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Abstract
This paper will examine an organizational scenario that I experienced while being part of the One Garden Inclusion project at Bishop Donahue Memorial high school in McMechon, West Virginia.  After briefly describing the situation within context, I reexamine it through four different frames as described by Bolman and Deal (2008). Through this process, alternative dynamics with more desirable results are presented 












Finding My Replacement at Bishop Donahue High School:
A Reframing Project
	Bolman and Deal, 2008, indicate that constructive changes can be made, and destructive patterns can be understood, if we look at an organization through different frames, or lenses.  Through this process, certain hidden aspects can be brought into focus, while others can recede into the background.  If a leader becomes adept at this reframing exercise, pitfalls can be avoided and destructive dynamics diffused through corresponding readjustments.  It is the purpose of this paper to present an organizational scenario that I experienced, and then look at the possible changes that could have been made by examining the dynamics through several different lenses.
Scenario
 	In the spring of 2003 I approached the director of the Office of Disability Ministry for the Catholic Diocese of Wheeling-Charleston to inquire about the possibility of providing support services to students with learning challenges who are students in the parochial schools in the state of West Virginia.  I shared my story about how our family made the commitment to take the legal responsibility for our daughter’s education by homeschooling her so that she could attend the parochial schools part-time.   I also communicated my concern about a young man who was a junior at the Catholic high school where my son attended who was not receiving the appropriate support and direction necessary for him to successfully transition beyond high school.   The director relayed to me that she and the current assistant superintendent for the Diocese had been discussing implementing such a program for several years.   That fall the Disability Minister director, the newly promoted Superintendent, and I collaborated to design and implement this pilot inclusion support project which they dubbed, The Cultivating ‘One’ Garden Inclusion Project.
 	The basic goal of the project was to provide part-time inclusion facilitating staff to schools who desired to be part of the program.  The superintendent called us IRAs, an acronym for Inclusion Resource Aids.  The staff was interviewed and hired by the superintendent, and for the first few years we were paid directly by the Diocese with unused Diocesan funds, or monies garnered through grants.  Later, we were added to the payrolls of the schools we were assigned to, and they were reimbursed by the Diocese for the days we worked.  Our documented work was submitted to the superintendent’s office for bi-weekly review, but we never received any formal evaluations.  Within a few years, all of the 32 Diocesan schools in the state had chosen to become part of this program, and were receiving services. The ultimate goal was for the majority of individual schools to choose to include special education staff as part of their own budget.   
	The amount of time spent at each school was relative to each school’s need, and the support services we provided were uniquely constructed within each school’s community culture. It was our responsibility to construct the content and setting of support as a result of ongoing consensual dialogue with faculty, principal, parents, and county service administrators.  Since the parochial system is not required to provide services to students with learning challenges, our advocacy work for challenging students with a few of  their teachers required a particular creative and diplomatic sensitivity.  This fact also presented challenges at the county level as well, since some counties were reticent to provide even initial screening services to students in the parochial system, and needed to be challenged. Conversely, we sometimes ran into conflicts with the Diocese’s superintendent himself, who never delegated any responsibility for decision making about the project to the Disability Minister, his own assistant superintendent, or even the principals themselves. Because of his hectic schedule he often would not return calls or emails, yet grew angry when we were forced to make decisions on our own.
	When I decided to commute to Marshall University to obtain my Master’s degree in Special Education, I chose to limit my support services to just one of the schools I was working at.  Bishop Donahue Memorial High School was very small with a high quality, creative faculty which served a poor, blue collar community.  This school was an authentic tight knit family, which nurtured a diverse student body with open arms.  The faculty, administration and I could network both informally, briefly exchanging ideas and feedback even in the halls, and formally, through weekly faculty meetings.  Bishop Donahue had the ideal climate and culture in which to design the foundational structure for a successful, inclusive, parochial, secondary program.  In the fall of 2007 we were shocked, however, to find that we had experienced a 300% increase in students with diverse learning challenges; an increase which comprised almost one third of the student body.   There were students who transferred from the public high school, the larger Catholic high school, and those who transitioned from both the public and parochial elementary schools. The challenges ranged from students with mild intellectual disabilities to those diagnosed on the autism spectrum.  One young man, who had been diagnosed with both a reading and math disability by fourth grade, had continued through the public school system playing basketball, while remaining at the second grade level for reading, writing and math.
	After initial screening of students in order to better ascertain their unique challenges, it became apparent that not only did we need another staff member, but we also needed to meet for the day to discuss creative options for all the students in order to change course offerings, placements, and schedules. These options would include one-on-one, small group, separate class and co-taught instruction.  Of particular concern, was the fact that this would be my last year at Bishop, because the following year I would be going on to study for my Ph.D. in Special Education.  It would be best for the students and the school for the additional staff person to have experience with special education at the high school level, and be prepared to take over a full time position the following fall. The principal had already decided that he would plan to hire a properly qualified full time staff member out of the school’s budget and additional outside sources for the following year.  Ideally, we wanted this new individual to also be able to participate in the all day rescheduling/planning session, if at all possible.  The county psychologist who worked closely with us thought she might know the ideal candidate.
	After several attempts, the principal was able to contact the superintendent with our request, and we were told that under the circumstances he would agree to hire another part-time staff member.  He was also informed about the type of qualified individual we were hoping to find, the reasons behind what we sought, and the fact that we possibly had a potential individual already available.  A few days later, when the experienced high school special education teacher was able to get through to the superintendent, she was offered a position at an elementary school. He informed all of us that he had just offered our position to someone else that morning, and that it would be too awkward to switch the assignments.  Instead, he placed the high school special education teacher at an elementary school opening, and the elementary school teacher at ours.  Moreover, our assigned teacher was only going to be available when her toddler could go to Montessori class, did not want to look into child care options when that was not possible, and was not necessarily planning to continue the following year.  We approached the superintendent one more time with our request after the new teacher refused to make arrangements to attend the full day planning session, yet said she would be happy to switch schools, but he stood firm.  



Structural Frame
	The schools that comprised the Diocese of Wheeling-Charleston across the state of West Virginia were organized in what Bolman and Deal, referred to as a divisionalized organization. Each school operated as “quasi-autonomous units” (p. 83).  When the One Garden Project was conceived, however, a different structure for participating schools and the IRAs who provided service was superimposed.  The “One- Boss arrangement” (p. 103) was utilized for both IRAs and participating principals.  Though each school’s principal and staff were free to work with the IRA to construct a unique support and resource system for the students, the IRAs worked for the superintendent, and the principals needed to clear any changes or readjustments through him, as well.  
	As with any new endeavor, the experimentation into new territory brings continual readjustments that were not conceived of at the start.  Vehicles need to be put into place which can handle the myriad of decisions and changes which will normally surface during the initial stages.  It is clear that the One-Boss arrangement was not a sufficient vehicle for the One Garden Project.  Though it was appropriate for the superintendent to oversee with final authority the progress and direction of this project, it was unrealistic for him to expect to be part of so many operational decisions across the state.  An authentic simple hierarchy arrangement would have been much more efficient.   In this particular scenario, if his assistant superintendent, or the director of Disability Ministry, had been given authority to work with us to make decisions which didn’t need to be passed by him first for approval, a more favorable solution to our unique dilemma could have been achieved.  Either of these individuals would have had sufficient time to communicate with us in depth about the exceptional mission that this school was embarking on.  The “middle manager” would have chosen to allow the principal to make the final hiring decision, so that the longer term vision and goal could have been met.
Human Resource Frame
	“Empowerment includes keeping employees informed, but it doesn’t stop there. It also involves encouraging autonomy and participation, redesigning work, fostering teams, promoting egalitarianism, and infusing work with meaning.” (Bolman & Deal, 2008, p. 149).  When the One Garden project was launched, it was important for the superintendent to provide the scaffolding necessary for those schools that chose to participate.  It was sufficient for them to catch a glimpse of the vision and choose to join us; it would have been foolhardy to expect them to hire and pay for staff as well.  However, once they were on board, opportunities needed to be provided for each school to become more independent.  They needed to sculpt their own unique portion of the vision, or take responsibility for tending to their own portion of the garden.
	In order to encourage autonomy, participation and egalitarianism the schools that were energized to move forward needed to be allowed to be part of the hiring process.  One of the basic human resource strategies that Bolman and Deal refer to is to “hire the right people.” Who better than the school principal, in consultation with the current IRA and faculty, can make that decision?  In this particular scenario, the principal and I were not empowered to make an autonomous decision regarding hiring someone who had the qualifications we needed to not only rapidly redesign the entire program, but transition to take full responsibility for the coming years.  If the superintendent had recognized our competency, he would have encouraged us to make that hiring decision, while continuing to provide the economic underpinning that was still necessary. We indeed were willing and able, and so therefore it would have been appropriate for the superintendent to delegate this task over to us. 
Political Frame
	The political frame assumes that, “coalition members have enduring difference in values, beliefs, information, interests, and perceptions of reality” (Bolman & Deal, 2008. p. 194).  This frame also has the perspective that the most important decisions are about allocating resources.  It was indeed important that at the inception of the One Garden project that the power was concentrated and highly regulated by the superintendent, since it was unclear how disparate the values and beliefs were between the schools that chose to participate and the superintendent’s.  Certainly his position not only contained power, but he controlled the finances for this project as well.  Initially, he also controlled the information and expertise, since he chose to hire the IRAs who would be providing the services.
	This scenario, however, indicated that the distribution of power in regards to Bishop Donahue high school was overbounded.  The principal, faculty and I had more expertise and information about the short term and long term staffing needs of the high school than he did.  If indeed, he had chosen loosen his regulatory policies, and allow us to exercise our power based on our informational and expertise resources, we would have been able to hire a more suitable educator who could have not only provided more resources that year, but bridged the transition for the school’s mission for the following years as well.
Symbolic Frame
	The symbol of the One Garden could have provided a wonderful springboard for better handling this scenario if the superintendent had been able to reflect upon the symbolism’s nuances more completely.  Perhaps his choice of the acronym IRA (Inclusion Resource Aid) prevented him from doing just this.  For a garden to grow beyond its original boundaries, and to continue to flourish, it needs to be tended by more than one overseer.  Portions of the garden, need to be handed over to responsible parties who will be able to concentrate their efforts more efficiently.  If the superintendent had realized that we were not just “aids,” and that the principals were not just staff in his garden project, he would have been able to more comfortably entrust us with the operational nurturing tasks he chose to solely perform.  He therefore, would have continued to support Bishop Donahue high school’s garden section with the financial sustenance needed, while allowing us to take full responsibility for hiring the quality staff we knew were necessary.
	In closing, each frame has illuminated different relational dynamics, from diverse perspectives.  These perspectives have provided alternatives that could have been utilized to produce a more favorable outcome.  Though we certainly weathered the storm, and Bishop Donahue’s mission is continuing, the results could have been more favorable for both the school and its students if any of these frames had been applied at the time.
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