).

In past decades, efforts to improve schools came about partly
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due to a Wave of ‘pro_sperity, implementing successful ‘change“wi‘l-l
become harder in the future. “The 1990s and beyo'nd will be
different; schosl*s will have limited resources to d‘e‘ali‘ wi't‘h” more .~ .‘
" r’nandates from s’ta’ce“‘l“’e"vel' authorities. E>'<ce‘l-le.nce in schosl‘s cah: be
‘attained in the. future by using the positive focused app'roéche's to N "
change that occurred in t‘he‘ eighties and nineties (Doy'le,- Coo.per & .
Trachtman, 1991). |

- The purpose of planned change is.to help school districts
accomplish their stated mission more effectively by repl‘acing some -
structures, programs, and/or practices with somethinQ better.
Current spproaches'to change are dominated by developing strategies-
and tactics to control the change process (Owens, 19,9i).

There are n‘umerous definition and methodological problems -
invoIvéd with assessment of the su.scess' of the‘ innovation being
implemented. One direction for researc-h- about implementation
processes tends to study the degree of implementation of‘the
innovation according to the intended or planned' use; this is called

fidelity of implementation. The secohd primary direction for |
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implementation is to examine how the innovation is modified during
the adaptation process; this is called mutual adaptation (Fullan &

‘Pomfret, 1977).
. E“. I I-I . ‘ E : ‘l.

The study of the fidel‘ity perspectivein impleme.nltation has
focused on the degree of adherence to the original tenets 6f the
innovation. By Closely fbllowing the innovation, the desired outcome
~of ;che change occurs. Innovations consist of a number of relatively -

well-designed components ‘called key el.e‘ments, and should closély

follow rigorously developed and evaluated programs. Innovations are

supposed to be implemented as closely as possible to the original

models. Doing otherwise will lead to in‘novations'th‘at are less than .

effective (Boruch & Gomez, 1977; Calsyn, Tornatzky & Dittmar,
1977).
A more moderart‘e approach to fi‘del‘i‘ty‘was taken by Hall and"

Loucks (1,978) who stated that adaptation is acceptable ‘up to a




Ll ki

32

‘point, beyond which the innovation loses its integrity. Therefore,
the parameters of fidelity are of crucial i‘mpor“cance to. the
innovation being implém‘ented‘. |

There are five situational 'paramete-rs of change to be
considered when planning to implément an innovation: (1)
incremental or major change, (2) theoretical or techho‘logical
certainty, (3) conflict over goals and means, (4) 'ins.titutional
structure, and (5) s’fability of environm.ent. A .relatively structured
envifonment supports the fidelity approach (Berman, 1980).

Administrators within the central officelevel oratthe

building level often fail to acknowledge the needs of those who are -

being asked to implement the change in the classroom. EdUcators
are taught to respond to the needs of studénts, but somehow
administrators forget to respond to the n‘eeds of those required to
implement instructional change, the teachers (White, ‘1990‘),.
Some ofithé benefits of the fidelity approach are thatit
works, saves money, and saves time‘wit‘h little exploraﬁon

(Berman,1980). The problems that can arise from the fidelity
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approach are the lack of ownership by those who are implermenting‘

the changé and the use of canned programs (McLaughlin, 1989).

In the mid-seventies rese—ar’chers‘began to document that
educators, wzhen‘ir.nplementing; innovations, changed those
'iﬁnovation‘s ‘to fit their 6wn ‘é'ituat"ibns. This is knde as r‘nutualr
adaptation, a brocess that allows ‘compoynents of the‘ii‘h'n'ovatioh to
adapt to the individual culture within an Qrganization (iLoucké, 1983
& Meara, 1979). |

The Rand study group found that federal po‘l-ici‘es'had‘a major
role in encouraging iOcaI‘ school. districts to undertake projects that
were generally congruent wi’th fedevr.al guidelines, but that adoption
of a project consistent With ‘feo‘leral goals did not ensure successful
implementation. The Rand study further found that é‘l_tﬁough '
successful implementation did not predict iong-rUncontihUation_of

the project, effective innovation did promote mutual adaptation in
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éach insti‘tUtional sétting. Effective implementation of an
innovation su‘ppo.rted ‘the process of ada‘ptationv throug,h feedback, |
identification and correction "of mvistakes,v and bui’ldi:né éupbort for
fhe projé(:tr The Rand study grdub co_néluded that .local _c‘hoicles about
how‘ to put-an ‘in-no‘\‘/at«io‘n ihto practice -have more significance f_o‘.r
change than the innovation  itself ;(M‘C‘Le;ugh'?lzi-n, ‘1“989).

| Résearch has cés‘; conéiderable doubt on the val‘i‘dity.of‘]thé -
fidelity approach to implementation (Fullan & Pomfret, 1977).
Fullan’s and Pomfret’s study concluded that any déscription of the
use of the innovation should take into account not only the
characteristics of the organizatioﬁ, but the process by which the
innovation |s adapted and implemelnt.ed. Resear¢hers have éast'doubt
on the assumption that the degree of effectiveness is .often
influenced by the degree of implementation (Fullan & Pomfret, 1977;
Hall & Loucks, 1‘977').‘ |

As the new program i s implemented, the participants beginto

identify different needs and thereforé maké modifications to fi{_the

needs identified within the organization. Successful
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implementation of an innovation will not occur unless it is
perceived as meeting a specific need in the organization, identified

during the adaptation of the innovation (White, 1990).

Propone‘nt,'s ofthe mutual adapt'atioh process have stated that )

adopters of the innovation (teachers) have a greater understanding
of the organizational climate and structure which relate to the use
of the innovation than those who developed the change or those who
require the change (Hall & Hord, 1987). The. differing organizational
context results in a need to incorporate the level and degree of
teacher involvement in the change process:

1. Frequent staff development opportunities designed to meet
the developmental needs of the teachers are seenasa
supporting factor (Guskey, 1986).

2. The length of teaching career i s negatively correlated with
successful implementation and i s generally seen as an
obstacle to the process (Berman & McLaughlin, 1978).

3. When teachers view the principal as supportive of an

innovation, the level of implementation tends to increase
(Hall & Hord, 1987).

4. The avai'-lability'and variety of incentives encouraging

participation in an innovation are important factorsin

determining the level of teacher involvement in the change
process (Hall & Hord, 1987).
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Fidelity or mutual adaptatioh differ t‘o' the degree to which the
implemented /in‘hovation is similar to the innovation in its original
form and to the degree that participants effept the formaﬁon of the
adoption. It is possible thét adoptiOn WOQ‘Id‘ become rdutini‘zed and
‘survive because it was uséd with a high degrée -of fidelity. On the
other hand, a program that is adapféd WOu‘I‘d b’ecome r‘outi‘niz‘ed“ an‘d“
survive because the teachers or dhange agents changéd thé
innovation to fit the school culture (Blakely, 1983). The
implementation of the innovation, whether it be large or small,
‘adapted partially or adopted as a whole, is as impbrtant' to the
éucces’s of its outcome as the organlizational structure of the school
| (White, 1990).

Ot-h‘e\revr‘e.search SU-gg‘ests that organ'iz;ational struCture, culture,
~and political factoré can have-a directir‘r-lpact- bn fhe. hature' and
evxtent‘offchang‘e occurring'wit‘hin- the séhbo,l. ‘The‘ importance of
teacher par’t-icip'atio.n\is a cfit‘ical element ‘i‘n the 'su_ccéssful |
implementation of change. 'Admihistra;cors should view change as an

ongoing process, not as a single event (White, 199_0).
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Sac.red-'éecular concepts help us understand ‘_‘barr‘,iers to change.
[t is predictable that conflict will occur in pul.;JIic educa-ti‘on because -
schools which afe sacred societies impress upon their members
certain organizational behaviors, and this cu.lture of tradition makes
for a higher degree of reéistance to change. A secular 'school‘ is not
likely to ‘b‘e as isolated or as resistan“t'to change and teﬁdsto bé
more open without the rigid barriers to change (‘Lu{z & Merz, 1992).

Small rural Alaskan schools provide a natural environment for
sacred behavior.é. Edqcation literally was synonymous'rw,ith sacred
societies in rural areas due to the‘ early presence Of missionaries,
p‘riests; and nuns who started rural schools. A‘|SO‘; in ‘ru-ra'l Alaskan
communities everyone ‘knows hearly everyone else, of what they are
capable, and not only what they are doing, but also their faults,
needs, poiential, ‘g‘nd background (Barnhardt, 1‘9_79).‘ This is not to
say that all small schools aré" sacred. or that large urban schools are”

secular (Lutz & Merz, 1992). The schools that tend to search for
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consensus, avoid conflict, or \res‘ist change are con‘si‘dered- sacred
(lannaccone & Lutz, 1970). | |

A secular society is likely to be less i‘solated than a sacred
society because a secular society is one in which resistance to
change is at a mihjmum. Secular societies are normally.o‘pen to
change, wh'eréaé sacred societies are communities that "resi'st
change and value fradition (Lutz & Merz, 1992).

Com»munivtie“s exist ‘along the sac:fe‘d-‘secul‘ar continuum; they‘ ,
tend to be more one or the other, and“mor‘e than likely the ¢ommuvnity
will exhibit some eleménts at‘ both ends of the con.tinuum' (Lutz & |
Merz, 1992). ‘Sucéessful introduction of i‘hﬁ;;v'atiohé may require
different and someti-mes 'opposite meth‘ods‘ of i:mhl:emeniation
depending on whether the community is sacred or secular..

~ Most school reformers afe frustrated as aresultof.
organizational structure, culture, and the political nature of
communities. Most Americans still regard schools as successful
according to Haberman (1994). The public wants to ‘improve the

educational system that it believes in, while most experts or
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reformers want to change it in part or in totality (Haberman, 1994).

Despite the widespread call for'édu‘cational reform, the
literature on change states that change is difficult and resistance is
natural (Margolis, 1991). There is a natural conflict between
traditional views and reform in American education. Parents want
schools to be like they were in the past but know their children must
be prepared for a different future (Margolis, 1991).

Atthe building level, successful change requiresthat the
administrators understand why teachers are resistant to change.
Resistance is less likely to occur when teachers view the change or
innovation as meaningful to their lives. Margolis (1991) has urged
that those desiring change should:

*Notimpose solutions upon people.

*Concentrate on beliefs and perceptions.

*Emphasize processes and open systems thinking.

*Focus on what people think is immediately important

and troublesome.

*Encourage innovation and change with the potential to

achieve mutually desired goals. |

*Eliminate barriers to reform.

Keys to overcoming barriers to change are understanding and

responding to both the structural and personal factors causing
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resistance. Open commuhicatidn is invaluable -in breaking the
barriers to“ change. When implementing innovations the change agent
‘must remember that éhanging a teacher’s belief system is a task - |
that is far mofe complicated, difficult, and timé consuming than
‘lea‘diers ‘éXpect ‘(Hanson,‘ 19‘845"). : T:herefor'e_, being. knowledgeable

| a'bduf change process‘ may be b.oth 'the _:besf offense an‘d the best

defense that administrators have in managing educational change.
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CHAPTER THREE
METHODOLOGY

The review of the literature has suggested a difference in
levels of resistance to change in sacred and secular soc;ieties. The
purpose of this study was to discover and analyze the
implementation of the Alaska Quality Schoolé Initiative, to id:éntify
relationships between change procesées,' school culture, 'district
size, innovation success, -and to describe 'the personal reépoﬁses of
superintendents to.the demand for changé ppsed by the Initiative.

The purpose was defined by four research questions. 1. Which
change process was being used.when implementing the innovatioh?
2. What is the district’s culture (secular or sacred) in regard to
change? 3. Was the innovation being successfully implemented?

4. Was there a discernible relationship between the change
processes; culture of the district, size of the district, and success
of thé implerﬁen‘tation? | |

The qualitative nature of the study allowed the researcherto
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analyze how superiniendents have résponded to the demand for
systemic change posed by the Alaska Quality Schools Initiative, and
to assess the success of the implemén-tation, in relation to the local

district’s culture and the change process employed.

The definition of a rural school d_istrict’in Alaska is based on
its size and location. A rural district is one that is located off of
the State road system and has a population of less than -.3,500
students (Digest of Education Statistics, “199‘7)-. With .only a total of
| 54 school districts in the state of‘AIaska, ’aII rural districts .that
met the abO\)‘e criteria were examined in this study. This involved a
total of 37 districts which wére- divided into three categ‘o.ries (very

small, small, or large) as described in Table '1 on the next page..
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Table 1. Public school districts and enrollment by size of district.
Digest of Education Statistics (1997).

1. very small 12 32%
110300 pupils ' ‘ ‘
2. small 14 - | 38% ‘
301to 700 pupils | ‘ |
3. large 11 30%

'701 to 3,500 pupils
Total 37  100%

The twelve very small districts averaged 1.8 in central office
-personnel. The very. small districts’ personnel usually included the
superintendent and a business manager. The fourteen small districts
averaged 4.2 central office personnel which included a
superintendent, business manager,. special education director and a
director of maintenance. The eleven large districts had an average
of 8.1 personnel in their central offices with personnel titles
ranging from superintendent, assistaﬁt superintendent, director of
curriculum, business manager and -other assorted posiﬁons.
Secretaries and accounts payable personnehl' were not iihcl’uded in

these personnel counts as these information numbers were not
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available for all districts (Office of Data Management, 1997).

Data about the implementation of the Initiative was collected
from each of the superintendents through a telephene survey. Eac.h
duestion in the survey focused on only one concept and no item was
included that did not relate to the objectives of this ‘studyr.‘ Success
of the research depended‘ entirely on verbal communication; i.e., the
clarity ot the questions and the rapport that was established
between the interviewer and the superintendents. To inform the
superintendents about the telephone survey and the questions to' be
asked, each superintendent Was contacted through an e-mail several
- weeks before the calls were made. Thie co‘mmunieati‘on provided

each superintendent an opportunity to prepare for the interview.




45

Atthe outsetoftheinterview the researcher tri‘éd_to seta
~ businesslike tone using a moderate pace. The format for each phone

contact included the introduction as outlined by Salant and Dillman

(1994):
1. theinterviewer’s name;
2. the purpose oftheinterview;
3. ashortdescription of the survey; and,
4. aconservative time estimate of how long the interview

would take.

The interview protocol began with simple questions and
progressed to more complex questions. There was a transition from
one subject to the next throughout the interview. The interview was
tape recorded for ease and accuracy in analyzing the data. If é
superintendent ‘refus.ed‘to Abe tape recorded, the researcher hand-
wrote the responses. |

Superintendents were interviewed regarding their perc.:eption
of the effectiveness of the implementation of the Initiative. Each

superintendent was also asked questions about their school’s culture
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- (secular versus sacred) to establish in which society or culture the
superintendent was working. Questions about the process of
implementation were asked to establish which approach (mutual

‘adaptation' versus fidelity) was .being utilized. Ifnquiry'was also

made regarding success: of the implementation.

The surVey protocol was developed for this study using
information developed from the review of literature. Specifically,
literature in the areas of: (1)~ school cultures, sacred societies
versus secular societies; (2) approach to change, mutual adaptation
‘versus fidelity approach to c‘ha‘nge; (8) the Alaska Quality Schvools
[nitiative; and (4) the effectiveness' of .implem'en,tatio'n of the
Initiative, provided the basis for the pr’otoéél. Twenty open ended
questions designed to elicit discussion from the superintendents

were developed.

The survey protocol was pilottested with three Alaskan
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school district superintendents not included in this‘ study. The pilot
study was conducted using a telep'hone survey protocol. The purpose
of this pilot test was to check that the content and sequence of the
questions were understandable and logical. The pilot subjects were
asked to indicate when there ‘was confusion or queétions about the
“information being asked. Based on these thrée conversations,
adjustments were made to the survey protocol.

A part of the pilottest wasto analyze the data provided by the
three superintendents. The -results 'of this_ analysis were reviewed
and verified by a former superintendent. This same process was
used in the analysis and interpretation of the data collected from

the supérihtendents involved in this study.

The telephone interviews were conducted during the months of
February and March, 1999. The analysis of the data came from

responses to the interview questions. The open-ended questions
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produced lengthy comments from the superintendents. Responses
varied according to the specific situétion of the superintendent.
Consistency of definition was key to placing districts on the
continuum for the aréas of type of society (secular/sacred),
implementation (mutual adaptation/fidelity approach), and the
degree of successful implementation.

A set of benchmark words and/or phrases, related to the
definitions of mutual - adaptation and the .fidelity approach to change
and sacred or secular societies were utilized to help identify the
implementation strategy used and the type of society the school
served. The benchmark words and phrases were identified from
various authors describing the change approaches. The benchmark
words or phrases used to reflect mutual adaptation strategies by the
school district were:

variation,

process with adjustments,

negotiation,

flexibility,

new methodology,

modifications,

local fit, and
manlpulatmg(EImore 1978; Fullen & Pomfret, 1977; Fullan,
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1991; Fullan & Miles, 1992; Hall & Hord, 1987; Huberman &
Miles, 1984 & Mort, 1958).

‘Likewise, a set of benchmark words or phrases that defined a
. fidelity approach were identified. These words and phrases were:
little or no change,

learning new behaviors,

implemented models,

- created outside of school

original deSIQn

intended use, and

planned use (Elmore, 1978 Fullen & Pomfret, 1977; Fullan,

1991; Fullan & Miles, 1992; Hall & Hord, 1987; Huberman &

Miles, 1984 & Mort, 1958).

Placement of a district on the fidelity/mutual adaptation
continuum was based on the number of times the words and phrases
were used by the superintendent during the interview. . Also, the
intensity and force of the superintendent’s voice and- inflections of
words associated with the change approach, provided indication of
the extent that the implementation strategy was used.

The degree of mutual adaptation for a district was placed
along a continuum ranging from minor adaptation to total adaptation.

Those districts using a fidelity approach to implementing Alaska’s:

Quality Schools Initiative were placed on the continuum indicating
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no changes to very minor changes in the innovation. In Figure 2, the
continuum used for indicating "e_ach district’s implementation

strategy is illustrated.

Total Minor " Total -

Figure 2. Fidelity or mutual adaptation continuum.

A continuum was used toindicate whiere the districtwasin
relationship té sacred versus secular societies V(Se‘e Figure 3). The
sacred.societie‘s were placed on the far left of the continuum, while
secular societies were placéd along the continuum from left to

' right.

Figure 3. Sacred or secular continuum.

The placement on the model was determined by using
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benchmark words or phrases for sacred and secular societies. The
words or phrases used to identify a sacred society were:

closed,

closed-minded,

stable,

avoid conflict,

norisk taking,

resistance to state assessment programs,

consensus decision making,

rejection of product measures,

loss of local control,

old ways are better, and :
resistance to the change of teacher evaluation forms(Getzels,
Lipham & Campbell, 1968; lannacconne & Lutz, 1970;
Lipham & Hoeh, 1974; Lutz & Merz, 1992).

Secular societies were identified by the superintendents use of the
following words or phrases when describing the' communities in
which they worked:

conflict,

accessible,

open,

reform,

open-minded,

high pressure,

constant flux,

emotional neutrality,

up-to-date is prized,

modern i s better; and ‘

positive toward change (Getzels, Lipham & Campbell, 1968;
lannacconne & Lutz, 1970'; Lipham & Hoeh, 1974; Lutz &
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Merz, 1992). ,

Analys“is of the‘use offhe words and phrases in thesetwolists
res_ulted in the ideﬁtification of the secular versus saCred nature of
the school district’s communities.  Once identified, the districts
were classified as sacred or secular. S_ecﬁlar societies range from
accepting some changes to accepting every change, while a sacred
society was resistant to any change or adaptation.

When determining successful versus unsuccessful
implementation of the Alaska Qua‘lity Schools Initiative, a
continuum was used to indicate the degree of success in the
district’'s implementation. Unsuccessful implementaﬁon was
reflected on the extreme left of the design while successful
implementation was indicated on the right of the continuum (See
Figure 4). The placement, unsuccessful versus successful
implementation on the continuﬁm, was determihed by having the
superintendents rate their district’s 'success from one to fen with

one being unsuccessful and ten being successful.
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<& — —
Unsuccessful Successful .

Figure 4.. Unsuccessful or successful continuum. |

The success of implementation of the Alaska Quality Schools
Initiative by a'district was indicated by degrees of success.. For
this study, a successful innovation waé one that met one of thé two
following criteria; the innovation had achieved the desired outcomes
or become encultu\réted or imbedded into the p‘rac,‘tice of ;the school.
A district that had accomplished Ieés than half of implementationln of

the Initiative was categorized as unsuccessful.

To ahalyze thé relétionship of the'\de_gre’e of success in

implementation to the implementation strategy, size of the school
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district, ahd nature of the school’s society, a series of métrices
were developed. - Specifically, for succe-ssful implementations a 2 X
2 matrix was created identifying the nurﬁber of districts Llsing a
fidelity .approach and mutual adaptation by thé typeuo‘f‘ ‘cu‘lture- (See
FigUre 5). A similar matrix was developed for'districts with a‘ﬁ

unsuccessful implementation effort (See Figure 6).

Successful

Fidelity ‘Mutual Adaptation
) Sacred
o
=
=]
O
©
Q
I% Secular

Fidelity Mutual Adaptation

Figure 5.  Successful implementation matrix‘ by type of culture and
change model. | :
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Unsuccessful

Fid'elity Mutual Adaptation
o Sacred
=]
S
O
©
o
[oX
>

Secular
Fidelity Mutual Adaptation

Change Model

Figure 6. Unsuccessful implementation matrix by type of culture and
change model. :

The relationship of the degree of success-of implementation to
the impleméntation strategy, size of the school district, and nature
of the schools culture, for successfull implementation was analyzed.
Specivfically, ”fo} successful imp,lerﬁentatipn‘s a2X3 matr'ix was
created identif;l/ing' the number of dirstri;:ts using a fidelity approach

and mutual adaptation approach by the size of the school district
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(See Figure 7). A similar matrix was developed for districts with

unsuccessful implementation effort (See Figuré 8).

Successful
Fidelity - Mutual Adaptation
B Large
@
a)
(o)
O
<
@
Small
o .
=
o
Q
N
n
Very
Small
Fidelity Mutual Adaptation

Figure 7. Successful implementation matrix by size of school
district and change model. '
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Unsuccessful

Fidelity. Mutual Adaptation
- Large
kS
@
&)
[e)
(@]
S
N Small
()
£
kS
o
N
n
Very
Small
Fidelity _ Mutual Adaptation

Chahge Model

Figure 8. Unsuccessful implementation matrix by size .of school
district and change model. = \

With permission, audio tapes were used during the interviews.
The recordings were transcribed. verbatim. The open—ended nature of
the questions allowed the researcher to analyze not dnly specific

word responses to questions, but also to evaluate the
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superintendent’s attitudes and feelings _fcoward the Initiative. The
researcher listened to the tapes.and reviéwed the transcripts
looking for factors such as tone of voice, 'word choice,
conversational emphasis, and examples of actions taken to
implement the change. Bas.ed on‘ the text and audio tapes, a
continuum was developed that provided a measure of the
superintendent’s attitude about .the implementatioh of the Initiative.
Cat‘egofies of responses developed feadily from comments and
tone of conversation from the superin.tendents. The superintendents’
responses were placed on a continu.ulm of‘ denial, anger, resignation,
acceptance, and excitement about the Initiative. The attitude of the
superintendent was blaced on the continuum and compared t_c; the
success, culture, and implementation strategy of their districts.
Matrices were developed in the same way as those previously
described and reflected the relationship of the superintendents’
attitude toward the Initiative and its successful implementation

strategy,. and culture of the school dist‘rict..
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CHAPTER FOUR
RESULTS

The purpose of this study was fo analyze implementation
strategies of the Alaska Quality Schools Initiative in Alaska’s rural
school districts. The purpose was subdivided into four major
research questions: 1. Which change process was being' used when
implementing the innovation? 2. What is the district’s culture
(secular or sacred) in regard to change? | 3. Was the innovation being
successfully implemented? 4. Was there a discer'ni'ble relationship
between the'change prpcesses, culture of the district, éize of the
district and success of the impl.em_entation? |

The qualitative nature of the study allowed the researcherto
analyze how superintendents responded to the demand for systemic
change posed by the Alaska Quality Schools Initiative, and to assess
whether success of this initiative varied based on district culture,

the change process, and size of the district.
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To answer to these questions, a comprehensive telephone
survey was conducted of rural Alaskan district superintend‘ents that
fall within the definition of rural Alaskan school districts (Digest |
of Educational Statistics, 1997). A protocol was developed to
structure the interview and the interviews were tabe recorded. In

addition, interviewer took notes during the interview.

Of the 37 superintendents who had an opportunity to be
included in this study, 32 were actually interviewed. Of the five
superintendents who were not interviéwed, one refused to be
interviewed, and the other four were u'navéilable when calls were
placed. .This researcher attempted to contact each superintendent on
ten differént days and at least two to three times each day. The
.districts éf the five superintendents who‘were not intérviewed in
this study included two very small districts, one small district, and

two large districts. Of the 32 superintendents who were
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interviewed, only one refused to be tape recorded. Two of the

interviewed superintendents were new to the state of Alaska, five

had been superintendents in another district the previous year, and

the other 25 superintendents held the same position the previous

year.

| Of the 32 districts which were studied, 15 “adapted” the

Alaska Quality Schbols Initiative. Of ‘these 15 districts; five were

large, six were small, and four were very small. Of the 17 districts

which “adopted” the Alaska Quality Schools Initiaﬁvé, four were

large, six were small, and seven were very small (See Figure 9).

17 , 15
districts - distric_ts
<z — —=>

Fidelity Mutual Adaptation -
Districts Districts

large = 44% large = 56%

small = 50% small = 50%

very " Very

small = 64% small = 36%

Figure 9. Fidelity or mutual ad“éptation: continuum of the Alaska

initiative by size of school district. -
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Résults from the telephone survey indicated t.h at 16 school-
.distri‘cts were secular and .16 were sacr_ed. The 16 secular districts
were represented bylseven large districts, f\iv'e small districts and
four very small districts. The 16 saéred districts consisted of two

large districts, seven small districts, and seven very small districts

(see Figure 10).

16 16
districts districts
<z - , _ — =
Sacred Secular
Districts _ Districts
large = 22% large = 78%
small = 58% - small = 42%
very , very
small = 64% small = 36%

Figure 10. Sacred or secular culture continuum by size of school
districts.

Success versus lack of success was derived from the _
information which the superintendents gave during the survey.. This
was based on a rating scale from one to ten with ten being the

highest. The researcher's assessment as to whether- the district
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was successful ‘o,r ‘un.succe‘ssful was also, in pért, based on the
superintendent’'s emphasis. of voiceiwﬁen resbonding to the -question
regarding the'succesé of i_mplerr.]entatio‘n'of the Alaska Quality |
School Initiative. The definition of success |s that thé- desired
outcomes or ‘effects have been achieved (Hanson, 1985; Heréey &
Blan'chard, 1988). This researcher used five as the dividing line
between success and lack of success, as well as the émphasis the
superi:ntendent placea on-l the number when being interviewed. Three
superintendents stated they were successful at the ratiné o'f five in

the implementation of the Initiative. All three school districts

were classified ‘as being unsuccessful. The reaéén for this
classification was related to the districts not achiévi:ng the desired
outcomes or effects.

Seventeen school districts were i-den‘t‘ified as'being successful
in their implementation of Ale}ska Quality Schools lnitiati\)e. Seven
of these were large districts, five small districts, and five very
small districts. There were 15 unsuccessful school districts, of =

which two were large districts, seven were small districts, and six
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were very small. districts. These UnsLlCcessfuI districts were in the
beginning stages of implemeptation of the Alaska Quality Schools
Initiative. The districts’ supérintendents defined themselves as
unsuccessful 'since the Alaska Quality Schools Initiative should have
been imblemented prior to this study. In Figure 11, é breakdown of

successful versus unsuccessful districts by size of school district,

is presented.

15 : 17 .
districts districts
<z i \ —
Unsuccessful Successful
Districts Districts
large = 22% large = 78%
small = 58% small = 42%
very : very
small = 55% small = 45%

Figure 11. Unsuccessful and successful continuum by size of school
district. :

A 2 X2 matrix was used to show the relationship or effect
between change models used, type of school district culture, and

successful or unsuccessful implementation of the Initiative. The
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data reflected in the following matricés reflect, the data presented
in Figures 9, 1‘0,‘ and 11.

Seve_nteeh districts were successful in implementation of
Alaska Quality Schools Initiative with 11 of the districts using a
mutuél adaptation strategy (See Figure 12). Ten aistricts were
/secular and seven Were sacred. The greatest success in
~implementation was found when a mUtu.aI adaptation ‘strategy was

used in a secular society The other three combinations were

approximately equal, with two to four districts repreéehted in each

cell. _ | Successful
Fidelity Mutual Adaptation
o Secular o : 8
3 .
=]
O
kS
()
o
= Sacred 4 3
' Fidelity Mutual Adaptation

Change Model

Figure 12.  Successful implementation matrix by type of culture
versus change model. , 4
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- Fifteen distric‘ts’wer‘e unsuccessful in implementing the

. Alaska Quality Schools Initiative (See Figure 13). Sevén of these
were sacred districts and used the fidelity change model. Two
sacred districts that used the mutual adaptation change model.. Of

the six secular society districts that were unsuccessful, four

. districts used the fidelity approach to change and two district used

a mutual adaptation approach.

Unsuccessful

Fidelity Mutual Adapt'ati'on
'®  Secular 4 : 2
=
©)
©
(0]
=~ 7
~  Sacred 2

Fidelity ‘Mutual Adaptation

Change.Model

Figure 13. Unsuccessful implementation matrix by type of culture
versus change model.
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A 2 X3 matrix (See Figure 14) reflects the relationships
between size of the district and change model utilized for the 17
successful districts that implemented the Alaska Quality Schools

Initiative innovation. These data are illustrated in Figures 9, 11,

and Table 1.
Successful

Fidelity - Mutual Adaptation
B Large 2 5
@
@)
©
(@]
U%) Small 1 4
©
5] Very 3 2

Small :
Fidelity © Mutual Adaptation

Change quel

Figure 14. Successful implementatioh matrix by size of district and
change model.

In Figure 14, the distribution of the successful implementation
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of. the Alaska Quality Schools Initiative is presented, indicating the
relationship between the éize of district, change model utilized and
success of implementation. ‘Seventeen districts were successful in
implementing in the Alaska Quality Schools Initiative. Seven large
school districts :Were successful, with two of these districts used
the fidelity approaéh to change, whereas the other five large
districts used a mutual adaptation approach to change. Five small |
districts ‘successfully implemented the Alaska .Quality Schools
Initiative. Of these, one small diétrict used the fidel‘ity approach
and four used the mutual adaptation approach. Five very small
districts were successful in implementing the innovation. Three
districts used fhe fidelity approach, whereas two districts used the
mutual adaptation approach to changé.

Unsuccessful irﬁplementation of the Alaska Qua'lity.Schoo.Is
Initiative was found in 15 districts (See Figurg 15). Two Iar-ge |
districts were unsuccessful 'using thae fidelity approach to change,
whereas no large district was unsuccessful in using the mutual

adaptation approach. Seven small districts were unsuccessful, with
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five using the fidelity model 6f change and two using the mutual
adaptation model. Six very smail districts weré unsuccessful |n
implementing the Alaska Quality Schools Initi‘ative; four were
“unsuccessful using the fidelity ap.proach, and two W‘eré unsuccessful

using the mutual adaptation approach to change.

Unsuccessful
Fidelity Mutual Adaptation
G Large 2 ! 0
@
=)
©
@)
S Small 5 2
©
N
5] Very - 4 5
Small | S I
Fidelity - Mutual Adaptation

' Change Model

Figure 15. Unsuccessful impl‘emehtati‘on matrix by size of school
district and change model.
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Questions 3 and 4 of the telephone protocol (See Appéndix A)
addressed the district’'s implementation plan or strategy for the
Alaska Quality Schools Initiative inﬁovation. No very small district
shared a written implementation plan, while only three written

plans by large districts where shared with this researcher.

S int | ) Aititude T ' | ”' Initiati

In addition to eliciting inf(;rmatio‘n forthis study’s four major
research questions, the superintendent interviews yielded a vx{ealth
of rich data on how superintendents responded :personally to the
State’s demand for systémic reform -in their school districts. Th:ese
comments occurred spontaneoqsly as part of the structured
interview, with the‘res'earcher allowing the respondent latitude in
bringing forward feelings relevant to the topic. As noted above,
interviews were tra:'nscribed to facilitate the analysis. The
researéher listened to the tapes and 'read the ‘transcripts with an .eye

for tone of voice, word choice, conversational emphasis, and
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examples of actions taken to implement the change as indicators of
the superintendents’ personal response 'to .the; Quality Schools
Initiative. Such an analysis- informs this study because of the
- critical role superintendents play in implementing change in their
districts. Regulations such as the Quality Schools Initiative are put
in place by people, and the feelings that key leaders, sgch as
superintendents, experience in response to the situation influence
the outcome. |

For purposes of analy'sie, respondents were feategori'zed ona
continuum according to their dominant feelings. Categories included
feelings of denial, anger, resignation, .acceptance, or excitement
about the Initiative. Categories of reeponses developed readily and
were an elaboration on the change theory eited by several
superintendents, one of whom described the _foil.owing parad.igm. "Yon
know change .t‘heory as well as | do. There is always a group that
resists, a group that is eager, and a group that needs timel." The
first part of‘this analysis will elaborate on these categories, and

- the second part will relate these categories to the four major
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research questions. Comments from two superintendents were not
included in this analysis -as they ‘were not taped. One superintendent |
refused to be tape recorded, and in conducting the interview with a

second superintendent the tape was not started.

‘One superintendent appeared to‘v be in denial th at__his.-diétrict
had to respond to the Quality Schools Initiative with meaningfﬁl,
systemic changes. Coming from a very smalll district that is
arguably the .most isolated in the State, he stated "we really haven't
done much" in respbnse to‘ the Initiative. Instead,.the superintendent
- described a- district that was focused on internal problems such as
“negotiati-ons and other stﬁff .and (Wej haven’t focused on those type-
of things, and e\}en our Board hésn’t set goals fof the last few
years." Asked about the changes he had made or pl.an_ned to make, 'he_
responded, "I d“on’t know that we will take any drastic steps. Let me

take that back, | think the immediacy of the benchmark and the
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qualifying exams are prbbably . . . going to force awareness and then
change." 'Attempting to justify the district’s lack. of éction, he
stated, "I think there is some good to waiting in a sense that We.
don’t have to reinvent the wheel, we.can just take those things . . . Il
think we’re doing OK, 1 don’t think that we’ll be left out in the cold.”
This researcher believed that the superintendent shed insight on his
motivation in a concluding statement, "I'll be glad when | retire next
year." Although this superinte‘ndent may have taken séme
preliminary steps, such as fOrmihg a teacher-d.omi‘néted curriculum
committee and as‘sisting his Bda-rd‘ in adopting f;he lStand'a'rds as
written, no specific proéress was reported on implementation.

Th.is district appeared to be among the least advanced in the
State in implementation of the Quality Séhools Initiative as a result
of the superintendent’s denial of the need to take éction. Based on
the superintendent’s remarks, this researcher believed that
substantive ‘imprlementati‘on vyould be left f?or' the vsuperintendent
hired after the incumbent’é retirement; potentially placing the

school district at risk of being far behind other districts in the.

P
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State in implementation of the Initiative.

Anger about the Quality Schools Initiative was the
predominant focus of four superin‘tendents. Although members of
this group had takeﬁ some steps to implement the Initiative, they
peppered neafly every response with negative remarks about the
mandated change. Three of the four superintendents characterized'
the Initiative as b_e'ing counterproductive'to previous, local efforts
at school reform that were perceived to be superior tolthe Initiative.
Describingchis feelings, a superintendent from a small district
stated, "we weré_ one of the éxtremely frustrated districts -because
we were developihg district standards way before 'De,partmen_t of
Education got on the stick, an:d so | feel . . . now we are having to
drop all that work and adopt State standards. _We’re not real happy
with that." Speaking from the viewpoint of ‘a district challenged

with significant cross-cultural issues, a superintendent from a very
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small district commented that the teacher evaluation tool "met the |
'district’s needs more appropriately before we made the.changes . . .
now the instrument is very specific to state standards, but it
doesn’t have a whole lot to do with people’é ability to get along in
the community." A superintendent from a Iar‘ge district also voiced
anger‘about the impact of the ’revised .teach,er evaluation tool, "well,
we went back to a checklist evaluation for tenured teachers instead
of doing something that was really directed toward professional
development.” A fourth superintendent, who chéracterized her
community as being progressive and willing to make changes to
suppor{ education, found that the Quality Schoolis Initiative "has not

. caused people here to get real excited because" it was not
addressing the community’s "'biggest problem, that we’rre at 212
percent capacity in a school building . . . and people are concerned
about fire safety."

The superintendents’ anger extended to the more global issue

of the State’s right to im;posé change upon the distric{. A

superintendent from a small district summarized his feelings by
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saying, "To be real .frank, | think that everslbody thinks that we are
just getting layer upon layer of bureaucracy imposed on us and
losing local control-. . . there is a very real danger of actually
harming our educational product .through i_-n'creased' bureaucracy." A
superintendent from a very small. district questioned the
effectiveness of guch a highly structured change imposed f.rom ‘
outside the district, saying "l don’t think that things work when they )
are shoved down people’s throats." Challenging the essence Qf the
Quality Schools Initiative, a superintendent from a Iargé. district |
stated, "I'm not sure that it's going to have the efféct that some
would.like it to have, which is improvement in the schools that need
to improve the most. I’'m not sure there is enoﬁgh meat to it. lt;s a
lot of PR."

Too much change impos;ed atonce, coupled with inability to
- mobilize support from key groups of stakeholders, especially
com.munity members, was a theme repeated again and again.
Commenting on mistakes his district had made with implementation,

a superintendent from a small school district remarked, "...there are
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SO m‘any changes coming d‘oWn SO .quickl.y that nobody wants anything.
to do with them anymore just because it's so overwhelming."
~ Describing his inability to mobilize supbort from the teaching staff,
a superintendent from a‘ small district reported, "for the QSI., there
has probably been . . . réticence." A superintendent from a very small |
district recounted several months of efforts .to gather community
comment forms for use in the eVal_uati'on process with discouraging
results, "when | look at the amount of time and effort that | put into
"that . . . | got just very, very low response." 'Usih"g a metaphor to
descrilbe thié situation, a fourth superintendent from a Iargg district
com'mented that "....it's a little like squ'ee.zihng an e‘l‘ep'hant into a pop
bottle. Change . . . in a school district? Most people don’t use those.
two words in the same sentence . . ."

Feelings of being oyerwhelmed with-chaﬁge pairedwith a
sense of lack of support in its implementation were_ reflected in .the
lack of success these superintendents reported. Three of the four

superintendents rated their districts as being unsuccessful in

implementing the Quality Schools Initiative. The relationship
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between not supporting the change and not being able to implement
it was apparent whlen"c.)ne superintendent from a small district
acknowledged, "I caﬁ’t say that | have .had a very good experience
implementing chan-ges that are not needed." Two of the four
supe-rintendents acknowledged their- efforts were limited because
they saw little valule‘ in the Initiative. "According to a
supérintendent from a small district, “.we feel Iike_z we had an
intact program, and to some éxtent we have had to ‘di'srupt it to meet
the requirements. | can”; be a real cheerleader about n'eeding to
jump through more hoops." A second superintendent from a .I‘arge
district, who rated his district as successfu_l‘, stated that hﬁe was
dealing with the Initiative by making as few changes as poésible,
"...we’re going to do Whatever they tell us we have to do to stay in’
compliance, and then we’re going to t“ry and not haye ‘a negative
impéct on our district in any way."

Concerns about lack of funding to support the Quality Schools -
“Initiative affected_ two su‘perintendeﬁts from sfnall districts in this-

category. The implications of being asked to implement systemic
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"c-hange on a reduced budget were the focus of their comments, with
one superintendent summing it up by saying, "philosqphica‘lly, I am "
opposed to the ‘dq'more with less’ me‘ssage, which |s what | feel
that 1 am getting." Going further, a second superinten‘d‘ent despaired’
of being able to implement the Initiative in this context, saying
“...this plan is being put on us . . . fi.n'ancially‘we can’t.meet (it)
anyway."

In conclusion, this researcher found a relationship between the
anger and frustration expressed by this group of superintendents and |
the extent and effectiveness of actions they were taking to
implehent thev Initiative. Even though their‘ feelings ranged from
- cynicism to deépair, they were similar in their inability to ‘Ietl go of
anger as a predominant mood and replace it With-cohcrete, positive

steps . to move the Initiative forward in their district.
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Twelve superintendents were categorized as being "resigned"
to implementation of ihe Quality Schools I‘nitiative.A As a group,
their predominant mood could be characterized by lack of
lenthusiasm. Although several superintendents mentioned the
potential for positive outcomes in their district from the Initiative,
they combined these remarks with negative comments abéut the
éhange. This mixture of feelings caused this researcher to place
them in an intermediate category betweer_n SUperintendents whose
predominant mood was anger and superintendents who experienced
increasingly positive feelings toward the change.

“ Forinstance, a superintendent from a very small district found
: some benefits to the program because ".,-.we 'ér.e all on the same page
now as far as working toward standards acrdss the district" but
went on to say "that it has hurt our kids . . . because the teachers are
out of the classroom often to get this training. | feel it would have
been more successful had we done it .the other way around—have

teachers trained before we had to plug this thing in." Another
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superintendent from a ver)./ small district expressed a similar
mixture of support and criticism, "I feel that it is a wor’;h‘y
initiative, but | do feel that our state has goné about it in the W‘rong
way with not startihg with our younger kids and workihg up, rather
than just starting with the 9th graders and expect-ihg miracles . . ."
. The theme of concern about t'he way the State was approaching
the lnitiétive was replayed by seven of the twelve superintendents.
“| think that in the whole state of Alaska, we’ve 'got the cart before
the horse," a éuperintendent'fro,m a very small district reiterated
criticisms about project sequence. Focusing on the tools that
superintendents had to implement the Initiative, a s'uperintendent
frdm a small district found that "DOE should take more of a -
Ieadershib role ih some issues that .would solve a ‘Iot of problems,
and I'll use the one example being there are not adequate regulations
written for H.B. 465." In this superintendent’s experience, an
absence -of adequate regulations for the m_andateq teacher evaluation
(H.B. 465) had led to teacher urji‘on‘ arbitration and law suits when

arbitration failed. Finally, looking at the future of the Initiative, a

-
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superintendent from a véry émall district questioned how it could be
sustained in the face of political realities, "..;with G'overhor
Knowles’ term about to end, and we’ll get a new governor in the next
few years, | think there will be a question in the state of how this
kind of massive change can be sustained."

Frustration with funding for the Initiative was echded by five
of the twelve .superintend‘e'n.ts in this category. Their concerns were
similar to those expressed by superintendents Whose predomi‘n\ant
mood was anger. Portr;aying a school system under constant
financial stress, a superintendent from a small district described
how difficult it was "...to keep morale and standards high when every
year you talk about cutting." The relationship betweeh funding and
quality surfaced again when a superintendent from,-a small district
commented, "...yoq can’'t cut funding to schools_‘and expect
performance ’to go up." Perhaps a superintendent froma Iarge
disltrict summed ub the dilemma“‘best when he rec’ountéd .How he
explained the situation‘ to his Béard, "I keep telling the board, we

have the best education we can afford, not the best education we

’
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know how to deliver."

The mixed supportforthe initiative expressed by this group of
s.uper'intendents was. exemplified by the fact that only four of
.twelve had written implementation ‘plans for the Initiative. |
Although most superintendents voiced a general idea of the directipn
in which they were heading, they had not committed the project to
paper, established aétion steps, or targeted'compl_etion dates.
Characterizing this approach, a superintendent from a small district
commented, "“...we have 7a plan in terms of we want to get all of vour
content standards rewritten just as quicklly as possible . . . but' we
didn’t put any dates to that because -we find that if they are not
realistic, then we just can’t work up to them." Superintendents
whose districts had a written plan' tended to describe it as "b‘ri'éf"""or
integrated with the five—year plan . . . (which) actqally 'dQes' state
‘Alaské Content Standards.” " A large district whose blan_ included
"objectives for students, objectives for professional standards . . . a
timeline for the next year and a half," reported that is was.‘

developed with funding from a grant.
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Lack of community involvement in the Quality Schools
Initiative was another common concern expfes"sed by
superintendenté in this category. Eight of twelve su-berin-t_endents
déscribed ‘difficultvies obtaining ,partici‘p‘atidn from 'COmmun'ity
members as evidenced by low attendance at planning meetings and a
low return réte for- teacher evaluation forms. Typical remarks from
superintendents' representing districts of all sizes ‘inc.luded,
"...community, involvement—it has not been the best" . . . "getting
more community members and parents involved has been a real
problem for us" . . . "very low input from corhmunity members” . "as
far as thé community (participation), very iittle."" Of the four
superintendents who described a proces's for obtaining community
involvement, three pointed to systems thaf were in place prior to
the Initiative. Even among these superintenqlents, community
involvement was found to be a mivxed ‘blessin-g.‘ A superintendent
from a small district reported the process led to. delays. "When you
involve the public like we do, it can be year—long just to get a

certain goal approved that maybe before you could have handled just
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as quick an‘(‘j got there mﬁch quicker . . ." Talking about working with
a communify that had a long history of debate'on school issues, a |
superintendent from a large district ci.t'ed the difficulty of assuring
that diverse groups were included, "...s'ometimes‘, we weren’t as
caréful as we should have béen to make sure that various points of
view in the commﬁnity were represented.”

Accountability for the outcomes produced by the districts was
not always seen aé positive. Fear of béing blamed for studénts’
performance on the exit exam was voiceid by a superintendent from a
small district because "...it will come down to individual séhool
districts being at fault when we start experfencing -student failure .
. . | see it as some hard times for schobls . . . not only funding wise
but accountability wise." Taking the problem one step further, a
superintendent from a véry small district predicted that because of
the "high school graduation assessment, it’s onfy just begun‘ when it
comes to law suité." However, four superintendents expressed .
support for the Initiative voicing remarks such asl ‘..we do have to

be accountable for teaching and student Iearhing," and we have to
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"take this whole assessment business seriously, and ‘begin doing a
better job . . ."

In conclusi'bn, this researcher found a relationship between the
mixed feelings these superintendents voiced about the Quality
Schools Initiative and the Qneven nature and results of the actions
they were taking to i‘m'p‘lement. the program. .A full half of ’thv‘e
superintendents rebort_ed theif districts were unsuccessful in

implementing the change.

Six superintendents were categorized as being "accepting" of
the Quality Schools Initiative. The predominaht mood of members of
this category was positive toward the innovation as charé,cte,rizeql
py their description of benefits from the change, ‘their elaboration
on actions taken to implehent programs in support of it, and théir.
positive statements Aregard‘i‘ng community involvement and local

support for the Initiative. Despite this more optimistic attitude,
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they balanced their remarks with concerns about fUnding, the
timeline for im.plementatior-n ahd lack of support from the State
Department 'of Education. |

Positive comments from superinter;dents reflected the value
of a change that promoted standardiiation. A superintendent from a
small district'reported‘ that his schools had never had "a clearl‘y
articulated or éligned curriculum . . . this was the first systemic
curricular changé that we’ve had in. recorded history (in the district)

. and the Quality Schools Initiative gave us the impetus to do so."

A superintendent from a large district commented that the Initiative
allowed his staff to "focus on fewer thi.ngs. | think it’s -going to pull
us together .(because) we’re going to be . . . focused on the same -
outcomes.” Echoing these thoughts, a su-perin‘tendent from a very
small district found that "teachers have always followed the
curriculum, but now (they are) . . . more attuned to it. | think that's
a positive." |

Perhaps wﬁatvdistifnguished this category of superintendents

the most from those classified as resigned to the change was the
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depth and breadth of their descriptions regarding actioﬁs they had
taken to impl_ement the 'l'nitiative, as well as the innovative nature
of many of those activities. This observation was noted for all six
districts in the category, including the one out of six whose
superintendent rated implementation in the district as unsuccessful.
‘Examples of innovative activities uno'lertaken to support the change
included: (a) an educational summit with more than 80 people
involved, including community leaders and parents; ‘(b_.) worksho‘ps
fof parent advisory committees to develop their skill level; (c) an
early releaée schedule for students that allowed for development of
sténda.rds within the existing budget; and (d) a literacy prOgram that
included an emphasis on outreach to farlnilies with children age birth
up to five )}ears old. In additién to these innovatidn:s, all districts
_described typical efforts, such as training for s*taﬁc and curriculum
committees.

Unlike members of previous categoriés,, a m‘ajori-ty of
superintendents in thié group, four, praised the iriVolvement of their

communities, and three" enthused about the support they felt from
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teachers and‘the community. The educational sumfnit held in a very
small districf[ was described as. creating "tremendous community
involvement . . ." Training fof parent advisory committees held in a
small district provided the opportunity for “suggestions for 18 to 20
really solid itefns that we were able to load onto the (school -
ir'ﬁprovement) matrix." A superintendent from a large district
reported that "‘representatives of each one of the elements of the
communities have been Worki‘ng"on. our feams.“ The superintendent
from a very small di’strict whé used early release to develop
standards reported "a real united front when this decision was made
that this was good for kids and that therefore We Wére going to
make it happen With the very limited resources that‘ we have." In
every instance, superintendents created a venue(for' community
participation that drew residents into the change process in a
meaningful way. |

Although the predominant mood of superintendents in this
category was positive, an undercurrent of discontent with support

from the Department of Education, concerns about funding, and the
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timeline for implementation remained. Reiterating ‘concerns heard
before, a que-rinten'dent from a small district reported tHat “the
biggest problem we have, there is no real help coming out of DOE in
terms of sending.in a SWAT téam. or sohething to deal with this for
the small schools. The big schools, they got more- pocket change
than God’s' got apples.”. Understanding what needed to be
acccl)mplished, another recurrent theme, was cited aé a problem by a
superinte‘ndenf from a very small district, “once again, we are tol‘d
to do thgse things. They’re not operationalized, they’re not
explained well."

Lack of funding drew comments from three superinten.de'nts
who reiteféted feelings expressed by members of previous
categories. The common thread among all these remarks was concern
about "unfunded mandates." A superintendent from a ‘very‘ small
district c‘ommen‘ted, "it's the State’s respdn"é-ibility to fqhda |
education. L:If we héve -a~requireme"nt that we remediate these kids,

you have to be telling us where the money is coming from," and from

another superintendent in a very small district, "I'm very frustrated
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about the fact that financing has not at all followed."

Altthgh this group of superintendent_s_-expressed greater
support for the Initiative than other groups, only two of six had
written impleme.ntation plans. However, two more were actively
working on developing plans, one with support from. a ‘gran.t, and
those- without written plans described efforts that included action
steps and timelines. For exampl‘e, a superintendent from a small
district without a plan reported, "we have a curriculum plan that
calls for curriculum review of two major topics .each year, then in
the off-year to do authentic assessment and evaluation and tweak it
as we go -along." A second superintenqlent from a very small district
reported that "we know where we want to be at fhe end of four
years, but becauée we are‘so dollar poor, énd dependent upon the
resources of 'our_personnel, and whatever grants we can raise, we
have target'goals we're wqu‘ing on, but not dates - . . we hit a relzal
farget this year to develop what was going to be in our por'tfqlio-"

Despite the presence of plans, written and u'nwritten,_

superintendents from this group voiced concerns about the timeline
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for implementation. Two superintendents reported that the g‘reatest
mistake they made with implementation was trying to rhove too fast
in order to accommodate ‘the State’s timeline. For example, a
superintendent from a very -small district reported, 'f...we tried to do
too much too soon W,i’[h. too little funding. Made- people tired."
Voicing the same concerns, a-superintendent from a small district
stated "the impact here has just been overwhelming and méssive and
if 1 héd it t§ do over ag'ain, I’d th-umb. my noise and. say ‘you guys just
wéit your turn, we’.ll take it one at a time, and it's going to také us
five times as iong to do what you're doing, or if you want to shove it
down our throats, come on in and just do it, you know, but give us a
hand, give us the money.” | suppose thé smart thing to do would have
been. not to jump into this wholeheartedly."

In conclusion, this researcher found that there wés g
relationship between the more . accepting atﬁtude these
superintendents displayed and the positive steps they wére taking to
in")nplemen-t the program. Five of six of these superintendents rated

their districts as being successful in implementing the Initiative.
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Despite this approach, these superintendents 'reported ‘significant
barriers to successful implementation, such as funding, tight

timelines, and lack of substantial support from the State.

Seven superintendents were categorized aé being "excited"
about the Quality Schools Initiative. Their predominant attitu-de.
toward the innovation was very positive, making them si;nijlar to the
group of suberintendents categoriéed as "accepting" of the change.
I\/Iovin_g further along the. continuum, members: of this g‘foup
distingﬁished themselves by emphasizing the benefits of strategic
planning, community and boa_fd involvement, and the value. of a
f-ormal implémen.tatioh’ plan while \}oicing fewer q_o_rfnplaints about
factor.s\ such as fundin‘g, the t’imeline,‘ and support from the
Departrhent of Education. Also, two had successfully éngaged the
Department of Education in helping the'm implement the change.

Five of seven superintendents reported thattheir di's:trfi'cts had
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conducted strategic planning that led to"significant systemic
change. For example, a superintgndent from a large district reported
using a "model for strategic planning . . . we came up with our
district goals and strategies . . . then we “went to each of our 15
‘sites and held a site—based strategic ‘planning session. All of the
sites nbw have their own'school improvement plan." ‘D‘escrib‘i.ng' the‘
results of the strategic planning process, a superinteﬁdent from a
very small district reported "...we’ve .donefso much drématic feform.
I's not been piecemeal. We didn’t think that we could just change
instructional strategies, or just teacher evaluation, or just
assessment strategies, of just Board policy. We felt Ii-ke we had to -
do Wholé thing. btherwise, we were trying to run the Indy 500 in a
Model A ‘Ford.“ A 'superinte.ndent fro'ma large district énth.used a‘bou’t
strategic plaﬁning‘, saying Of the s?tratégic plan thét‘ we adopted in’
1994 . . . 95 percent or more of what wé said . . . has been done. It's -
“been amazing to watch. I'm an absolute advocate of straiegic
planning

Community involvement was a key ingredient in the strategic
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planning process. Getting input from.the widest array of
stakeholders was the aim.of 'twd superintendents (very small and
large districts) wh:é; chose the Alaska Onward to Excellence process
because it "really pushes community involvement . . . evérybodjy ih
the community—s{udents, staff, commu'nity members, parents, and
everybody. There a.re some of our villages that héve héd huge
tu\rnouts at our meetings." Another superintendeht from a large
d‘istrict'focused on involving "...every singlé parent. We did an pverali
generic (p‘Ian.), then we sent it out td schools, (where it was)
modified after meeting with pafenté and teachers . . . so Wé have. had
a tremendous amount-of public particibation.“ The superintendent of
a large district whose initial planning process took place siX years
agb repofted that‘ "more than hal?c 6f t’r;e péople involv_ed with the
annual reView (of our plan) are comm\l‘mity me‘mbers."“‘

Four of the five ‘superintend_ent’s reported that straltegi-c
- planning efforts began with their arrival ‘in the district at the
charge of the Board. In three instances, strategic planning began

well before the Quality Schools Initiative program was announced,
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and in .all five cases support from the Board was integral. Strategic

planning was. initiated in response to 'prob’lemé with educ'ati.ona‘l
outcomes in the district. For example, a superintendent from a very
small district reported‘t'hat "...when | came é_n board, the ‘Board said
‘we don’t ‘know what is wrong, but when our kids leave these échools
they’re not bei'n_g successful‘l in college, they’re nof kl)e'ing successful
in transitioning into the world of work. Something has got to .be_
different.” So, ba;ed on that we started to identify what was not
working, and b’etter ways to do it." A superintendent in a large
district echoed these comments, "l think the .distric.:t w'as. ripe' for
(change). They had gone fhrough a period_of several years of very
flat plat-eau.. ;. the Board was concerned about it, the.communities'
were concerned, our graduates were going nowhere." A:se‘bond
superintendent from a large district reported thaf "...the Board hired
me because théy liked the’ idea of stratégic planning and they knew
that | knew how to do that. J..owe h_ad crises coming out.of our ears
and the Board chair said strategic planning was important before the

mill closéd ... now it's essential." As noted above, support from the
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Board was cited as a key ingfedient to the success of innovations in
the district. Adding to the cemme‘nts a‘bove, a superintendéent from a
large district noted that he attributed his success ie making changes
to "to total 100 percent visionary quality Board."

Unlike previous groups, si* of)seven superintendents inthis
categofy reported that they had ae imp,lementation plan for the
[nitiative, and the seventh superintendeht noted .that he was working
on one. Another :distinctio_n between this grbu_p and previous ones
was the use of consultants to helb with impiefnentation; their
presence was thought critical to success.

Three superintendents voiced strong supbort for accountability
for educational outcomes, while at 'the same time reflecting on the
resistance coming from other superi‘ntendente ie the state. Noted a
superintendent from a large district, "l believe jin accountability,
and I'm glad that it's here. | think that we eheuld net resist‘it, we
should come on board because it will irﬁprove the educational
system of the state." Comparing education to other 'sectors.that

measure quality, a superintendent from a small district stated °“I
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know there are some superintendents tﬁat are resistant to it, but
I’'m not. To me, standards make sense. We have them for everything
else." Summing up the feeli‘rllgs‘ of this group, a superintendent from
a large district stated “that this is the best thing that ever
happened to us. It’s our opportunity to save ourselves."

Unlike previous groups, superintendents in this category voiced
few complaints. Only one superinténdzent (from- a large dis‘trict)‘
talked about-funding, saying simply, "l wish that | had.been funded
better." A second superintendent (large district) réiterated
complaints heard from other superintendents about the qﬁualifying
exam. "l think that it's setting up kids for failure.  | think that the
effort to not prepare schools, hot_ being ab‘lé to tell them what was
going to. be tested on the bencﬁmark tests and the graduation test is
basically saying ‘we don’t want you to know what is on the test, and
we’ll see how many of your kids fail." ! Conqerns about timeline
came up only once from a su‘perintenden-’gin a large district, "...when
[ look at everything that (my staff) are trying té do all at once . . . |

feel they are a bit overwhelmed because they are trying to do so
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much so quickly . . ."

“ In'conblusior;, this reséércher found th at there was a
relationship between the excitement about the Quality Schools
Initi.ative experienéed by superintendents in this category: _and.
comprehensiye, planned approach they were taking to its |
implementation. Five of seven superintendents réted themselves as
successful in implementing the Initiative.. Of the two unsuccessful
superintendents, both were in the process of implementing steps to
‘move the district forwa’rd.‘ There wés a vrel-atjive absence of focus on
barriers to succeésful. i‘mp‘lementation. Iﬁstea'd, m-emkl)ers'of this
group discussed community involvement. and school reform
aécomplishments with pride, focusing'on the value of accountab'ility

in the educational system.
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Superintendent reactions to the Quality Schools Initi’ative
were. plotted on cdntiﬁuums- sifnilar\to those used to a.r.1alyvzel the four
major research questions. Of the 32 districts inte_rviewed, 30 are
included in this analysis based on the availability of transcripts and
tape recorded conversati'c'ms..

Results from the analysis of superi-ntendeﬁts’ feactions tothe
Quality Schools Initiative demonstrated thaf among the 15 fideli’ty
approach districts, reactions were as follows: denial—one.
superintendent, angef—two'superi‘ntenden-ts, reéignation—eight
superintendents, accéptance—tWo superintendents, and ‘excitefnent—
two superintendents. Aﬁong the 15 mutual adaptation districts, |
supe‘rint_ende.ntsv’ reactions were as follows: denjal-zero
superintendent, anger—two superintendents, resignation—four
superintendents, apceptance—four superintendents, and excitement-—

five superintendents(See Figure 16).
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15 \ - 15

districts . districts
Fidelity Districts Mutual Adaptation Districts
denial=100% (1) : denial=0%.(0)
anger=50%(2) S anger=50%(2)
resignation=66.6% ( 8) resignation = 33.3% (4 )
acceptance = 33.3% (2) - acceptance = 66.6% (4)
excitement=29% (2) ~ excitement=71%(5)

Figure 16.  Superintendent reactions by fildeli'ty or mutual
adaptation.

Resuits'frlom‘t'he analysis of supe'rinfte'ndehts’ reaction to the
Quality Schools Initiative demonstrated that among the 14 sacred
districts reactions were as follows: denial%dne sup.erintendent,.
anger—three superintendents, r’esignation‘—si‘x superintendents,
acceptance—four superi‘ntendents', a‘nd excitement-zero
superintendents. Among the 16 secular districts reactioné were as
follows: denial-no superintendent, anger—one superintendent,
resignation—six superintendents, acceptance-two superintendents,

and excitement—seven superintendents (See Figure 17).
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14 _ 16

districts districts
<z - =
Sacred Districts Secular Districts
denial=100% (1) denial=0% (0)
anger=75%(3) anger=25%(1)

resignation=50% (6 ) resignation=50% ( 6)
acceptance = 66.6% (4 ) acceptance = 33.3% (2)
excitement=0% (0) excitement=100% (7)

Figure 17. Superintendent reactions by sacred or secular districts.

Results from the analysis of superintendents’ reaction to the
Quality Schools Initiative demonstrated that among the 13
unsuccessful districts, superintendents’ reactions were as follows:
denial-one superintendent, anger—three superintendents, resignation—
six superintendents, acceptance—one superintendent, and
excitement—two superintendents. Among the 17 successful districts
superintendents’ reactions were as follows: denial-no
superintendent, anger-one superintendent, resignation—six
superintendents, acceptance—five superintendents, and excitement—
five superintendents (See Figure 18).
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13 - L
districts districts
Unsuccessful Districts Successful Districts
denial=100% (1) denial=0% (0)
anger=75%(3) anger=25%(1)
resignation=50% (6) : resignation=50% (6)
.acceptance =17% (1) acceptance = 83% (5)
excitment=29%(2) excitement=71%(5)

Figure 18. Superintendent reactions by unsuccessful or su_ccessful
districts. ‘ -

Results from the analysis of superintendents’ reaction to the
Quality Schools Initiative demonstrated that among the 11 very
small districts, superintendents’ feactiOns were as fol’low‘s:‘ denial—
one superintendent, anger—one superintenderﬁ, resignatioh—'four.
superintendents, acceptance—-three superintendents, an_d excitement— -
one superintendents. Among the 12 small districts superintendents’
reactions were as follows: denial-no éuperintendent; anger—two
superintendents, "résignation—six superintende'r_lts, ‘acceptance—two
superintendents, and excitement—-one superintendent. Among the |
nine large districts superintendehts’ reactions were as. follows:

denial-no superintendent, anger-1 superintendent, resignation-2
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superintendents, acceptance-1 superintendent, ‘and excitement-5

superintendents (See Figure 19).

11 . 12 : 9

districts districts . districts

<z , = < P <z = -
Very Small Districts Small Districts Large Districts
denial=100% (1) ~denial=0% (0) denial= 0% (0)
anger=25% (1) anger=50%(2) anger=25% (1)
resignation = 33.3% (4) resignation = 50% (6) resignation = 16.6% (2)
acceptance = 50% (3) acceptance = 33.3% (2) acceptance = 16.6% (1)
excitement=14% (1) excitement=14% (1) excitement=72% (5)

Figure 19. .Superintendent reactions by very small, small, and Iérge
districts. - ‘

In the next chapter, the results are summarized and
conclusions developed. The chapter ends with recommendations for

further research and recommendations to the State of Alaska.
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CHAPTER FIVE
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECQMMENDATIONS- |

Thevpurpose .of this study was to analyze"the i‘mplern‘entati-on
strategies of the Alaska Quality Schools Initiati‘\./e in r.ur.al Alaskan
‘scho‘ol -districts. The p_ufrpose‘was subdijv-ided into fo_ur‘major
| research ques‘tions.‘ 1. Wn'ich change pronéss Wés, being used When
implementiné the innovation? 2. What is the distfict’s c-ulturre
(secular or sacred) in regard to change? 3. Was th‘e‘ innova:tion being
successfully. implemented? 4. Was there a di’sCe'rn‘ibIe re’la-ti,on'sni‘p
. between the change p:rocéssés, culture of the d.istrict‘,“size of t_ne |
district, and success of the implementation?

The q,ualitati\)e nature of the study al l.,oned the r‘e,sea'r.c*h'er to
analyze how superintendents have ‘fespond‘ed to the demand for
systemic change posed by the Alaska Quali.‘n/ Schools Initiative, and
to asSéés whether the éuccess of this initiative varied |n refation to |

district ‘culture, the change process, and thé” size of the district.
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Implementation of the Alaska Quality School Initiativein 32
rural Alaskah_ school districts wés the focus of this study. Of those
32 districts, 15 used a mutt:J‘éI‘ ad'aptaftion appr'oach to chang'eand 17
used the fidelity appr(;ach.' Améng the latter, four lwere Iarge
districts, six were small d‘i-stricts, and seven were very small
districts.  Of thh;e districté which used a mutual adaptation approach
to change, five were large, six were small, and fbur were vefy small.

Sixtee‘n ofthe 32 dist.rvicts were classifi‘ed as sacred
districts, with two Iarge d‘istr'ic;ts, seven small districts, and seven
very small districts. The 16‘ districts classi'fied‘ as secular included
seven large districts, five small districts, and four \)e'ry small
districts.

Of the 32 districts, 17 were éurccessf‘ul aﬁd 15 were
unsuccessful in implementing the Alaska Ou‘al-ity Schools Initiative.
Among the successful districts, seven were large, five were small,

and five were very small. Of the 15 unsuccessful districts, two
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were large, seven were small, and siX were very small. T.he
unsuccessful districts were in the beginning stage of
implementation of the Alaska Quality Schoois Initiative.

Ofthe 17 successful districts, 10 distriets were identi'f‘ied as
secular and seven were identified as sacred and six of these
distric—.te ueed the fideiity approach to change and 11 used ihe _
mutual adaptation approach. There were 15 unsuccessful districts.
S‘ix of theee were secular; four used the fidelity appreach, and two
used the mutual adaptatioh approaeh. The rema"ining.nihe districts
(unsuccessful) were sacred; seven used the ‘fidel'ity approa_ch,
whereas two used the mutual -adaptation approach to change..

[tis e'ppareht that a relat'ions‘\hip exiets b:etw-een"the size_ of
the district and the change model used when analyzed‘in ‘reiation to
the success of the imp‘leme'ritation. Of the 17 sdcce'ssful. dis‘triets,
seven we:re large- districts. Two of these dietricts used ‘the fidelity
approach to change, and the other five used‘-the mutual adaptation
approach. Among the‘ five successful small districts, one district

used the fidelity approach and four dist’ricts used the mutual
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adap,tation‘approach to change. There were ﬁve very small 'districts,
three of which us‘ed the fidelity 'approach and two used a mutual
adaptation.

The two large _unsyccessful districts used the‘fide.lity'
’appro‘a'ch to cha"n,ge-.»- ‘Seven small districts We.:re‘ Un“s‘u‘.c?fc':essful, witvh
five districts utilizing the fidelity approach, and two utilizing the“
mutual adaptation a‘pproach. Of the six unsucceésful very small
districts, four used the fidelity approach arnd_‘tWO used the mutual
adaptation apprpach to chrange. |

Taped i"nt’er'\'/i:ews and tran,scri‘pts‘, from_’éh.e: intérvieWs of30of
the 32 superi-nteh'dents were studied to aﬂsses_sthe‘ Sﬂuperir']tendents’
predominant reactions to the derhanfd for‘systemic change created by
the Alaska Quality Schools Initiative. Of those 30 shpefintehrdents,
one was categorized as being in denial regarding thje_‘ change, four
were ahg.ry, 12 were re'si‘gned, six were accepting, and seven,
excited about the ch‘a»ngeﬂ. | |

Among the superintendents whose d'istri:cts used the fidelit‘y

approach to change, one superintendent was in denial regarding the
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- change, two were angry, eight were resigned;.,' th were accepting,
and two were excited about the ‘c‘hahgé.\ For t‘hésé districts thét;
used the mutual adaptation approach to change, no su,peril‘ntendents
were -categorized as being in d‘eni‘al‘,‘ ,twc.)‘were angry, four were
resigned, four were accepting, and five were \‘excited‘ about the_'_‘
change. |

Fof s‘uperintend,énts whose districts we‘re sacred \slocietives,
© one was in denial regarding the‘ change, t.hrle‘e' were‘angry, ‘six_wje*re‘ .
resigned, four were acce.‘p.)t‘ing‘," a-rvid‘ none were excited about the | |
change. Amohg the :superint‘endents‘ yvhose disfridts were éecula-r'
societies, none were categoriie‘d as.be‘i.ng‘ in;,‘d‘e'nial',,-on‘e‘was angry,
six'were-'resigned, two were .accept‘i‘ng, and seven were eXci:téd-
- about the change.
In dis‘t,ricts that were unsuccessful in implementing t‘he‘
| \changte‘, "onea superintendent was in denial‘ ré‘gafding "tﬁe'change, three
Were aﬁgry,six were res'igned,‘ one was accepting, and two were
excited abo_ut the change. Among the s-uper’intend‘ents whose

districts were successful in implementing the ‘change, none were *
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categorizedjfas‘ being in denial, one’ was angﬁy, ‘six ere resigned,
five wére acéepﬁng, and ‘fiv'e‘ were _'ekéited‘ about the change..
Among fhe s.uper‘inten‘den‘ts whose d'istricts were very small,
one was in denial regarding the chahge, one was angry, four were
resigned, three were accepting, and one‘wa‘s.'excited about the
change._ In districts that were small, Tﬁo superintendents were
‘ categorized as ‘jbei"ng, in dénial, two were angry, six were resigned,
~ two were ac-cevptin"g, and one was e-xbited abbﬁt’the change. Among,
the superintendents. whose districts were Isérge, .n‘One Were
éategorized as being in denial, o‘he was angry, two were resigned,

one was-acCeptin'g,‘ and five excited about the change.

The Alaska Quality Schools Initiative was a politically
motivated reform from fhe Officé of the Commissioner of Education
that started in 1994 with the Content 'S'tandar'ds for Students. Each

rural Alaskan school district had to accept the standards or develop
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their own set of sr;ca‘nda‘rds which i‘ncorpo‘rate'.dj the ‘Sta;ce’s standards.
The Alaskan rural school districts were givén a cho‘iCe in how to |
proceed with the Content Standards: they ‘cb‘uld‘ adopt the standards
verbatim (fidélity approach), or make significant adaptations

(mutual adaptations approach). One issue which the Commissioner

~ of Education did consider was the importance of the‘ culture of the
school districts, i.e. sacred or secular societies. An understa'nd,ing_.
of these two types of cultures is ciri.ti'cal' to successfully
enculturating change brought about by an innovation into an
organization.

Was there a pattern of the suécess of implementation vof
Alaska’s Quality Schools Initiative as related to the sacred versus -
secular nature of the district and the mode of implementation,
fidelity versus mutual adaptation? To answer the above question a
brea~kdown of the central resee_lrch quéstiOn‘-into individual
components formed the ancillary research questions.

Was there a patterninthe success of the implementation in

secular or sacred cultures? School districts in secular cultures had
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the best success when a mutual adaptation approach was u'sed. The
c\:onClusion to be drawn from this ifs‘t.ha_t secular -districts_'_using the
mutual .ad.aptation ‘appr}oach td innovation have a ‘Qreaier chance of
success fh'an do secular districts _using the fidelity approach to
change. Sacred districts had a roughly equal chance of success using
eithe,rl fidelity or mut’u.anl‘ adaptation ,a.pp‘r'oach to change.'

Do the sacred societies show a patternin whiéh they are more
'Iikely to change if the fidelity approach is used or if the mutual
adaptation approach is used? The mutual adaptation approach to
change offers a greater chance of chceSs for sacred ‘societies than
does the fidelity app'roa:ch to chénge.. The reaéon thaf the fidelity
approach to c_hahge is ineffective wéé c.haracterized by a |
superintendent who deécribed the process as 'havinfg 'vé‘ry little -
qommU'hity ~in\}olvement and Very little subport from‘téaéhe‘fr"s who
needed to ‘be convinced that this was not j‘us’t' ahother passing fad.
Neither sa_cred nor secular cultures using ‘the fid:e‘l‘ity approach were

. very successful.
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Did seculér societies show a pattern ln which change was more
likely to be successful if the mutual adaptation approach was used
or if the fidelity approach was used? This researcher concluded |
secular districts using the mutual adaptation approacﬁ to change
have é greater chance of success than when using the fidelity
approach to cha-n.ge:.

Is alarge district more or less likely to change successfully
using a fidelity or a mutual adaptation approach to change? Large
districts W‘er‘e more successful using a mutual 'a,daﬂptétion approach
to changé but when these districts used the fidelity .approach, fhey“
had a greate‘r chance of failure.

The small districts which used mUtuaI‘ adaptation achieved
successful 'imple'r'ne‘nta‘tion more.than the small districts which USed‘
the fidelity approach to change. | The small districts which used
- fidelity approach to change were more apt to be unsuccessful t‘hanf‘
sucCeSSfuI in implementing cha‘ng‘e..

Implementation of the fidelity approach to change produced the

- greatest number of failures in very small districts. Therefore, this
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researcher concluded vth‘\'at even though the fi‘d‘elity approach to
change is the“ most successful strategy for innovation in these
situations, it also has the greatest failure rate. Mana-gel;nent of
change in very small districts may be more difficult than in other
districts because of the complexity of a superintendent’s job. As
one small school superintendent stated,‘ “‘change is like squee‘zing‘an
elephant into a. pop bottle in this district.”

‘A're large districts more likely to be secularintheir approach
to change? The larger the district, the‘more secular they become,
and conversely, the smaller ‘thze district, the more sacred they wére
I-ik‘ely to be. Smaller fdistricfs were more ‘f“I:iikl‘e'ly to use th:e_z fidelity
approach” while larger districts -used a mutual adaptation approach to
change. Therefore, this researcher concluded that the larger the
district, th_e more secular it becomes and the more apt it was to use‘
-a mutual ad‘apta'tion approach to change. THé converée also holds
true in this study. The smaller the district, the more sacred the
district becomes and th'e more apt it was to use the fidelity |

approach to change. Therefore, this researcher concluded that the
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larger the district was, the more successful it was likely to“ be
implementing the Alaska Quality Schools Initiative while small
- districts were a little less successful, and véry small districts
 were, for the most part, unsuccessful.

Was there a paftern of relationships between sacred and
secular districts, fidélity and mutual adaptation change strategies,
and. the success of imp’leme_;’ntation? The r'e_su‘lts of this stu.dy point
to a pattern of large districfé being secular, choosing thev fnu‘tu‘al‘
adaptation approach to change, and i‘mplementi‘ng change
successfully. Another pattern was that very small districts were
sacréd, choose the fidelity approach to éh‘an’ge, and often fa‘i‘léd to
successfully implement the'innovatio:n; Further, small districts
tend to be more sacred than secular and are more likely to use the
fidelity 'a‘pproach' to change.

What attitudes ‘towﬂayrd change were predominate among
superintendénts? The atti.t'udes displayed by superintendents from
negative to positive fOrmed‘a bell-shaped .curve, skewed toward a

positive response to the change. The conclusion to be drawn is that
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only a minority of superintendents displayed a predominantly
negative gttitude toward the mandate for change, and that a
majority wér‘é either resigned to thé need for chéngé or exh‘i‘bited a
positive attitude toward it.

I's there a patternin Alaékan rural school district
superintendents’ attitudes toward change and the factors‘ fidelity or
mutual adaptation approach to change, secular or sacred culture,
success or lack of success in implementation, and the size of
disfricts?- Superintendents displaying p:OSitivé' attitudes toward
change (acceptance, excitement) were more .Iikely‘ to choose a
mutual a'daptation approach than a fidé‘lity approach. The conclusion
to be drawn is that there is a ‘Erel‘ationshi.p‘ between the mutual
adaptation approach, which differs from the fidelity approach ‘in the
"degree that participants affect ;[he formation of the adoption," and
the ‘positive atﬁtudes displayed by 'super.intende.nts choosing' that
approach. Conversely, this researcher cohcludedi that there is a'
relationship between the fidelity approach to change in which

innovations are adopted, not adapted, ‘and ‘feel}i‘ng.s‘ of resignation
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(mixture of positive and negative feelings) about the change.

In Alaskan rural schooel districts with secular societies,
superir}tende'nts displayed positive attitudes toward the ché-rige
more often than those Worki-ng in districts with sacred sbcieties.
Superintendents working in districts wit-h; sacfed societies |
displayed negative attitudes toward the ch‘énge more (n)fte.n, than
those working in districts wi‘th secular soci,éti'es. This .\indicates‘
that there is a relationship between the factors in a ‘secula:r' society
that make it less resistant to change and the more positi\/e
attitudes displayed by superihtezndfents working in‘ that environment
who are faced with the need for systémic ‘c?ha'nge. Conversely, it
appears that a relationship existed between the forces in a sacred
society that resist change and the negative attitudes toward change
di_splayed by s‘uperinte'nde‘n:ts\ working in that environment.

Supe‘rihtendents who rated their dis.tri‘cts as successful“‘i n
implementing the change dis‘played posii"i\)e attit.udes toward the
change more often than those who rated thveir' districts as being

unsuccessful. The latter group rated their districts as unsuccessful
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in implementing the change and displayed negative attitﬂdes toward
the change more often .than‘ in the former group. The concl.Usidn to
be drawn is that there is a relationship between the
superintendent’s predominant attitude toward the change, either
positive or negative, and tihe‘d-eg‘ree of success of the change.

Superintendents resigned to the ch‘a'nge were draWn primarily
from very small and small districts. This Ieéds to the conclusion
that there |sa relationship between the conditions in both very
small andrsmall districts and the predominaht attitude of
superintendents in those districts. This attitude is one of. mixed
emotions toward the. change.

Are ’ther‘e consistent themes that came forward during the
interviews that should be considered when designing a statewide
change of such magnitude? The issues of adequate funding, support
from the Department of Education, and the timeline for
implementing the Quality Schools Initiative came up again andvagai.n
during the superintendent interviews. ‘The absence of support from

the Department of Education was another prominent theme,
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especial;ly .in terms -of ‘hélping‘ the s.r‘na‘lle“.st“a-ndi '.md‘s-t?‘ vuinerable
schdols. Specific coricerns“ included unclear regulations, Ta_ck of
expla‘natioh orh gui‘,d-an‘ce‘;on how to implefhent non-operationalized

" mandates an‘d lack o‘f. connéc’tion to exi‘s’ti'ng-' programs that Wereﬂ |

. deemed ‘3upério‘r to the Iniitiati\_/e.‘ ‘Severé'l SUperint"endents indicated
' they were unwilling “tQ commit to any particular ‘target‘ dates
becausé‘ ‘of the difficulty of mee’ting" them. The question ‘t‘h_e‘se"
findings raise was whether SUpérintend‘ehts.";' éspecially "th‘os4e‘_ in very
small and s‘rhail districts, will be able to marshal the :resoﬁrdes,
determination, ‘a‘hd‘creativity to overcome’ th;esﬁe lba-rriers on ‘béhalfv |

of their students and communities.. -
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Summary _of Conclusi

The following list provides a concise summary of‘the.s’t‘udy

conclusions.‘ | |

© Secular ’di‘stric\ts were' more successful when they‘ used mutual
adaptation.

°© Sabred districts did nqt change or adﬁapt easi'ly; if at all.

°© 'fhe Iafger the diStric"[, the more ‘~su0cess:f‘ul it may bé.,.by using
the mutual adaptation approach to _impyl'“erlﬁenta‘.tior-l. |

- © Mutual adaptation was  a more successful'approach to changé than

the fidelity -approach to 4ilmplem.entev1lt_i,on. . o

- 9 The larger a district, the more s‘,‘ecfu‘l“a‘r"i‘t"s. ‘_cul.tuhre,- and,
conversely, the‘smaller the district;, the rﬁofe sacred it's culture.

°© Only a rﬁinority of\éuper,i.nten.de'nts displayed a predominantly
“negative attitude ‘tdwakd 'th.e.z mano!é,te for chang‘e,' "and ‘e-l“'m‘aj"ority
were either resigned‘ to the need forh cha“nge or exhibited a
positive attitude toWafd it. |

°‘ There was a ‘relationsh\ip ‘between the mutuél adap_tatio;l appfroéch o

and the positive attitudes displayed _by,- superintendents -*choos:i'ng
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that approach.
There w‘as a l‘felati‘onship between fhe ‘fi’o'lelity ap‘prbach to change -
' a.nd feelings of resignation about the "'c‘h‘an'ge. " |

There was a relati‘onship between a‘ secular society and positNe _
attitqdes a‘mong superihtendents faced With the“ need for
systemic change. |

”:‘There wés é relationship b‘etwe‘en ‘a,sacred”sdciety; a.nd_néga—tiv.e
attitudes towardchanée amongj superintendents working in that
environment. |

There was -a. r.elations‘hipx between the éuperint,enden,ts’ ‘
-predominant. attitude towardw the Change, eithelr positive or
negat‘i‘ve, and the _success‘-of the éhange. |

There was a rel‘ation‘sh‘ip between very small a'nd smgll‘"di‘s;tricts
and feelings of being resigned to the é‘han‘ge on the part of the
superiunten'dents.‘ | :

~ There was a.‘kelationship between large districts and th.e
extremely pbsitiye attiturdes‘of supe‘rfin-tendents in those ‘,

 districts.
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‘Funding, lack of support ‘frém the Department of ‘EdUCétjion, and
_the timeline imposed for the change all constituted real and

significant barriers to the success of implementation. ”

Due to the narrow time frame ofthis study.,‘furthe_rstudy
needs to be Conducted to understand fhe full irhpacf of Avl'aska'fs '
" Quality School Initiative. The Alva:s‘ka Quality Schobl,l'nit'iative'is
just starting to result in changes.“i_h the State’s eduéatibn‘ali system.
Alaska will start to feel“ the full impact éf there changes in the next
two to three yeérs. Legislative acti‘on‘to reduce s'chOoIv funding
while at th.en s;lme time de‘mé\nd‘ifng -im'plementafio‘n of ‘the" Isﬁitiatiye |
“has pl‘J"[".‘a‘ stres’s 6n‘ the ir‘hplementat-idn process as weili in ~r‘u'ral
schools and communities.

Furtheritis recommended thét .res;earch be -corn_ducfed .on the
~ impact of changé processes when _ state laws, reg_ul-étions, andqules

‘require the implementation of new p‘rograms and expectations. In:
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Alaska, diétricts had to comply or run the risk of being té‘ken over by
the Alaska’s Department of Education.

The loss of local controlis another issue r'ais,e'd: by mandated
programs that needs to be studied. As one large diétrié’t
superintendent stated, “the State Department of Education needs to
stand up and.be counted. They heed to work with the most fragile
and least capable districts by bui.ld'in,g, bridges to tvhem with teams
and money.” -Another small rural vd‘iist'ric';t super‘intendehst‘voicedv
concern that this top down change comes f‘rom our p‘reseht
leadership, the Commissioner and the Governor. What happ‘ensiwhen
they leave office?

A 1rr:1~ajo,r theme runn«isng through most superintendents’
responses was a concern for adeqleate funding to meet the Alaska
Quality Schools Initiative. They voiced concern that this reform is
about teaching, and that t—he State Department 6f Education has to
take the leadership role in making sure that the Alaska Quality
School ‘Ifnit‘\ia.tive works for all "d‘isftri'cts. This rese.ar:c'h needs to be

repeated on an ongoing basis until all schools have completed the
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implementation process.

The firstaction recommendationis that Alaska’s S‘t'ate\ ’
De.partment of Education hel‘p move the districts to action within a
timeframe that protects student outcomes on the high school
‘qualifying exams ‘while ‘preserving ‘the districf’s local control of
elementary and ‘secon‘dary educaﬁon. o - -

A second r'ecbmmeﬁdation isforthe Department of Ed;ucation
to help those superintendents move beyond their anger to
constructive a‘ction‘w'i'thin a timef.ramer.that protects the districts’
ability to SQCceed with im,plér‘nenta'tiOn‘bf the Quality ‘Schools
Initiative. |

The third action recommendation is.tzhat,‘ as high school
qualifying‘éxams approach, the Alaska Department of Education must
help accel‘e';rate‘t\he momentum for ciha:fnge‘ihn t-_heée districts, The

focus needs to be tightened toward measurable, achievable "results
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that will lead to compliance with .the Quality Schools Initiative.

The final action recommendat‘ion‘.i s thatthe A.las'ka-State
Department of Education mL‘JS'[‘ have greater ’sup.pOrt.a-r'ﬁéng'
superintendents in the face of very Ee‘al .issu'es'.. The‘ ‘Departrr‘lent of
Education must hold inservices for superintendentS'td face the above
issuves‘ and gain support or facilitate the training of new

superintendents. The angry, i‘n'-den‘ival,'and obed‘ient,._su.pe'ri‘ntendents' ‘

must be brought to a point of acceptance -and- excitement-about the

Quality Schools Initiative.
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Hello, (superintendent’'s name).

| am Terry Bentley, Superintesn*dént of the -Ne'nana School
-District here in Alaska. | ‘know ‘thaf y‘c‘)‘u,‘ as a schéol (adfministrator',
have a busy schedu,le," but | would like to ifnpose on you':r time fof a
few minutes t‘o‘ as',k‘ you 'sbme, ques'tion‘s.‘i | |

| am \A/vorking on a study 'relat"ed tléﬂ the chanéé ‘stkéte'g'ies ~bein‘g‘
used in Alaska. As you know, c‘hange‘aIWayé seerﬁs to be occurring
in our districts. 1t is important that educators develop some
understanding of fhe change strategies being used in our sch00,l‘s and
'hdw the Alaska Quality "S'chools ‘l-nitiati.ve ‘is being irhplemented.

Are you comfortable with my‘awsking you a few.queStiqns
~pertaining to change and the Qualify S'chbols [nitiative in your'
diétrict? " This conversation will b“e. téped ,re_dorded- s that I can
’under‘s,tand and not make ahy érrors' for t.h,e‘ burpbse of this study. By
the way, you can be assured of anohymity regarding y0ur responses.
I will use or'1ly‘ psgudonyms in writing -up the results.

May | proceed?
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Questions:
1. Inthe process of imp-lemehti_hg;theAlaska‘Quali‘ty Schools
[Initiative in your d’istrict,;has there been significant change to the |

origina\l‘ plan‘ supplied’ by‘:the Alaska Department of Education?

a. Did your district change the format that the state furnished
for teacher evaluation, or did your district use the format style as

suggested by the state?
b. Does the evluation process now meet the district needs?

C. ‘D"idyou‘r_d‘i‘stfri«c;t“.‘chan;gedradlc)pt the Content Standards for -
Alaska Students, if you did change by adding or rewritting, ‘how much -
did you change the standards from one to ten in the amount of changé |

with ten being high amount of change?

d. Does the content standards relate to your district standards

or goals? If not how do they not meet your. district’s goais or
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objectives?
~e. Please describe the mostimportant changes that‘have-bee“n :

made.

2. What do you believe i s unique about your district or'comfm.uhi-ty

that promoted the modifications, if ‘any, to the orig;i-na_l‘plan?

3. Does your district have an overall plan or strategy for

implementing the Alaska Quality Schools Initiative?

4. Isthe implem‘en"tation_plan or stra'tegy foryourdistrict

written up? Would you send a copy to me?
5. Please describe the nature or amount of the participation by
teachers and community members in developing the district’'s Alaska

Quality Schools Initiative implementation plan.

6. Overall, how successful do you perceive the imp'l.‘eme‘ntat[ion of
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Alaska Quality Schools I‘n‘itiative to be in your district at the
present time?
7. Doyoufeelthatthe district has made a\ny mistakes in the

) !
implementation process of Alaska Quality Schools Initiative?

a. I fso,whatwere they?

8. In the past, what has been youf expéri.en:ce inimplementing

changes in your district?

a. |sthere generally resistance or openness to change from

the teaching staff?

b. Isthere generally resistance or openness to change from

classified staff? -~ -

9. With the co-mmun‘ityz in mind, would you say itisedsyor

difficult to. make changes?
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10. Do you have any other thoughts or comments regarding
implementation of the Alaska Quality Schools ‘I,nitiativé?

Would you like a Copy of the executive summary ofthe results?
-yes no. : R

Thank you again for your time and effortin helpingme
complete the questionnaire.

Good Bye.
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APPENDIX B

~ Alaska Quality Schools Initiative
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Alaska Quality Schools Initiative

High Student and Academ'ip Sifandards and Pe,r_formance'
*School d ‘i“‘st,r‘iﬂc‘ts, develop ‘e‘ln‘df ad’opft stanlda_rds'; and
_ ésseééments o |
*State supports districts by_de\}el‘Oping
~content standards in teh core subjfebt areas
~student benchm'érks and performance standards
forbasic skills "
~curriculum frameworks
*State supports school dis_t'r:ictsthrouvgh. stafé‘wide
assessments"o.f standards |
~Cal ifo’rn ia Achievement Test
-Direct writiﬁg assessment
~‘I\‘l‘a’[iic,)na‘ll Assess.rhent of Educe.ltiro.nal Progress
Quality Profeséional Standards | o
*Standards-based licensure

~Meet state standards for initial preparation
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~-Pr0féssional fdevelo,pmen't fo“rl continuing licen;su‘re
;National board certified o
*U hivé rsity :p repa‘-rati;o n‘ 'beCO‘fheS' :st:a ndard based
*Perforhance-’based evaluation at diétrict level
Family, School and Community Network
*Res.earc.h-'based family, school and co‘mmunity
partnerships | | |
*QolI‘aboration amohg educatioln o-rg‘an izations andpéren't )
o‘rgan,i’zatiion‘S' | |
*Féci‘litating student transi‘tions‘th-ro-Ughdut their
schooling
- "Business, agéncy, community partnerships
School‘ Excellence Standards
*Stafeséhoo'l accreditation
~ ~State standards for successful “s‘c'h‘ools '
;School profiling procéss
~Northwest Association of Sc‘hocv)ls‘ and Colleges

- partnership
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~Distinguished school recognition

- *Network of distinguished schools and educators to

provide technical assistance for school

| i‘mprov‘é'me'n;t (Holloway, 1997).
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