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Teachers are entitled to and can benefit from instructional, leader hip as v

Ad V

they strive to improve their teaching practice. Most educators agree/that the d

principal shou]d.p]ay a key® roleain providi ng th1s leadership Yet many
peoplé and situations unre]ated to- 1nstruction compete for a principal S

attention during a school day. In fact,. the one common e]ement that seems -

‘true of a]most all princ1pals whether elementary or higﬁ school. or whether
city.or sma]] town or suburban js thgt their workday is very busy and high]y .
unpredictéb]e. Thére are mandated dutiesland emergency $ituations to which a
princ1pa1 must attend that cut 1nto the time over which “the administrator has

discretionary power. This being the case,- how a principal chooses to use-

his/her discretionary time and resources is largely dependent on the '

[ -

I - A - * v .
) 1Paper présented at the annual megting of the American Educational
* Research Association, New York, _March )

. 2The research described herein was conducted under contract with the
National Institute of Education. The opiniohs expressed are those of the . Ok
authors and do not necessarily refiect the position or policy of the National » -
Institute of Education.- No endorsement by the "National Institute of Educatlon
shou]d be inferred, . ] . R
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priorities that he/she sets for himself/herself

A and the schoo] ) Since there .

'is typicaily not, enough tqme in the day for the principal to be all things to
all peop]e the question of what intervent;pns are made to support improvement

[

_becomes the most important set of decisions that the principal has -to make -

N,
AN It is the intent of this paper to point out that it is 1mportant for

principals to work with teachers for the purpose of improVing practice, that =~ -

the principal has a choice as to what interventions_to make in striving toward

" this goal, and that the effects on teachers are related to the interventions

4 ] * \

selected. ‘In order to demonstrite. these points, severa]-exanpies'from the °

"

Principal-Teacher Interaction Study -being conducted by the Research "and

g

_will be used. These examples are of various types of interventions made by’ '

principals in the study,,followed by a discussion of the effects of these

interventions on the teachers involved. - : X

v
2 . [.d
) U‘ -
. - Related Literature (
» & » -
o8 . v Pl

- As was,acknowfedged in the introduction, it is true that principals are

-
- ) ot ©

often constrained by an overabundance of rules and‘regu]ations and an

-

-

\inadequate amount of time and resources However, principals do haVe
opportunities and, resOurces which can be used to bring about change in their .

schoo]s Sarason (1971) found that principals do have considerabﬂe authority;

A

but differ in their know]edge and apprecia§ion of its uti1ity. He- further.

‘ ‘ . ~

contends that the degree of authority that principals -have depends very

~ N

- LS .

]

*

4In orde* to assist the reader, from this point .forward on]y masculine

Ve

pronouns will be used when referring to "the principal." The authors are very
aware that many school principals are female; -this decision was made entirely
forAthe purpose of faciljtating the reading 6f this paper . «
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heav11y on the uses that they were able and w1111ng to make of dec1s1on-mak1ng

Ly

o —— v

wed

« *

opportun1t1es that do ex1st

-— . 2

- - In a similar vein, ‘Isherwood 11973) concludeqd from his'observatjon of

©

fjfteen secondary schoo] principals_that opportunitdes for the deve]opment_and’

exercise of "informal authority"-seemed to exceed by far the formally

P

designated powers and respons1b111t1es of the pr1nc1palsh1p Morris iﬁﬁB])
found from his research' that there is much, rather than little,, d1scret1on '

avai]ab]e to, the. building adm1n1strator in education. He further concludes

that there ' is much room at the schodl site level for f]ex1b1]1ty and’

adaptab111ty in the app11qat1on of School system po11cy - -

If one accepts “the contention that pr1nc1pals do have some author1ty over . -

how they use the1r time, resources and power, then the next logical question

S, "Wil1 the way in which the pranc1pa1 intervenes make any difference in-the -

7 -

- quality of instruction in the classroom?" ~InitiaL¢investigabion'of the
literature related to this question ‘seems to ‘reveal much contradictory "<

<

-evidence. ‘However, under closer scrutiny,. the ]1terature may not be .
contrad1ctory, but.rather dlffer?ng veins’ of research could very we]] be used

* to exp1a1n each other

3
o & -
»

For examp]e, Dea] and Ce]ott1 (1977; 1980) have suggested that classroom E
1nstruct1on seems to be ”v1rtua1%y unaffected“ by' organizational® and '
@dm1n1strat1ve factors Accord1ng to-.them, there is little’ “evidence of

' ’administrative |nf1uence updn teaching- and 1earn1ng techno]ogy cher
researchers 1nc1ud1ng McPartﬁand and Karyeit (1979) and Wolf (1979) have come
to s1m11ar conc]us1ons .-

- It is poSsib]e that this, vein of !1teratureﬁcan ho explained by another

vein in which numerous researchers_(wolcott; 1973; Sproull, 1977; 1979;

L -
. 1
o 4 * .o .
» N
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- Peterson, 1978; and Mart1n, 1980) have found that 1nstrucc1ona1 leadership

‘ (1. e., classroom observation, curriculum deve]opment teacher 1nserv1ee etc.)
is not a central focus of the pr1nc1pa1sh1p If it is true that’ magy'

pr1nc1pa1s are not focus1ng o? providing 1nstruct1ona1 leadersh1p, then it is
>
g’certaihly understandab]e why some researchers have conc]uded that the .

. v .

principal- does not affect classroom 1nstruct1on ‘ S 2 -

~

Another group of researchers contend that the unit manager (pr1neﬂpa1) is

Al

the key to educat1ona1 change (Baldridge -& Deal, 1975; Berman & McLaugh11n,

o 1978, Br1cke]1, 1961, M11es, 1971; Tye, 1973). In. all of these studies tﬁere
is evidence to suggesf that principals_are extremeTy influential- in the,

process of.bringing about change in instruction. Unfortunately, documentatioﬁ

about what: they actua]]y .do on a day to- q€y basis to facfﬁitate or hinde_r“th,at.g 4 Y,

process - has ‘been minimal,

~ ' St1ll.another vein of.reiated ldterature, the research on effective

@

schools, is’ beg1nn1ng to prov1de some Inshght into what \principals do that

.

makes them effect1ve For examp]e, Stol1 (1979) compared’overach1ev1ng and

.underach1ev1ng schoo]s in the state of Florida. In terms of tedt resu]ts in

*

reading, he found fhat the more effective scbools were more likely to have

R -

s adm1nistrators who commun1cated the. 1mportance of reading,wworked toward a

coord1nated reading program, and took steps to prov1de adequate 1nstruct1ona1

-

mater1a1s Hall, Hord dnd Griffin (1980) found. that 1n schoo]s where'the
principal appeared. to be concerned about teachers' use of a spec1f1c
1nnovation, the manner 1n which the teachers were using the 1nnovat1on was
mq{e consistent w1ch1n\tho%e bu11d1ngs than it was in schools where princ1pals )

- appeared to be less engaged, w1th the innovation and 1ts -use.

Sta]]ings & Mohlman (1981) who, were a]so .studying the 1mp]ementat1on of a

spec1f1c program (Effect1ve Use’ of Time Program) found that in schools with

« , -
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-, more supportive principals, more teachers. inglemented the training program. N

In this study, principals were rated as supportive when they weré‘perceived “
(1) to go out of their way tb help- teachers, (2) to be constructive in their ,
criticism and to explain reasons for suggesting change in behav1o#, (3 to * - ’,:'
share new_ideas, (4) to set good examples by being on time and staying late, = ;"“

(5) to be well prepared, and (6) to care\?or ‘the persona] welfare of the

teachers. S ' Sy
Litt]e'i1980) who was studying urban schools with above‘average . >
achievement test scores found that successful schools had principals that
support co]Tegia]ity and experimentation among teachers. These successfu] ’
principals used such actions as announcing expectations modeling or enacting
,desired behaviors, rewarding appropriate behaviors, and defending or "
protecting teachers in their efforts to work together and experiment - S
These recent studies are offering much needed insigﬁt into the actiyities

of principais chever, they tend to focuws on a geheral level and do not

provide the level of specificity neéded by practitioners for planning and
1mp1ementing change. One study that is breaking "set" and looking at what
_ principa]s .pEcifically do, in re]ation to. instructionaT -change in thelr
e;\schools is the Principal-Teacher interaction,(PTI) Study being-conducted by_
.the'HConcerns-BaSEd' Adoption Mode] (CBhM) ciroject' at the Research: and

k] . t Y

o " . . J .
Development Center®for Teacher Education at the University of Texas at Austin.

- «
’ - . - N .

-

Principal-Teacher Interaction Study t c A

To previde assistance so badly needed by practitioners “the CBAM ProJect,

has been engaged in a study of principals and teachers as they are invo]ved in
) g
changé (PTI Study) The gca] is, deve]opment of a more complete understanding

8- ‘

about the re]ationship between initial assessments that can be made, using CBAM




characteristics and their interveption -behaviors, with pre- 'and pnst- o

‘effects can be evaluated'by use of ;hé same measures enp]oyed in the .

* Griffin, 1980) In add1c1on, an extensive review of the literature was e .

_examines ipr1nc1pals s change fac111tators--their' personal ,and role-

-
D . ” o
4 - . . .

] -
P f ] . * N 1 ¢

d1agnost1g too]s, the~1ntervent1ons that respond to needs 1dent1f1ed through”

.

.

assessment, and the post 1ntervent1on effects Spegif1ca1]y§ the study

? ..
.

intervention evaluation ‘of thé‘effects of, their interventigns on teachers.
One unique strength of'research_using—dimensions of the CBAM 1s\that several. ‘/;L“{/
tools exist for measuring change at the-dndivtdual level. A]so,-interventiog(/§(

,pre 1ntervention d?agnoses thus,. mu1t1pﬂe uses can be made of the same data.

In preparation for the PTI study, ‘a secondary ana1ysns was made aof-.the

s
_data from an ear11er study. Case stud1es were deve]oped for nine schools in
a LN
the Jefferson County, Colorado sc1ence 1mp1ementat1on effort (Hal1, Hard & , T,

.

1nit1ated to fdent1fy concepts models and. findings that would help support of

- s

refute the bas1c hypotheses of the PTI study--that principals ‘do vary id their

’

" behaviors amd this does make a difference 1n terms of teacher change.

-

C]ear]y, for an extended per1od of time the 11terature has emphas1zed the
1mportance of the pr1nc1pa1 what is not so clear from the literature 1s
exactly what principaﬁs do on a" day-to-day basis as they are 1nvolved in .
fmp]ementat1on* Also, it is not c]ea, what the. consequences 3f principals

&

actions are.for teachers at” the 1nd1v1dua1 level, as‘they are involved.in
implementing sgecific'innovatibns. it appeared. that the CBAM diagnostic 5;
concepts of Stages’ of éorcern, Levels of Usé and Innovation Configurations
could be used- ~as 1nd1cators for asseSs1ng the effects of princinals actions
1n .their change facilitator ro]e. , ' .

Thus, a study was launched. The basic design of‘thé"study was developed,

negotiations were begun with a. series of school districts about conducting the ,




study'in“thefr-Settings; and a oilot'study was. conducted,1n'centrafxTexas.

jnvo]ving 10 elementary‘schools. , . °* i ? o -
, .' 1’ T, TN oo ‘. PN
A I : . i
Ta Stud! 08519 " . - N "‘ Lo ~ . - ’ . 3

- ¢

The PTI study focusgs on pr1nc1pals andxthe1r teachers—as they are

1nvo]ved 1n 1mp1ement1ng newlinstruct1ona1 pract1ces. Three d1str1c‘f were -y ’

Jselected based on whether theirtschools were in the1r f1rst, second or third
-xear of 1mp1ementation as, of September, 1980: 1In éach dis{r1ct three schoe]s,

providing a total of 9 schools, were se]ected based on the leadership sty]e of -
\
their principal; The principa]s were 1dent1f1ed.by district administrators as

\
--being one_ of three hypothes1zed 1eadersh1p 5tyles based on concerns (Hall,

Rutherford &vGriffdﬁ; 1982). AN teachers who were potent1a1 users of the )
tf“innoyation were asked to participate..  \ , o I
L] ;‘ IS - . - L, \\ . - o

Study Quest1ons . L ‘ . \ A | .,

The 271 stuay focuses .on three .primary. questions'

la. What do principaﬂs do as change.facilitators’
¢ 2. How .do the concerns of principa]s affect the1r functioning
as change faci]itators’ -

3. _What ds the re1htionsh1p between administrator concerns, -
e \ the 1nterventions they make and their effects on teachers?

.This paper 1nc1udes exanp]es re]ated to Question 1 and one aspect of
L 5 ] E
« ‘Question 3, the, effects of prjncipa] 3 1nterventions on teachersnduring ‘the -,

1Y
Cah
e

. %hange process. . ) _“ " . , ’
Lo , : R . : ‘
}nteruention-bataaGathéring'and‘Ana]ysis : .o " T
- A procedure which included a combination of principa\ logs, ori-site

1ntervention 1nterv1ews and bi-week]y telephone calls to principals by R&D

.
¥

personne] was used to document interventions and their effects. Principals

- PR
. - . L
~

and assistant principals were the major source of- intervention data at their’

- ‘, »
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,

vschogls Additional 1ntervention'data were also collected from teachers,

on sxtef?iﬁﬁﬁte teachers, district resource specialistsérnd other district

eing studied u51ng a

administrators. Each of these speC1f"c 1nterventions is

sophistncated codification scheme for anlay51s of Thterventhns (Hord Hall &

=

Zi‘ga,pmi ’1980 Hord&Hall 1982). -,

A P

‘ -

. . . s : -~
;nterventions-and Their Effects

.® . -

In this section, Several examples of 1ncerventions will be described
» /‘

along with.a discussion of their effects on teachers. The,specific eXamples

_ included were selected for several reasons. One reason is that -these exampies ; ,

: inputifrom teachers in- order to arranée for effective inserv1ce.

, ventions. In’“A Taxonomy of ,nterventions. The Prototypé and Tnitial

@
" Testing," Hall Zigarmi and Hord, (1979) discuss -various levels of inter=

clearly demonstrate that principals can and do makesa difference in terms of
atfecting teachers and their use of -an instructional innovation. Also' one

example demonstrates how & principal used- various data sources available to’

- T .

help plan 1nterventions, and another examp’e sbows how anpther princ’pal Jused

-~

-

The examples were also selected to represent different levels of inter-

'y .

_,Qentions. The examples in this paper ‘represent three intervention levels:

incidents, tactics and stratégies. For purposes .of clarity. the fellowing |
’ - . @ . . . . . . . .

definitions are useful. =~ , ) ! . 3

.

An intervention: is an action or eVent that influences use of an
innovation.5 ] .

- , » ¢

. . v .
v - - ) . . . « §

Al

5A process or product that is new to a potential user.js considered'an

" “inndvation.

2 N , N . : ‘

» . . .
- o, . ¥
\ ¢
- e
-
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T o mapped by site in a manner that demonstrates how re}ated inc1dents bui]d to\~

. different ¥rom the effects 4 “

. e , e e e . . .

' procedure is a usefu] tool” 1n orgaﬁﬁzing tre numerous interventions in a -

: change.facilitator T S T
. W o g > - ey
IHfcident Level Interventions - C R a - '
. In order to demonstrate the‘effects of an incident level interVen:ionethe ','
examples oft a principal m;king a ciassroom observatibn will Be used to show ;"r?

"‘discuss first. S s S«

»
* " . ¢ M . - e Y " - -

An incident is a singu]ar occurrence of an action or/eveﬁt-\r
Y\ . L
. It is ‘the- sma11e$t intervention unit.e A tactic is an aggregation” of v
‘incident?interventions that, in combination have- an effect that is ,

of +the ‘individual incidents: ’ - -
- . R
A strateg is a maJor part of the design for implementing-an LY.
. innovation. ‘It is baséd on a. set-of iniplicit ‘and/or explicit . B 5
* assumptions.and theory about how peop]é and organizations v ! ) )
s fuqction.//A strﬁtggy transiates. assumptions and theory fﬂto
) action _ ) ’
. i [
In the Principa]-Teaché# Interaction Study, interventions are organized
i 4

v

a.tactic, ~and how- tactics sometime combine Yo make a strategy Tﬁis mapping= =

logical manner that reflects how, the principal functionSAim’various areas as ,

>
how three principals interVened differently, leading to different effects dh_ o

%

4.
teachers The principa] observing a teacher is c]assified as an incident tee L0

the principaﬁ gives the teacher feedback, this act _becomes’.another incident. -

4

It is this set of incidents related to teacher feedback that we wish to

- -

o - . . o, . L. .
No Suggestions R 2 - " . .' N

- 4 ‘ N i Y »

.

, + ,One principa] ‘wha admitted fb us that he was uncomfortab]e doing
c]assroom obsérvations obseryed one of his teachers teaching the” district s ; e .
science curriéu]um and found everything totbe to his satisfaction After’ the o
obseifatibn “he’ to]d the teacher that he thought everything went wel] and that .

"he hadho suggestions for improvement. When questioned about the observation




) g N - L
T ' severa] months later, the teacher first to]d‘uS'thaf’”he had not beepn cbserVed . J
. by the principal ‘When questioned further she Said that she wasayt sure 1f

‘155 - “she had/been observed but. that 4 she’ had everything must have been fine. ' .t:‘ )

~
-

In this instance, the principal chose a feedback intervention that was.not
v‘ry powerfu] the teacher was affected very 1ittle: or not at all. Tne .
s principal’ s intervention may have beeg,appropriateg but. on the other hand, -the
principal may have missed an, opportunity to heip_th:s teacher improve her use ' _ﬂ
of.the innovation. ,IF in fact everything was operating exactly as it Sth]d . .
have been, perhaps the. principai shou]d have mage mqQre ado of praising and

reinforcing the’ teacher for the outstanoing Job she-was dOing ff ’ | '

v ¢

:; . I Identifydng weaknesses ~ - -

S

< s ‘ Aiother principal in the sdme'districtgmade a habit of observing h1é
’ ___/ -

tlnchers, u51ng the component checkiTst that ' had been devised for the LT

-

'Y ' innovation, the science Curriculum. After he observed a teacher, he would use

—

“the checklist as a guide for the df’cussion in the feedback seSSiOn fol]ow1ng -

" the observation.. By ysing the checklist %he princtpal wou]d comment both on

the teacher's strengths and weaknes5es and wou]d encourage the teacher ‘to wark’ .

*\5-to improve the weaker areas. The teachers in»this scnool were’ fair]x " T

,.}x g conSistent in ‘what they reported to us about the principal s observatie"
.'Tf<--'\Generaliy, each teacher would say that the principal observed the c]ass and .
~:,—i c0mp1eted a checklist as. he observed "Thien', the two 0y them discussed the

-checklist and ta]ked abqut areas that needed'improvement The teacher would

.' ‘\\ . N
desoribe to us the, ‘areas that _they discussed 3s needing 1mprovementcand cou]d
‘._u‘ - ' ~, LIy 4 lé
‘ generaiﬂy gigg examptes of hOn ‘he.or she tried to improve one or more of these '
o . & .

.z‘J (74<:t;/areas. Tn th1§3inj:ance,/fhe prinCipal cnose to use a structured format in

. provfding each teacher with feedback and an most casgs, the teacher responded"

BT to\the.feedbackcby'attempting to improve hrs oR her teachihg._ -

.
- . .. [

‘ .
. . i
. . .,
- " R ! .-
A . e i 10 1 2
. . d : R
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. Planning_for Improvement ' : . :

-] 3
v

Another princ1pa1 in another d1str1ct which is 1mp1ement1ng a,
4

. writing composition program observed his teachers regularly and for extended ;
) periods of tgme. During each observation the principal checked to see if all S
parts of the innovation were being used and observed the teaching style and

techniques being used by the teacher. After each observation, he provided the'
. teacher with written feedback; After the teacher had had the opportunity to

'read'the principal's comments, the two of them met to discuss the observation
- and talked about areas that needed improvement and ways that th1s improvement

H

iould‘occur. The principa] then asked the teacher to provide him with -,
~‘spec1f1c.written plans on\chaﬁbes‘thatohe or she intended to make. The
principal then used what the teacher had provided him as a guide.during the
Hhekt observation to measure how mueh progress the teacher had made.
By selecting this particu]ar feedback procedure this_principal made sure

that his teachers knew exactly what was expected of them. Fn short the

principa] "demanded" improvement He had a positive re]ationship with his -
facu]ty members , but everyone on the faculty knew and accepted that at this ,
schoo] they were expected to constant]y strive for 1mprovement and to teach in

ways that were cons1stent with the school (1 e. the principal’ s phi]osophy)

The combined effects of this principal's interventions -on teacher‘;, were that

teachers in thefschobl knew. what was expected ‘of them,, they were given

~

assfstance bytthe principal in p]anning for 1mprovement and they worked extra <

hard tOvde11ver whatswas agreed that'was needed. )
:.” These three examp]es of a]ternatdve ways of observing and providing

feedbaék demohstrate chat the pr1nc1pa1 does have a choice in- how he

E; y 1nt§yvenes and that different 1nterventions will result in different effects

P ondteachersg In the first example, the teacher was affected very 1ittle. In

E » é‘% ":;"}ZZ),-;.' ‘ ) ..
%. - ' - ' L ' )
5 \‘l‘ 11 : o
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‘end. These examp]es are also 1nd1cat1ve of the three hypothes1zed change

&

! '
T ’ ¥
4 H

“the second examp]e the teacher became aware of what areas needed‘improvement,
. o -2

» 04

* but was more or less left on. h1s own to f1nd waf\‘ﬁf 1mprov1ng In the third

examp]e, the teacher was g1ven ass1stance in p]ann1ng for 1mprovement and

actually made an 1nd1v1dua] comm1tment to take spec1f1c actions toward th1s “

A+

fac111tator styles be1ng proposed by the CBAM proJect (Ha]] ﬁutherford &
Gr1ff1n 1982). p

A Complex Tactic ’ .

A more complex example of the importance of the principal's interventions

can be illustrated by describing how_one study school game to have a special

“workshop. This school was in its first full year of imp]ementing a writing

composition program. The resources, district policies and workshops sponsored
. : p F .

by the district all emphasized the importance of ,students writing 'daily and
writing in all of the "domains." . ,

The school resource teacher and a sixth grade teacher attended a reading
conference at a nearby college. At that conference they attended a session in
which the;presenter described how ¥tudents cou]d write and puh]ish their own
books. The two teachers were very excited about the presentation and ‘
discussed how beneficial it would be if the presenter could come to their’

school and conduct the ‘same workshop.— - .

They went to the principaﬁ and a whole set of incident interventions

" unfolded resulting in a special "author" workshop in the school sig weeks

later. The map of incident interventions that have been gdentified are
presented as Figure 1. In total they represent one comp]ex tactic
intervention. Some of the incident interventions can be used to illustrate

the role and influences that this "initiator" principal carried out.

144
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Complex Tactic:

Figu
School Has Special Consultant-Lead Norkshop

]

10

FEBRUARY -

e

337

. Consyltant
sends;copies
of handouts
to be repro-
duced -

-about

‘ . JANUARY ,
329
1/16-17 !
| CONSULTANT A - . 316 .
readin ‘ RT writes .
9 2% letter to
conference ] consultant
"""""" 3 ‘ -to explain
s - 3:5:£gr" their needs
session =
- " L4 . -
‘ - s 313 . .
’ Y. T .. ' RT calls .
308 4 consul tant 309
RT & T talk to find out RT checks ,
SCHOOL abouf how about doing " budget with :
- RESOURCE nice it demonstration szcretary -
“ . TEACHER muf AN for them to see 1f »
e v . they-have .
for school 3 ¥ mone
to have ——r - oney -
"author" 312 . h™) -
workshop zfa?ks RT 34 °
‘ - — t
E - . - RT fflls
¢ :ou;d be out request .
: good forms to N
- ¢ ' idea h P tells
ARy ave con- RT to /
. * sultant
—_ tell
106 s P —_ o teachers -
T tells about work-
PRINCIPAL 105
) how neat . P decides shop
the work- to have
" shop was minimum
M & that day though 301
~ they should heyhas 9 P&RT .
have one reached “invite dts-,
. limit G —_ trict con-
wiF e 315 sultants
A @ P sénds to attend
. forms to workshop
, district -
requesting
 DISTRICT consultant
. - . . Board
FAALEGENDAA# A S - A A ARARARRRRA  ~ “approves
H request.
2 P-=«Principal * _
A RT--School“Resource Teacher *
* T--Teacher(s)- - *
— ' - RRARRRRARRRRA AR AR ARAR AR AR A AR A
O

ERI

338
RT &

- aide
prepare
handouts

——

108 °
RT tells
teachers

upcoming
workshop

339
P tells
.aides
they can
rearange
their
sthedules
so as to
attend
workshop

104
Consultant
does
*author*
works hop
inlschool
—_—

-

LY




- . N

k4 » <

\
a In 1ﬁtervent1on No. 308 the f1rst request to have th1s workshop came to

;,“_. . 7 ”the pr1nc1pa1 from the sixth grade teacher -who had attended the reading
conference. Rather than making an 1mmed1ate dec1s1on the pr1nc1pa1 checked
with the resource teacher to see what she thought about the idea (.ntervention
No. 312). He then charged the resource teacher with exp]or1ng what would be
needed for_the consultant and check1ng to see if: the school budget could
afford a consultant. ‘Note that the. principal allowed the school resource -
teacher to enter into negot1at1ons w1th an unknown ‘consultant and to rev1ew

T school hudgets. {

In interventions.No; 314" and 315 the principal got back in the action to

" approach the~district for approval to have the‘uorhshop . The’ schoo] had

! )

already had its quota of early dismissal days for the school year. However, )

the pr1nc1pa1 did not th1nk that the teachers. shou]d have to come in on a _‘ o
Saturday or have to stay after school for the workshop, so he requestedﬁthe
'workshop be conducted by hav1ng an ear]y dism1ssa1 day for s:udents. When we

asked the resource teacher how the princpal was able to accomp11sh th1s breach

of po]1c1es, she reported "He Just did it. 1 don't know how he did it."
From an interview with the principal 1t was reuealed that he had ca]culated 0.'

we that no one would be watching a routine request that closely, so he Just sent

it through regular channelsﬁuith,the_pnedlcted_resu1t, the_board approved.iti- -

The action was shifted back to the school resource teacher to tell"
teachers about the worfshop and -to prepare for it. District persons were .
invited to attend and the principa1 to]d the,aides that,they could rearrange
their schedules so that they could attend the workshoo on paid time. This
intervention (No. 339) was interesting in thatﬁthe principal wad typically
adamant about getting a day's work for a day's.pay. The inp]ication*is that .' .

"

» the principal be'ieved that supporting the aides' attendance and encouraging

Q ‘ - 14 17 .




' collegiality between all members‘of the staff was a better,investment than

-

_yequiring. aides to do their regular work during those hours ~ ?ﬂ_“w;
\1 of the |

The author workshop was cons1dered a big success in that al
participants found it useful and several tegchers “immediately tried ideas that
‘the consu]tant suggested Shortly -after the workshop, the principal excitedly s .
reported to usﬂthat the workshop was “fantast1c

Inrthis ohe_complex tactic a series 'of incidents have been identified:
that 111ustrate the cruc1a] facilitating ro]e that pr1nc1pals can take. This
principal supported the idea of a spec1aﬂ workshop that was first suggested by
a teacher. The principal’ "bent" regu]at1on5«1n order>to prov1ée the mosE™
dptima] conditions fer conducting the wp,&shop. The_principa].Jeft,maéor
'responsibility for consu]tant negotiations and preparation t; thefschobl
resource teacher, but there were constant "check backs" to him built 1nto the
process. ‘The principal also saw to it that aJl staff and key d1str1ct peop]e

knew about, and were encouragod to attend the workshop

° ° e
“

Strategy Examples : '

In these two- strategy examples the principal directs her energy and = .
attentioif, and that of the ‘assistant. principal and rescurce teacher, toward
_one component of a new'math. curriculum. The strategies extended-in time

"i;;iiaErdsglthe—entiﬁe second school year of implementation. and in one_way ‘or

another impacted all- teachers. . .

]

°?

The situation. :In a schoo] system character12ed by a- great deal of pup11

transfer, withih the d]gtr1ct, a mathematics curriculum wis developed and
adopted. This curriculum .provides a consistedt program of mathematics
instruction for puptls in all gradeéuand consists of proéram ohjectivesi a .
textgook and instructional materials including a Supptemehta] Kit, testing ;

materials and record keebing procedures. At the close ef the first year of

i . ’ |
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) . ‘ .
- : v %
.

us1ng the new program, teachers while ¢ommenting that using the new program 7

&"'

* was difficult, were sat1s1fed that the curr1cu1gm_was a_good one for chtldren

““and 1ooked forward to next year being’ eas]er.j‘”""

h ]

The stimulation. "As part of their participation in the research study.,

teachers had agreed to perm1t data gathered in the study about them to be

shared w1th “the pr1nc1pa1 Therefore baseline data that were 11ected at

" the end of the1r first year of implementation were organized into a ort and

sent to the principal. The report\conta1ned information aboyt the teachers'
e o

configuration of the math program; in addit?on‘to‘their SoC and LoU. Thesé-
\

. data were obta1ned from us€ of three CBAM assessment toof\\lsee\page 6). In

\

addition, a general feedback letter was to be sent as a br1ef report to~

teachers after each data co]]ection point. The f1rst teacher feedback letter ]

was rece1ved in the fo]]ow1ng September and summar1zed the teachers'

1mp1ementat1on of the. program at the c]ose of the first year "of- use in May.
This letter reported for @ne thing, that many teachers fe]t the

Supp]ementa] Kit3 required a great deal of preparatory work before they cou1d

" be used, and they were usefu] only with a few children at a time. However,

many descr1bed "some 1ntent1ons to try to incorporate more uge of thé kits next
year. When the principal read this lettér, she brought it to the attent1on of

the assistant principal and resource teacher and asked them to study the

§ : e
letter and be ready, to discuss what might be done to help teachers.

. Several days later, the report of CBAM assessment data (SoC, LoU, IC)

collected from teachers in May was received by the principal. Again, she met

with the assistantAprincipaf, gave him the data to study and asked him to

’)

prepare to discuss it. . \

The strategies. It was quite clear to the three school administrators

(principal, assistant principal, resource teacher) from reading the teachers'

-~

-,
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feedback letter and exam1n1ng the CBAM data that teachers were genera]ly not

using the Supplemental K1tsw(see«Tab1e 17, -'The pr1nc1pa1 reasoned that tl the .

- first year of implémentation had beeq devoted to 1mp1ement1ng the~text and
obJect1ves ahd the management system (tests and record keep1ng), all of which
were quite enough for teachers to handle in one year." ‘Thus the. second year
emphas1s would be focused on the kits, an 1mportant 1nstruct1ona1 resource
since they conta1ned mater1a1s for use with. program obJect1ves not contained
in the textbook: - .

L4

The, principal focused the adm1n1strat1ve team's attent1on on encouraging

and re1nforc1ng teachers' use of the k1ts As A result of two meetings to

cons1der the use of k1ts, ‘two general strateg1es (see Figure’ 2) were

3
)

identified: . e ‘ ’ S B

Strategy A: Teachers are supported in preparing their k1ts for use.

\\\\\\\ Strategy B: Teachers are provided with training in use of the kits.

~\}t\?s‘Very~ ifficult to determ1ne’preciselyxwhich person of the three
member team génerated the various\dnt entions which were carried out. In"
- o ) ., el.\K
reporting the interventions to the researcher, the administrators typically
>~ I
gave the credit for creating the interventions to their team mates. This-.is a
h1gh1y interactive team, so th1s behavior 1s understandab]e though it makes 2

¢

it d1ff1cu1t to be certain about when an idea was being initiated by the

pr1nc1pa1 -¥ihat was ent1re1y cJéar was that the principal pushed her team to
come up with ideas and was always “ooked to ‘for_ approval The - pr1nc1pa1 very
frequent]y delegated act1v1t1es but only after they were fully discussed and
. clearly understood Her expectations werd clearly exp11cated and she followéd
up delegation with mon1tor1ng activ1t1es, keeping\her fingers on the pulse and

©

staying informed about what the assistant principal and resource teacher were '

”

doing. ‘Afconsensus of a]ltpersons in the sch001 was that the principal knew

(4 ) . R - 17 20 . . . . .




~Table 1 . &

| 'Séring 1980
.
6 .
.,

»

Spring 1980 .
7

-
s .

w‘-—t—xt‘e‘nt*’df‘tjs*e‘ofﬁuppivementaklﬁ-ts ‘

-

by Original Sample of Teachers

.
¢

Not‘using. . S

Uses a 11tt]e/some/few items

- Uses 25% of t1me

Uses a great deal‘

? s

.

. Ko

Extent of Use of Supplemental -Kits
By Sample of New Teachers*
Added in Fall 1980

H ’ B
v . .

’

Not using
v " Uses a little/some/few items
Uses 25% of time

Uses a éreat Qeél,

2,
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"what was going on. in the school." In order to operationalize the two

strategies the principal s team emp]oyed .a number of tactics at varioys

g

\periods across the second 1mp1ementation year (see Figure 2) . .

)

trategy responded to the condition in which the kits were deiivered to

o]

In\shgrt when teachers\received the kits, they were not ready fo be used.

hhaﬁ“"“““‘~«~teachers in need of cuttin d
g, sorting, 1am1nating, org ni21ng and ordering.
’ meﬁﬁwHMMH\ q

.~ e

‘NH\H\\N\\
. The first tactic A I.,qengaging parents*swas\an\effdrt to_make the kits ready

.

for teachers use, without further over]oading the teachecs at the beginn1ng of

the schoo] year “Under Tactic A. I . note that a number of. 1nc1dents related.

-

" to this tattic are'included These are examp]es of incidents which typicaily .

occurred around a tactic and are ingluded here for i]]ustrative purposes.

¢ : * - ©

Incidepts re]ated to ,other tactics are omjtted from the figure for the purpose

of‘bredity--and to focus attention on the strafegy/tactic 1eve1 interventions

—

Tactic A1+ was emp]oyed from ear]y September to’ late October and resuited “in

kits being made ready vor use by some -of ‘the teachers. ﬁs kits bezame ready
in late October, Tactic A II was engaged This intervention was an
undertakingawhich resu]ted in "flagging" significant activities in the kit

that provided instructiona] materia] for curriculum obJectives not covered by

'-the textbook, This was a comp]ex endeavor, affectino all teachers at a]]

L 25

grade Jdevels., .

- waecause,annumbenaoﬁ teacher5~wantedftoqprepare their own kits,sin order

to learn about the contents, Tactic A.III. was p]anned'by‘the principai This

’intervention provided a three hour block of release time (from c]assroom

duties) !‘ teachers cou1d work on their kits, The principal sent a memo

announcing the availability of this time; teachers responded and the permanent

subsitute's schedule was arranged to provide the requested release time, ‘

ko v L]

]
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Tactic A.;V entaiTed having the: resource teacher and assistant principaT
) work w1th teachers‘to organize the kit materiaTs and correTate them ‘With: the .
S h a, ¥ .
'.!.b;,' program and textbook obJectﬁves This ea criginated from one of the .

— _ P

teachers in thg budeino and was endorsed and encouraged by the printipai A

) . L

the schooT year was approaching its °nd a finaT effort at getting the kits

« ___/ .
' ready for teachers use' wds made byiarranging for the permanent substitute to . . 7
' assembie.kits when she ‘was nét otherwtse engaged in,teaching for'%bsenc. ‘
- . i '\ e b - ¢ .- ’ PR " - i
'facuT*y. . x ‘ Z ' ,. ‘:?-. . e

[y - .

3

trategx accompanidh Strategy'A sO that teachers coqu be’ trained in
usingethe kits which were being prepared For exampie, each new teacher met
with the- assistant principaT o¥ resource~}eacher to be. introduced to the kit -

g in an awareness or overviéw session. Thiswwas Tactic B I At a. different T
: - w7 o

2, Jevei of training, Tactic B Il empToyed the assistant principa] as a trainéir

(S ——
B
>

He would’ train one teacher from each grade Teve] team, who wollld serve as a

"turn key" trainer and teach the remaining members of the team. For this

interventign to- !Srk, a number of other\things had 1o happen the® pringjpai Td»
‘ announced the pTan,:each-teaching team- identifi'd a person to be trained the

assistant principaT had tQ Tearn the cd"t?nts and instructional techniques of -
the box for each grade JeveT the teachers to be- trainediwere scheduied and " A
the permanent substitute had to arrange time to\reiease each of the teachers )

A1l of these incident level interventions gontributed to the enactment of -

.*Tactic B II. This tactic.spread across the fali semester. .o o

-~

: '6/\ '_‘; . Beginning in early February the resource’ teacher was encouraged to
provide training to the teachers aides. This she did through’ Teading

Es3

inservice 58551%25 on how to use the games in the kjt Tactic B.III. was i'

»

. designed to promote more kit.exposure to teachers in\the ciassrooms. —_—

4
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R
' JAn May, the 1dea of correlating the text ‘and*program obﬂect1ves w1th the
kit was revisited 1nAIact1c B.IV. This tactic focused on teach1ng teachers

how to 1ntegrate these sources for instruction, as contrasted w1th Taetic A.IV

-4

) which focused -on making the mater1als more manageable,

3
E]

B Teachers vo1unteered many comments about the principal's emphasis on the
. kits dur1ng the second year. It was clear that everyone recogn1zed that use

of the kits was a pr1or1ty goal of the pr1nc1pa1 who consistently promoted-

+

h their use 1n—many ways across time. As one—teacher succinctly put it, "Due to

a

extra emphasis on kits this year, we're using them«more.“ And indeed they
were. Contrasting “he. data (in Tabie 1) o# Spring 1980 with Spring 1981 a
great dea1 of . change occurred It was not poss1b1e to determine wh1ch tactics

or stratnges were most 1nf1uent1a1 What can be observed is that all of the :

tact1cs and strateg1es co]lective1y contributed to more use of kits by .
teachers These actions we“e des1gned in response to data provideo to the
2

princ1pa1 and occurred as a result of adm1nistrat1ve team shar1ng, generat1ng

of 1deas, p1ann1ng and participating in the delivery of .the 1nterventions.

-

Through the ‘tedm the principal exercised "presence"'and impact.

. .
“ - te
s

¥ K] -

7 Dfscussion/lmplications_ S e

4
4

1
£ . . - .
. °

Princ1pa1s do have: the resources and opportun1t1es to ‘make 1ntervent1ons ) .

. Which can affect teachers' use of. 1nstruct10na1 1nnovations, There are ways e

of structuring the 1nterventions principals make and ana1y21ng the effects.of' .

13

these 1ntervent1ons on teachers during the change process The methods of
document1ng and ana1y21ng interventions described Tn th1s paper are not only"
useful for research purposes:hu\“also for practit1oner§ themse]ves, to use to.
plan 1nterventions and .to’ stu y the effects of their acfﬂons 'The examples/« -

described in this paper de onstrate ‘that effective mnter!entions do o,




!
o

<)

not have to be time-consuming and cumbersome ‘for the administrator. In

addition, many responsibilities related to supporting use of an innovation “can
be delegated quite effectively by the pr1nc1pa1 35 is clear]y demonstrated by
two of the examples included. In some 1nstances it is necessary to 1ntervene.
in severa] d1fferent areas in order to ach1eve a s1ng]e goal. ,
Another point that should be emphasized is the need for pr1nc1pa1s to use

the data sources avai]ab]e,to them. ,In’the caseoof the pr1nc1pa1 who—was

:supporting teachers use of the kits, the principal might not have become aware
that teachers were not-using the kitslhad it not been for the %ormai data that
was provided to her. In many cases, informatton is not.readily apparerit to
principals in their day-to-day activities and can only be gathered through
formal data-gathering methods. -

The examples inc]uded in this paper are‘from a’data base of more ‘than

, 2,000,interventioﬁs. In each instance, the principal had a choice about

¢ ©

whether to intervene and how to 1ntervene. The examples presentec along with
numerous others in the data bdse, cTearly show that the 1ntervent1ons made by.
the pr1nc1pa1 d1d have effects on teachers and their use of an 1nstruct1ona]
innovation, Principals can and do,make a d1fference_w1th the 1ntervent1ons
that they make. -Those who’focus on matters other than instruction no doubt’
affect the areas‘in'wh{ch:they concentrate; those who focus on instructional
1eadersh1p make a d1fference in the teach1ng and 1earn1ng that -occurs in

\ -

classrcoms.
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