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THE CHALLENGE OF SYSTEMIC REFORM:
LESSONS FROM THE NEW FUTURES INITIATIVE FOR THE CUUE

In 1988, the Annie E. Casey Foundation committed about $40 million over a five-year
period to fund community-wide reforms in four mid-sized cities: Dayton, Ohio; Little Rock,
Arkansas; Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania; and Savannah, Georgia.! The reforms were aimed at
radically improving the life-chances of at-risk youth, and at the core of the agenda were changes
in educational systems and in relations between schools and other social service agencies. Despite
major investments, not only financial but in time, energy, and good will, from participants as well
as the Foundation, the New Futures Initiative has made little headway in improving education.
According to a three-year evaluation:

The programs, policies, and structures implemented as part of New Futures have not

begun to stimulate a fundamental restructuring of schools. For the most part,

interventions were supplemental, leaving most of the basic activities and practices of
schools unaltered. At best, these interventions have yet to produce more than superficial

change (Wehlage, Smith, and Lipman, 1991, p. 51).

This is not a matter of failing to allow time for programs to take effect, nor is it the problem that
weak outcome indicators prevented recognition of the benefits of innovative programs. Rather,
the programs themselves have been weakly conceived and poorly implemented.

There are striking similarities between the action plans of New Futures and the CIJE’s
lead communities project. Consideration of the struggles of New Futures therefore provides
important lessons for the CIJE which may allow us to avoid the pitfalls that New Futures has
encountered. In this paper, I will describe the design and implementation of New Futures, and

show its similarities to the CIJE's agenda. Next, I will summarize New Futures’ successes and

frustrations.” Finally, I will explore the implications of the New Futures experience for the CIJE.



The Design of New Futures

Just as the CIJE was born out of dire concern for the fate of American Jewry, the New
Futures Initiative emerged in response to a sense of crisis in urban America. Like the CIJE, New
Futures is concentrating major assistance in a few locations, and emphasizing community-wide (or
systemic) reform, rather than isolated improvements. At the heart of New Futures’ organizational
plan are community collaboratives: local boards created in each of the New Futures cities which
are supposed to build consensus around goals and policies, coordinate the efforts of diverse
agencies, and facilitate implementation of innovative programs. These collaboratives began with
detailed self-studies which served both as part of their applications to become New Futures cities,
and as the groundwork for the agendas they developed subsequently. Each city developed a
management information system (MIS) that would gauge the welfare of youth and inform policy
decisions. Like the CIJE, the Casey Foundation listed certain areas of reform that each city was
required to address, and encouraged additional reforms that fit particular contexts.?

Another similarity between New Futures and the CIJE is the decision to play an active
part in the development and implementation of reforms. Unlike the sideline role played by most
grant-givers, New Futures provided policy guidelines, advice, and technical assistance. New
Futures has a liaison for each city who visits frequently. According to the evaluators, "the
Foundation attempted to walk a precarious line between prescribing and shaping New Futures
efforts according to its own vision and encouraging local initiative and inventiveness" (Wehlage,
Smith, and Lipman, 1991, p. 8).

The New Futures Initiative differed from the CIJE in that it began with clear ideas about
what outcomes had to be changed. These included increased student attendance and
achievement, better youth employment prospects, and reductions in suspensions, course failures,

grade retentions, and teenage pregnancies. New Futures recognized, however, that these were



long-term goals, and they did not expect to see much change in these outcomes during the first
few years. The three-year evaluation focused instead on intermediate goals, asking five main
questions (Wehlage, Smith, and Lipman, 1991, p. 17):

1. Have the interventions stimulated school-wide changes that fundamentally affect all
students’ experiences, or have the interventions functioned more as "add-ons"...?

2. Have the interventions contributed to...more supportive and positive social
relations...throughout the school?

3. Have the interventions led to changes in curriculum, instruction, and assessment...that
generate higher levels of student engagement in academics, especially in problem solving

and higher order thinking activities?

4. Have the interventions...give(n teachers and principals) more autonomy and
responsibility...while also making them more accountable...?

5. Have the interventions brought to the schools additional material or human
resources...?

Although Wehlage and his colleagues observed some successes, notably the establishment
of management information systems, and exciting but isolated innovations in a few schools, by and
large the intermediate goals were not met: interventions were supplemental rather than
fundamental; social relations remained adversarial; there was virtually no change in curriculum
and instruction; and autonomy, responsibility, and community resources evidenced but slight
increases.

New Futures’ Limited Success

New Futures’ greatest achievement thus far may be the "improved capacity to gather data
on youths" (Education Week, 9/25/91, p. 12). Prior to New Futures, the cities had little precise
information on how the school systems were functioning. Basic data, such as dropout and
achievement rates, were not calculated reliably. Establishing clear procedures for gathering
information means that the cities will be able to identify key areas of need and keep track of

progress. For example, the data pointed to sharp discrepancies between black and white



suspension rates, and this has made suspension policies an important issue. The outcome
indicators showed little change over the first three years, but they were not expected to. New
Futures participants anticipated that data-gathering will pay off in the future.

The intermediate outcomes, which were expected to show improvement from 1988 to
1991, have been the source of frustration. None of the five areas examined by Wehlage's team
showed major improvement. For example, the most extensive structural change was the
rearrangement of some Little Rock and Dayton middle schools into clusters of teachers and
students. This plan was adopted to personalize the schooling experience for students, and to offer
opportunities for collaboration among teachers. Yet no new curricula or instructional approaches
resulted from this restructuring, and it has not led to more supportive teacher-student relations.
Observers reported:

(A)t cluster meetings teachers address either administrative details or individual students.

When students are discussed, teachers tend to focus on personal problems and attempt to

find idiosyncratic solutions to individual needs. They commonly perceive students’

problems to be the result of personal character defects or the products of dysfunctional
homes. "Problems” are usually seen as "inside” the student and his/her family;
prescriptions or plans are designed to "fix" the student. Clusters have not been used as
opportunities for collaboration and reflection in developing broad educational strategies
that could potentially address institutional sources of student failure (Wehlage, Smith, and

Lipman, 1991, p. 22).

The failure to take advantage of possibilities offered by clustering is symptomatic of what
the Wehlage team saw as the fundamental reason for lack of progress: the absence of change in
the culture of educational institutions in the New Futures cities. Educators continue to see the
sources of failure as within the students; their ideas about improvement still refer to students’
buckling down and doing the work. The notion that schools might change their practices to meet
the needs of a changed student population has yet to permeate the school culture.

Another example of unchanged culture was manifested in strategies for dealing with the

suspension problem. As New Futures began, it was not uncommon for a third of the student



body in a junior high school to receive suspensions during a given school year. In some cases,
suspended students could not make up work they missed; this led them to fall further behind and
increased their likelihood of failure. In response, several schools began programs of in-school
suspensions. However, out-of-school suspensions remained common, and in-school suspensions
were served in a harsh and punitive atmosphere that contradicted the goal of improving the
schools’ learning environments.

The newspaper account of New Futures’ progress focused on a different source of
frustration: the complexity of coordinating efforts among diverse social agencies, schools, and the
Foundation. This task turned out to be much more difficult than anticipated. The article quotes
James Van Vleck, chair of the collaborative in Dayton: "As we’ve sobered up and faced the issues,
we have found that getting collaboration between those players is a much more complicated and
difficult game than we expected” (p. 12). Part of the difficulty lay in not spending enough time
and energy building coalitions and consensus at the outset. Otis Johnson, who leads the Savannah
collaborative, is quoted as saying: "If we had used at least the first six months to plan and to do a
lot of bridge-building and coordination that we had to struggle with through the first year, I think
it would have been much smoother” (p. 13).

The push to get started led to an appearance of a top-down project, though that was not
the intention. Teachers, principals, and social workers--those who have contact with the youth--
were not heavily involved in generating programs. Both the news account and the evaluation
report describe little progress in encouraging teachers and principals to develop new programs,
and school staff appeared suspicious about whether their supposed empowerment was as real as it
was made out to be (see Wehlage, Smith, and Lipman, 1991, p. 31).

Inherent tensions in an outside intervention contributed to these difficulties. The use of

policy evaluation has made some participants feel "whip-sawed around" (Education Week, 9/25/91,
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p- 15). A Dayton principal explained, "We were always responding to...either the collaborative or
the foundation. It was very frustrating for teachers who were not understanding why the changes
were occurring” (Education Week, 9/25/91, p. 15). Another tension emerged in the use of
technical assistance: While some participants objected to top-down reforms, others complained
that staff development efforts have been brief and limited, rather than sustained.

According to the evaluation team, the New Futures projects in the four cities have
suffered from the lack of an overall vision of what needs to be changed. How, exactly, should
students” and teachers’ daily lives be different? There seem to be no answers to this question.

Implications: How Can the CIJE Avoid Similar Frustration?

The New Futures experience offers four critical lessons for the CIJE: (1) the need for a

vision about the content of educational and community reforms; (2) the need to modify the

culture of schools and other institutions along with their structures; (3) the importance of

balancing enthusiasm and momentum with coalition-building and careful thinking about programs;
and (4) the need for awareness of inherent tensions in an intervention stimulated in part by
external sources.

The importance of content. Although New Futures provided general guidelines, no
particular programs were specified. This plan may well have been appropriate in light of concerns
about top-down reform. Yet the community collaboratives also failed to enact visions of
educational restructuring, and most new programs were minor "add-ons" to existing structures.
Wehlage and his colleagues concluded that reforms would remain isolated and ineffective without
a clear vision of overall educational reform. Such a vision must be informed by current
knowledge about education, yet at the same time emerge from participation of "street-level"

educators--those who deal directly with youth.



This finding places the CIJE’s "best practices” project at the center of its operation.
Through a deliberate and wide-ranging planning process, each lead community must develop a
broad vision of its desired educational programs and outcomes. Specific programs can then be
developed in collaboration with the CIJE, drawing on knowledge generated by the best practices
project. In addition to information about "what works," the best practices project can provide
access to technical support outside the community and the CIJE. This support must be sustained
rather than limited to brief interventions, and it must be desired by local educators rather than
foisted from above. In short, each lead community must be able to answer the question, "how
should students’ and educators’ daily lives be different?”; and the best practices project must
provide access to knowledge that will help generate the answers.

Changing culture as well as structure. Jewish educators are no less likely than staff in
secular schools to find sources of failure outside their institutions. Indeed, the diminished
(though not eradicated) threat of anti-semitism, the rise in mixed-marriage families, disillusion
with Israel, and the general reduction of spirituality in American public and private life,* all may
lower the interests of youth in their Jewishness and raise the chances of failure for Jewish
education. Thus, Jewish educators would be quite correct to claim that if North American youth
fail to remain Jewish, it is largely due to circumstances beyond the educators’ control. But this is
besides the point. At issue is not external impediments, but how educational and social agencies
can respond to changing external circumstances. In New Futures cities, educators have mainly
attempted to get students to fit existing institutions. If CIJE communities do the same, their
likelihood of failure is equally great. Instead, lead communities must consider changes in their
organizational structures and underlying assumptions to meet the needs of a changing Jewish

world.



How do CIJE plans address this concern? The intention to mobilize support for
education, raising awareness of its centrality in all sectors of the community, is an important first
step, particularly since it is expected to result in new lay leadership for education and community
collaboration. New Futures’ experience shows that this tactic is necessary but not sufficient. In
New Futures cities, community collaboratives galvanized support and provided the moral authority
under which change could take place. Yet little fundamental change occurred. Educators have
not experimented much with new curricula, instructional methods, responsibilities or roles,
because their basic beliefs about teaching and learning have not changed.

It is possible that the CIJE’s strategy of building a profession of Jewish education address
this problem. Perhaps unlike the secular educational world, where methods are well-entrenched,
professionalization in Jewish education will carry with it an openness to alternatives, encouraging
teachers to create and use new knowledge about effective programs. Professionalization may
bring out the capacity to experiment with "best practices” and a willingness to adopt them when
they appear to work.

Balance enthusiasm with careful planning. Those involved in New Futures believe they
should have spent more time building coalitions and establishing strategies before introducing new
programs. Douglas W. Nelson, executive director of the Casey Foundation, regrets that more
time was not taken for planning. He observed: "We made it more difficult, in the interest of
using the urgency of the moment and the excitement of commitment, to include and get
ownership at more levels" (Education Week, 9/25/91, p. 13). Again, it is not just the structure
that requires change--this can be mandated from above--but the unspoken assumptions and beliefs
that guide everyday behavior which require redefinition. Institutional culture cannot be changed

by fiat, but only through a slow process of mutual consultation and increasing commitment.
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Lead communities also need a long planning period to develop new educational programs
that are rich in content and far-reaching in impact. This process requires a thorough self-study,
frank appraisal of current problems, discussions of goals with diverse members of the community,
and careful consideration of existing knowledge. If "lead communities" is a twenty-year project,
surely it is worth taking a year or more for preparation. Deliberation at the planning stage
creates a risk that momentum will be lost, and it may be important to take steps to keep
enthusiasm high, but the lesson of New Futures show that enthusiasm must not overtake careful
planning. The current schedule for the lead communities project (as of January, 1992) appears to
have taken account of these concerns.

Awareness of unavoidable tensions. New Futures’ experience highlights tensions that are

inherent to the process of an outside intervention, and the CIJE must be sensitive so the effects
of such tensions can be mitigated. The CIJE must recognize the need for stability after dramatic
initial changes take place. The CIJE’s evaluation plan must be developed and agreed upon by all
parties before the end of the lead communities’ planning period. Technical support from the
CIJE must be sustained, rather than haphazard. While the CIJE cannot hold back constructive
criticism, it must balance criticism with support for honest efforts. Many of these tactics have
been used by New Futures, and they may well account for the fact that New Futures is still
ongoing and has hopes of eventual success, despite the frustrations of the early years.
Conclusion

The New Futures Initiative, the Casey Foundation’s effort to improve the lot of at-risk
youth in four American cities, has been limited by supplemental rather than fundamental change,
the inability to modify underlying beliefs even where structural changes occur, and by the
complexities of coordinating the work of diverse agencies. Although it will be difficult for the

CLJE to overcome these challenges, awareness of their likely emergence may help forestall them
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or mitigate their consequences. In particular, the CIJE should help lead communities develop
their visions of new educational programs; think about cultural as well as structural change;
ensure a thorough self-study, wide-ranging participation, and careful planning; and remain
sensitive to tensions that are unavoidable when an outside agent is the stimulus of change.

Lo alecha ha-m’lacha ligmor, v’lo ata ben horin I'hibatel mi-menah. Ha-yom katzar v’ha-
m’lacha m’rubah, v’ha-poalim atzeylim, v'ha-sahar harbeh. U-va’al ha-bayit dohek --- Pirke
Avot.

(It is not your responsibility to finish the task, but neither are you free to shirk it. The
day is short and the task is large, the workers are lazy, and the reward is great. And the
Master of the House is pressing --- Sayings of the Fathers.)

NOTES AND REFERENCES

1. Lawrence, Massachusetts, was originally included as well, with an additional $10 million, but it was
dropped during the second year after the community failed to reach consensus on how to proceed.

2. This account relies largely on two sources. One is an Education Week news report by Deborah L.
Cohen, which appeared on Sept. 25, 1991. The second is an academic paper by the Casey Foundation’s
evaluation team: Gary G. Wehlage, Gregory Smith, and Pauline Lipman, "Restructuring Urban Schools:
The New Futures Experience” (Madison, WI: Center on Organization and Restructuring of Schools, May
1991).

3. The reforms required (or "strongly encouraged”) by the Casey Foundation were site-based management,
flexibility for teachers, individualized treatment of students, staff development, and community-wide
collaboration. This list is longer than the CIJE’s, whose required elements are building the educational
profession and mobilizing community support.

4. On the decline of spirituality in America, see Robert N. Bellah et. al, Habits of the Heart (Berkeley,
CA: University of California Press, 1983).
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By Lynn Olson

"We have a achool in East St. Louls' .

named for Dr, King,” the author Jonathan
Kozol quotes a 14-year-old girl saying to-
ward the beginning of his new book, Savage
Inequalities: Childrenin A merica’s Schools.
“The school is full of sewer water and the
doors are locked with chains, Every student
in that school is hlack Its hke a temble
joke on history.” ' ;
Such humor is bltter mdeed aocordmg to
Mr, Kozol. He places most of the blame for
such conditions on the “arcane machinery,”
based heavily on local property taxes, that
is used to finance public education. . ; _°
Drawing on visits to inner-city and sub-
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‘hoods around the country, the prominent
Tt emd Gemar teacher. concludes |
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} Three years aﬁer the Anrue E Casey Foundation committed
$50 million to an ambitious five-year effort to raise student
achievement and stem dropout rates, teenage pregnancy, and ..
youth unemployment in five gities, project participants’ initial
enthusiasm and uptlrrusm has been tempered by ahealthy doseof
reallty :

“This was the first time we had a ﬁve -year commitment and a BN
sense of quite a bit of money to work with” to address youth issues . |
‘mmprehenswely, recalled James Van Vleck, a retired Mead Cor-
poration senior vice preSLdent. and the chairman of the intera--:
gency collaborative overseeing the grant in Dayton, Ohio., '~
o . “It made us think it was going to be a piece of cake,” he said. |
| .+ But Casey Foundation executives and project leaders now ad-

“mit that the “piece of cake” was much bigger a.nd more dlfﬂcult to SRTNE A
digest than they had first imagined. : = e

‘They recount story after story about how comphcated it has
been to coordinate the efforts of a wide range of youth-servmg :

mstltut:ons, mcludlng schools and human-service agencies. Mel Crﬁfter. th'e: pt‘iﬂclﬁal at Roth Middle Séhool in Day‘to;'l. o 3
g Contmued on Page 12 tho,.with ;tqflen_ts‘cpauitl Kirby, left, and N_ik!a Houston.~’
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Reality Tempers ‘New Futures Leaders Optzmtsm After3: Years g

C'oumdﬁwnl’agtl

" They talk about the difficulties of
- implementing change from the top
downsndol’ﬂ'lapmhbepaﬂl‘w
not including educators fully in the
*  process. And they tick off the prob-
lems that come with expecting re-
sults too quickly and now acknowl-
_edge that it will take much longer
than originally anticipated to bring
“about lasting change.
’ 'Mutwnberdupa.nd{mdlh
_issues,” Mr. Van Vieck said, “we
 have found that getting collabora-
tion between those playersis a much
more complicated and difficult game
.+ | than we expected.”
. The *New Futures” grants were
"awarded in July 1988 to Dayton,
- Pittsburgh, Little Rock, Ark., Sa-
vanmh.G:..mdhmnu Mass.

setting mugm for reforming
+schools and coordinating services to
; more effectively aid troubled youths.
* One city—Lawrence—was
*. dropped from the project at the end of
* the sccond year, although the Casey
Foundation continues to find some
5 related activities there. And officials
- elsewhere, while citing progress, ac-
knowlodgge that their ultimato goals
reman elusive,
“Anybody who doesn't admit to
- disappointment so far would not be
realistic,” Mr. Van Vleck said.
“An awful lot of things have taken
lonmurl.o)ellmu.nwecxped«l 'md

ly be
keyed Lo project mum {Sw
related story, this page.)

In a dralt paper under review for
publication, rescarchers at the Uni-
versity of Wisconsin at Madison con-
cluded that none of the sites has set
in motion school reforms broad
enough to substantially alter the
outcomes for at-risk youths.

In most cuses, project officials say,
agencies are only now I'rlmi.ng the
agn L ded to ense
cratic barriers um have thwarted
progress in aid.

“New Futures has pot yet funda-
mentally inflluenced many of the

factors that cause failure among

youth," concluded a midpoint project

review by the Washington-based
Center for the Study of Social Policy.
‘Starts and Restarts’

Project leaders, principals, teach-
ers, and social workers in the New
Futures cities sketch a scenario of a
management structure that asked
too much, teo fast, and all.nr:d

course too many times,
*The people who dealt with it on a

front-line basis fell the most consis- =~ * -

tent thing we had was change,” said
Dale E. Frederick, one of three lead

principals in the Dayton achool dis- -
trict.

“We asked people to focus on a se-
riea of different problems, asked
them Lo do it tomorrow, when there
was no precedent for people doing
this,” Mr. Cutler said. “Each of the
cities has had some false starts and
restarts.”

Lawrence was dropped from New
2 when it became apparent

Ira Cutler, the

the foundation and the director of
" the New Futures project.

Midway through the five-year

timetable set under the program,

< evaluation data reveal only mod-

est—and, in some cases, no—pro-

gress on key indicators, and im-

that the school department and the
interagency board overseeing the
project could not forge consensus.
And officials in other citics, while
mpuhngumsummmfnrg‘mg

and helping to mend
the troubled lives of some youths

andtam:hn.nyqﬂemchamu nmmuuym
still many years away, 7 Since project wukmuel md
“This is tough stulf—it's not going | strengths vary from site to site, no
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New Futures project in Dayton. sheds light on many issues observ-
Butmykqplaymﬂllﬁal ery say are likely to influence the
they are on the right for New Fut :it.iumtht
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service system.” :
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efforts to help cities gather exten-
sivedata on youths and that the dia-
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"menta that have been forged, and
the new plans that have been
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long-term gains. *
But while such acco

are "a big step forward” Mr. Van
Vieck said, *1 think we are going to
continue % be frustrated with what
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teachers to coordinate nctivities for

‘a group of &
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Wright has the highest dropout, tru-
‘ancy,” and juvenile-court-referral
_rates of any school in the city.

+ Broad goals set for the five years
.included raising to 80 percent the
_high-school rate for stu-
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ment of some mental-health work-

“ers and the temporary placement of

some child-welfare and juvenile
court personnel in schools. The
home-based guidance period was
dropped this year.

Other interventions, while benefi-
cial to some students, have not funda-
mentally changed the way schools
* work or addressed the root causes of
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"Thntwiil hemdthabiggeuhemﬁtld
" this whole activity,” said Otis Johnsan, ex- -
~ ecutive director of the Chatham-Savannah -
. Youth-Futures Authority, the oversight
body for New Futures in Savannah. =~ '

" *If, in the next couple of years, we can get
dﬁesmhmmmdependcntinuuirnbﬂjw
‘o and develop good infor ion o
s mahdwsmmihnﬂhamdmm. said
_ Stanley J. Schneider, senior vice president of
' Metis Associates, a consulting firm under
contract with the Center for the Study of So- =
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‘. year, while white male 9th scored
in the 61st percentile. . %
- -Tbebulnumhudmdmlumthnﬁ
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in their grades during the first and second *
', years of the project. But the rate far middle-"
ﬂmmum:ﬁmummas
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“of how much they can accomplish in five™
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" laborative managing the New. Futures pro-
+| gram in Dayton, noted that the Casey Foun-
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“those | goals and decide whether we
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grams, while offering enrichment
and less formal teacher-student in-
teraction, did not “serve as the

fuundnunu upon which more fun-

tal school ch

might
arise.

The interdisciplinary units also
*“served mainly as a break from busi-
ness as usual built around field trips

. or other special events,” added the

researchers, led by Gary Wehlage,
the associate director of the Center
on Organization and Restructuring

- of Schools nnd the head of the school
- - partof the New Futures evaluation.

Thednhp-pa-nidwwkingnla-

: tionships and grouping practices

linked with clustering, which began

. in Dayton prior to New. Futures,

have offered mare support for youths

3 with academic problems.

But it has not yet led teachers
and administrators to introduce

* new forms of curricula and instruc-
. tion nor to establish in a systematic

'~ * way more supportive relations with

. students,” the paper said.

Whilemaking valuable inroada in

1 “turning around” the lives of some

youths, the case-management part
of the project has also suffered from
growing pains, observers say.
Plan Revised
Faced with the dictability of

“T'm trying to get rid ol bureaucra-
cy and we're building bureaucracy,”
said Mr. Williama, adding that he
has aired his concerns with other
members of the collaborative,

“T've fussed and argued until I'm ¢ .

blue in the face for four years,” he -

gaid. “T would leave those meetings .

frustrated, with headaches.”
While still “committed” to seeing
through a new plan drafled for the

remainder of the project, Mr. Wil-

liama said he would not stake his . B

school district's success on the out-
come of New Futures,
“I'm not running the school sys-

tem based on the Casey grant,” he |
said. “My interest is in 50 schools; .

I'm not looking at [only] two or ©
three.” puimbel

" Push for Implementation | .

While other players in the New —
Futures initiative cast it in a more - &
eptimistic light, many issues raised -

by Mr. Williams surfaced in inter-

views with foundation and commu- ;
nity leaders, parents, teachers, and

social workers.

A common reason cited for why
the program has not made more pro--
gress is that it moved too quickly. |

“They wanted to see some positive .

Y 1
said Mr, Frederick, a lead principal

overseeing the New Futures pnlat
hoals in Dayton. .

student mobility, limited budgets to

. serve youths with multiple needs,

and pressure from the foundation to
build stronger interagency bonds,
the collaborative revised the plan in
the second year to limit the ratio of

< + caseworkers to students and to refer
+ mare of those identified as having
. problems to other service agencies.

Mr. Wehlage's paper also noted

- that, while helping to raise schools’

awareness of the impact of family

Susanne A. Weam.nwwtrhu
serves on the New Futures eollabe-

rative, said pressure to put plans in

place rapidly precluded a “total buy-
in"” from parents, teachers, students,
social workers, and other grassroots
players.

“There wasn't the luxury of sit-
ting back and letting it grow and
really sharing,” she said.

Jewell K. Garrison, executive di-
rector of Community Connections,

problems on achievement,

, nity associates have not been in a’
position to sway policy.

“Case managers typically have
been asked by the school to help stu-
dents adjust to unquestioned insti-
tutional policies and practices,” the
paper concluded. |

James Williams, promoted ﬁom

deputy superintendent to superinten-

&nldlhe Dayton schools in June,
- said he “had a lot of confidence in the

project from the beginning.” .
But he also had nagging doubta,
Some of his reservations, he said,

1 mﬂuﬁﬁ\yﬁmhmnhutmy
* Such p

beu:d often favor rewards over
strict rules and discipline and re-

: qmntmmy‘hbdu to qualify.

He also believes the maa “toak
the wrong approach” in targeting
middle-school students,

“If we're talking nbout long-term
solutions,” he said, “we must start at
kindergarten or much earlier.”

Mr. Williams met on his own re-
cently with other agency leaders to
discusa channeling existing funds to
such interventions as health screen-
ing for young children and training
for parents.

‘Blue in the Face'

But beyond his doubts about any
one initiative, Mr. Williams voiced a
decper frustration about involving
players from outaide the schools in
formulating education policy.

“Everyone is saying they canrun

education except the people who can
do it,” he said. “You can't just pull a
group of people together from the
community to try to tell educators
what to do.”

That approach, he maintained,
Tuns counter to achool reforms
aimed at giving individual princi-
pals and teachers more autonomy.

said ty associntes entered
schools two weeks after being
hired.

“We went into the building ill pre-
pared for what the building had to*
offer,” she said.

In Dayton and other project
cities, officials also observed that
teachers were not well prepared to
collaborate with the social-services
linisons.

Donald Crary, executive dlncw
of the New Futures project in Little
Rock, said “we ran into quite a bit of
conflict” with teachers who won-
dered: * "Who are these people and
what are they going to do?' "

Ms. Emery, the executive direc-
tor of the New Futures project in
Dayton, said one pilot school there
recently began working with the
Center for Leadership in School
Reform in Louisville, Ky., to devel-
op n school-restructuring plan.

. “If we could rewrite history,” she
said, “we would have done that the ,
first year.” . ;

In Little Rock, too, noted Mr.
Crary, “There was such a push early

on to get this thing up and running.

.. It's only been in the last year that
the collaborative’s been able to step
back from that enough that it could
really start looking at institutional
reform.”

“If we had used at least the first
six months to plan and to do a lot of
the bridge-building and ccordina-
tion that we had to struggle with
t.hrnught.hcﬁrﬂ.yw added Otis

executive di of the
board overseeing New Futures in
Savannah, “1 think it vmuld havc
been much smoother."= .. ~

Iuhmdnght.mnd[)uughuw Nel-
son, executive director of the Casey .
Foundation, “We would have prob-’

“We made it more difficult, in the
interest of using the urgency of the

and the exci t of com-
mitment, to include and get own-
ership at more levels,” he said.

_ Top-Down Approach Cited

As a result, project participants
say, New Futures was orchestraled
by the foundation and eollaboratives
with little initial input fom teach-
ers, principals, and social workers.

The project organization essen-
tially put a program together and
wound up "giving it to the workers
and telling them to go with it," said
Robert French, s member ofboth the
Dayton school board and the New
Futures collaborative.

*“As the foundation got more in-
wolved, its initial posture of You tell
us how you want to do these things’
changed and became "Here's how we
think you ought to be doing that,’ "
Mr. Frederick, the Dayton principal,
said.

Dayton has a “pretty good histo-
ry” of collaboration at the policy and
executive-leadership level, Ms, Em-
“ery said, but less attention was paid
to assuring collaboration among
“the folks who work with the kids."

“It's a real tricky juggling act,”
Mr. Cutler of the Casey Foundation
said. “You want to include everyone
you possibly can; on the other hand,
it gets unwieldy if it's too big.”

Many also agree that schools
should have been more involved.

“We knew our school was going to
pm-ﬁcipatc in this program, but none
of the decisions ns to how things
would be done involved the people
who were going to be working with
the students on a day-today basis”
said Anita E. Jones, an 8th-grade
math teacher at Roth Middle School.

ably given a longer initial planning
period.” - H

.“We did not ndequ.nl.el;r involve

| teachers in framing the program,
| and that was a mistake,” Mr. Van
Vieck of Dayton said.

Officials in other cities acknowl-
edpe similar missteps.

“There was very little conversa-
tion or buy-in obtained from the lo-
cal school building,” Mr, Crary of
Litile Rock said.

“We made a fundamental mistake
in not bringing in principals in the
original planning process,” Mr,
Johnson of Savannah said.

Barbara Zeimetz, a former interim
director of the New Futures project in
tor of the city department of training
and development, suggested that fail-
ure to garner the full backing of the
school system contributed to the brea-
kup of the project there. .

School officials in Lawrence re-
sented acting “at the behest of what
they saw as people coming in from
the outside,” she observed.

There was also tension in some
New Futures cities over how project
resources should be spent.

In Lawrence, “principals had a cer-
tain set of expectations as to what the
Casey dollars were to bring about., . .
which weren't necessarily the same
a8 what the Casey Foundation had,”
noted Pat Karl, program coordinator
for the 1 Youth C issi
which is earrying out parent-training
and youth-career activities still fund-
ed by the foundation.

The foundation was focused on
systemic change and “wanted to see
the model be successfial before ex-
panding it to all schools,” she said,
while principals “saw the need for
day-to-day and immediate resources
for their kids."

“The pull between those two atti-
tudes was never resolved,” she added.

At the other sites as well, some

Kathy Arquilla and Kevin Jackson, top, both of the
Community Connections program, talk with Watischa
Jackson, a student at Roth Middie School. Above,
smmmumm.mmmnymdm,
gives advice to Louis Christman, another Roth
MMMEWM&I&MMM
Wright Middle School, helps out one of his students. - *

also suggested that sometimes

teachers lacked the time, if not the

will, to devote to the undertaking.
“Even good tenchers are essential-

ly retreating to their own roomsand

Arying to do the best they can,” Mr.

Van Vleck of Dayton said.

- “Whip-Sawed Around’
Cheryl Rogers, & senior research

associate with the Center for the

Study of Social Policy, also noted
l.hlt‘thewumnnlm

T 1.

pro-
gram' " to bolster teachers' role in re-
form.”

. The Center for Leadership in
School Reform led some institutes
for school stall members and offered
more intensive training, she said,
h:tlhnuplmu‘guluughtupinthe
bureaucracy.

Ludln' plnyem in New F'uhns

that the

L

-mmmm

“More of us know today that those
projections were beyond what we
could realistically expect to achieve
in the original time frame,” Mr. Nel-
son of the Casey Foundation said.

*1 don't think anybody would deny *
that the measures set out at the be-
ginning were not particularly appro-
priate,” said Sue Elling, the executive
director of the Dayton-Montgomery
County Public Education Fund and &
member of the collaborative's school-
success committee.

“We tackled some very large sys-
temic problemns at a time when major
agencies and systems are being chal-
lenged internally and externally,”
said Nancy K. Schiffer, the group vice
president of the United Way of Day-
ton and a beard ut‘d:ﬂdnnmunher
of Community 4

“Constant evaluation” and re-

B i o
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| Complexity of Task Trips Up ‘New Futures’ Projects
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spent) trying to establish trust, es.
tablish boundaries, and. come up

evaluation of project p b
also resulted in frequent policy
shifts, Mr. Frederick of Dayton ob-
served,

“We were always responding to

.. either the collaborative or the
foundation,” he said. “It was frus-
trating for teachers who were not
understanding why the changes
were occurmring.”

Others suggest that elements of
the social-services component were
not given enough time to work.

“We would have our plans orga-
nized and be ready to move, and the
stall would respond, and then they'd
have to switch gears and go in a dif-
ferent direction,” Ms, Schiffer said.
“The stafl was feeling whip-sawed
around.”

with a ground to operate

on,” Ms. Garrison of Commuruty 1

Connections of said.

\\'l’ulnldlmlpﬂmmlwmm
times wary of outsiders, socinl-service
personnel also described the rigors of
working within the ncl'lnols—lt‘md:i
tionally closed system.

“Involving people who look at is-
sues from a different perspective hns
been dificult—and developing a level
of trust between two sometimes com-
peting systems,” Ms, Garrison said.

Others hinted that not all mem-
bers of the collaborative were equal-
ly mpuve to joining forces.

*“Some of

the agency people will | -

not acknowledge that they have
their own barriers,” said Kathy Ar-
quilla, supervisor of Community

Connections at Roth Middle School.
Mr. Cutler of the Cascy Founda- | all those dilferences to build a com-
tion maintained that the foundati mon | ge, goals, values,” Ma.
“always saw two roles for case man- | Emery, the exccutive director of the
agement”—one directed at forming | New Futures projectin Dayton, said.
ties with individual students and | . = .
one aimed at forging links among S Fhase Flan
agencies. - Dumteu\emmdmdm-
“Maybe we didn't icat ts, most involved with
the latter as much,” he said. thauﬂ'm’lmylheymmpuudto
. An April 1990 status report on | continue the process. - Y
Daytan from the Center for the Study |- “We are more convinced than ever
that we are struggling to do the ap-
propriate thing,” said Mr. Van
: . Vieck, the Dayton New Futures col-
e ; = *+*  laborative chairman. .
I think we're on “I think we're on the right track—
the right track—not : =y, yesss "“M‘J,““'p‘,t"t,,,’; g

to get great results
in the next two
vyears—but to .
putting a system -
in place.”
—James Williams

of Social Policy said the shift in the
community mm mlu at first
sl Sine toik rer

in place,” said Mr. Williams, the

*  school superintendent.

Mr, Frederick, the lead principal,
said the pilot schools have been
much more involved in planning the

project’s second phase.

*“They listen to us and hear some
of what we have to say,” said Mo-

~ zelle Garein, a vocational-education
' teacher at Roth Middle School. “If
* - you can convince them this is for the

good of kids, they will think about
implementing it."

Mr. Nelson, Casey's executive di-
rector, also said moves by the foun-
dation to transfer more nuthority to

mw-dmlahﬂ'ncmhmand&m-
ilies, who feared it would limit associ.
ates” contact with students,

Besides serving as counselors and
role models, the community associ-

ates “also spent considerable time as

teacher mides, helping out in class.
rooms, in the halls and lunchroom
whenever they could " the report said.
* The associates gave teachers “a

New Futures cities have increased

the "degree of ownership, under-
ding, and participation.”

A plan for the second phase of

New Futures in Dayton calls for

“creating a bottom-up, building-,

based reform effort,” with interven-
tiona tailored to each pilot school.
A component has also been added

-mmmmgmwm

venrs—bety

partner they dearly
Garrison of Dayton's Community

Connections said, and provided a’
base of sustained support for fam-

“One of the things [troubled.’

youths] need to prosper is a consis-
tent adult—the families and stu-
dents were given that promise,” she
said. “We had to go back to them ev-
ery year with different interpreta-
tion of that promise.”

Ms. Weaver, the parent serving
on the New Futures board, also cited
personnel shifts that hindered pro-
gram continuity. The Wilbur
Wright Middle School, for example,
has had three principals in three
years.

Competing Systems
. New Futures personnel also con-
cede that getting the various sys-
tems o collaborate was far more
um-unmm.mg than they u-pedp

'lhﬂutmuplldmrllm'

.nn'-m. 8

M
theBlh nnd&hmdm—wluazm
ically ab ta at risk

of dmpmng out.

b

hddxuon,ﬂnndmls-mplmmg'
‘in place “youth-service intervention

teams” of schicol health and counsel-
ing personnel, administrators, and
community associntes, and a team of
“service brokers” from youth agencies
is being formed to help bndga bar-
riers and ease referrala

In June, 11 agencies serving
youths and families in Dayton and
Montgomery County—from schools
and human-service organizations to
the juvenile courts and police—
signed interagency agreements es-
tablishing linisona to help bridge bar-
riers. They also agreed to participate
in cross-training.

The Casey Foundation, mean-
while, has told New Futures cities
that it is willing to extend for up to

two years the five-year time frame

for spending the grant money, and

that it will offer some additional

funding “for those with the greatest
momentum at the end of the five
years,” Mr. Nelson said.

‘Learn as You Go'

* Many who played central roles in
New Futures maintain that mis-
takes made along the way have been
part of the learning process,

“New Futures was nlways meant

to be a demonstration to see how this
works,” Ma. Emery, the executive
director of the New Futures project
in Dayton, said.
« “Jt was sort of a connect-the-dot
process—learn as you go," Ms, Gar-
rison, executive director of Commu-
nity Connections, said.

The initial missteps and shifts, ob-
lerved Mr, Nelson of the Casey

dation, were “a symptom of the
mroluuon of the kind of commit-
ment” needed to spur meaningful
change.

“The kind of difference we're go-
ing to need to make for poor kids and
their families absolutely requires
such an innovative and unprec-
edented scale of effort that lots of

them are going to fail,” he said. But
“nothing is going to make the differ-
ence short of that kind of effort.”
Foundation and other project offi-
cinls also praised the project for
bringing new attention to youth is-
sues and setting in motion a mecha-
nism for long-term and

services in the community.”
“Idon’t always know who to get in
contact with,” said Carolyn Pacely,
whose community associate ar-
ranged tutorial help for her son. .
Many say the effort has also im-
proved interagency communication,
- “Before New Futures was initiat-
ed, those convernations weren't hap-
pening,” said Ma. Elling of the Day-
ton-Mont y County Public

teachers and caseworkers recounted
student success stories.

“T've seen kids turn around aca-
demically ... and families realize
that they can do so many things for
themselves that they were not
aware of,” Ms. Arquilla, also of Day-
ton's Community Connections, said.

“We found kids who could not see
or could not hear” or lacked clothing
and food, Ms. Garrison said.

“We helped kids not to run away
from home, got families into treat-

*ment, and worked with kids who

m 2t dal w w A A P
she added.

Ms. Jones, the tucher at Roth,
said community associates had
more success reaching parents
“than we would have just on our

own” and made them “more aware of

Education Fund,

“Top leaders are coming together
on regular basis, they haven't given
up, . ..and they haven't yet alienat-
ed the school systems,” said Ma, Rog-
muﬂheCcm.crbrtheStudyofSo-
cial Policy.

Because many indicators on wl'l.ich
New Futures is being judged involve
schools, Mr. Cutler of the Casey Foun-
dation mﬂﬁmﬂm&:ﬂum
ject cities “have particularly in
the spotlight”

“Eanch of them in various ways -i. -
various times either welcomed orre- -
sented all that attention,” he said.

Nonetheless, he added, school su-
perintendents and school-board

members “have been consistently at - -

the table and very much involved
when they could walk away.” .-

inschool

. Childrenarebom withthe
 best teachers they can ever have. ¢

2 Educatmsagreemalwhenpamrsget As a result, parents become more
* involved, students have greater success in involved in the school community. More
" leaming, More parental involvement is a parents are attending teacher conferences. '
“crudal element in education restructuring. | Others are volunteering their time to help
At Jostens Learning Corporation, we " with tutoring and in-school activities. And |
: develop instructional technology pro- . more and more parents are creating the 7%
< grams that empower parents to help positive home environment that» ' "%
+ their children Jearn. At the same time, supports the child's leamning. « = 1
“our educational consultants work ts Thereare many good ways ~ *
with parents to make a positive - parents can get involved in a :
difference in their child’s success J . E];\J@. du]d’slmmmg.andonea«:dlmt‘
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