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) “p’ o How can principals' interventions be analyzed to dndér.stand better
what prihcipals do, Jand why -- a pilot study.
. ‘ 3. .

3 . . 7 : ¢
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Y .. e e = Shir]ey M. Hord

Research and Development Center for Teacher Education
. The Un1vers1ty of Texas at Aust1n
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. ‘The improvement of both educational personnel preparation and educational

'practjce’?ased on sound]y-groundedvresearch,results is a &oung enterprise; ‘ComL
- pared tofother more experienced disciplinesf the'laCkkofsﬁe]]-articu]ated'frame-'
works or'theories'for engaging in edUcational research may in partbaccounttfor
' this 1ess—than-mature state of the art Despite-this Tack, the educational com-
mun1ty to vary1ng degrees appears to share a common posture, e]egant]y stated by
'w1gg1nton (1980), about the: va]ue of change as a strategy for 1mprov1ng prac-

t1ce’ . Co . . - i , o
Above all, move. . Refuse to accept the status quo. Refuse to
allow. yourself ‘to. believe that you'have 'finally found "the way."

- Know that despite the fact public schools are less than perfect
learning environments, -within them exciting and creative environ-
ments can be nourished where genuine learning does take place; with
sensitive leadership those environments can spread within the sys-
tem to infect the whole and to embrace the surrounding communi -
‘ties and the larger community.of man to the u]tlmate benef1t of

.hall (from Introduct1on to Foxfire 6)

v Ed

'1The research descr1bed herein was conducted under contract w1th the

'Nat1ona1 Institute of Education. The opinions expressed are those of the author P

and do not necessar1ly reflect the position or $011cy of the National Institute
of Education, and no endorsement ﬂ& the Natlona Inst1tute of " Education shou]d
be 1nferred o

2Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Southwest Educatlonal
Research Assoc1atlon, DalIas, 1981. : ] _ . s
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It is unlikely-that Wigginton. proposes “change just for change sake." The |
“question then becomes how to focus or d1rect change efforts As. a result of
recent examination and research there seems to pe consensus that points to three
‘groups of .variahles that account for or contrjbute‘to,the'outcomes-of more "ef-
fectiye\schools.“ These factors are: leadership, teaching persOnne], and cur-
riculum and‘instruction (Tursman, 1981). ‘Investigations by'a number of journal-
ists 1nterested in factors contr1but1ng to effective schools reinforce the
importance of “strong 1eadersh1p at the school building level (Tursman, 1981)
Research :t\the Texas Research and Development Center is current]y focus1ng
on the roles and géhav1ors of the principal as cr1t1ca] factors contr1but1ng to
. the effectiveness of the improvement process In order to exp]ore further the
role of thé principal and what’ principals do as faci]itators of charige, a major
- research\study was des1gned which would focus on the act1v1t1es engaged in by
the pr1nc:pai whose faculty were 1nvo]ved in the process of change Before
.1aunch1ng the year-long 1nvest1gat1on, a p1lot study was designed to test the
instrumentation,* methodology, and the data collection and analysis procedures.
This paper’reports on the efforts and results of co]]ecting and.ana]yzing inter-
'vent1on data of pr1nc1pa1s from the p1]ot study | ‘
Two other papers prov1de add1t1ona1 1nformat1on and data from the pilot
study: in "A Pilot Test of Methods for Documentqﬁg Pr1nc1pa1s'/Intervent1ons,“
Grfffin, Goldstein and Hall (1981) report on the'éfforts~explored for determin:
ing the best means of document1ng the interventions of pr1nc1pa1s, and
Rutherford (1981) discusses the relat1onsh1p,of plans fO]]OWed by pr1nc1pa1s and

the functions they performed in "The Jnterventlons and!Plans'Pr1nc1pals Make'

When Facilitating,éhangeﬂ' ' Ty

4
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For the past several years the Research on. Concerns-Based'Adoption'Pro-

ject at the Research and Deve]opment Center for Teacher Educat1on, The Univer-

sity of Texas at Aust1n,.has been 1nvo]ved 1n}the study of:change In1t1a11y
this research focused at”the individua]-user Tevel and resu]ted'in 1n1t1a1 verw-j

f1cat1on of key concepts and measures’ wh1ch prov1ded understand1ng about how thej‘

1nd1v1dua1 experiences the change process These concepts aré part of the
Concerns—Based Adoption Mode] CQAM) Ha]] Wallace & Dossett 1973). One part

of the CBAM is a d1agnost1c component made up of several key d1mens1ons " two

dimensions wh1ch,descr1be the individual, Stages of Concern' {SoC) (Hall &

 Rutherford, 1976) and Levels of Use (LoU) (Hall, Loucks, Rutherford & Newlove,

A~1975), and a th1rd d1mens1on which descr1bes the innovation as it is be1ng used,

>

Innovat1on Conf1gurat1ohs (Ha]] & Loucks, 1978) . T i

' The CBAM views change as a process that requ1res both the time and energy.
of people participating in.the change, and resources to support their'efforts}
The CBAM‘perspective contends that the Soc and‘LoU of;individuals and _he con*
figuration of the innOVatﬁon-theyvuse can provide-important diadnostic data for
making informed decisfons about the a11ocation of resources and support : Speci-
fically, such d1agnost1c data could be usedxfor design1ng and select1ng appro- ;
priate 1ntervent1ons targeted at 1nd1v1dua1s in order to encourage -and. help them
in their 1nd1v1dua] change efforts (see Figure 1) ’

In subsequent studies 1ntervent1ons were ana]yzed to illumin®te th1s do-

main. Intefvent1on research (Hord. et. al, 1979) resulted in the conceptua11-f

zation and formal articulation of fnterventions,_andAof-frameworks‘by which they

’ ) <
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can be identified,.classified, and described. Syntheses of field data and cross

case anaiyses in akfurther'ihtervention study (Hall, Hord & Griffin, 1980) re-
su]ted in the conviction that.the princfpal can be a signfficant factor in the
change process.f.Thus,'as a next step to understand better the interventions
made by the principal, as a special class of-change.facilitator (Figure 1), a
: study was designéd to explore and document the interventions of principals as
h they and their faculties were engaged in a change experience. m

This paper, as already noted, reports on the CBAM proJect S exoer1ences 1n
‘a three month pilot study in préparatlon for an 1ntens1ve year-]ong research ef-
"fort The two' frameworks which were used for co]]ectlng and descr1b1ng the
principals’ behav1ors as they intervened in the change process in the1r schoo]s
are presented. The app]1cat1on of the frameworks in the pilot study served as a
test' of their utility for analyzing the research data. How thts was done is ehf
plained and research‘results fﬁk two principa]s are reported An egamp}e of the
framework 's usefulness in chara%ter1z1ng principals’ 1ntervent1on "style" is il-
lustrated Fyrther, how the 1n%eryent1on frameworks may be ut111zed to he]p
pr1nc1pa]s 1mprove the1r.chrngérﬁac111tat1on sk1lls is proposed
| -UQ- )

Concept%%hs of Interventions

£

v
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Two frameworks, the Intervention Taxonomy and the Intervention Anatomy,
' ' P

have been developed for describiﬁ%@and ana]yiing interventions. Intervention(s)

have been defined as action(s) or

“%yent(s) wh1ch influence use of an innovation
\ 1}
{nterventlon Taxonomy provides a.way to clas-

(Hal1, Z‘igarmi'&Hord 1979). Thé‘

sify the actions that occur as’ the hange process unfolds. 'The Intervention

t

qntervent1on in terms of its internal compo-

Anatomy is then used to'analyze an

nents. Both of these frameworks w1]ﬂ be described in the fo]]ow1ng two sec--

tions.




Taxonomy of tnterventfons
" Six Teuels’of intervention have been conceptua]féed" Po]1cy, Game P]anf |
iStrategy,'Tactic,'Incident 'fhemes (Hall Zigarmi & Hord 1979) F1ve of these

-may be thought of as 1ntent1ona] or sponsored act1ons. The sponsored levels of

“interyentions'a _ d1st1ngu1shed genera]]y by the1r size and magn1tude or: scope--

1
.

. more simp]y; th number of 1nd1v1dua1s targeted and the duration of the act1on. _'
- Def1n1t1ons of the sponsored levels follow.

Policy. A policy is a rule or gu1delnne which d1rects the procedurés and .
actions of an organ1zat1on. Policies affect most (1f not a]]) of the individ--
-u#ls and aré in effect for ‘extended periods of time. Policies serve as the um-
brella under which all programs andr processes (1nnovat1od§ and those already in -
p]ace) are governed . “, . ' L ,g$;

Game P]an. A’ game plan is the overall ‘plan of act1ons that are taken to
implement the new program. It ‘contains all aspects of the change effort, covers
the full time per1od of the change process, and affects all persons d1rect]y or
1nd1rect]y 1nvo]ved : : - .

Strategy. A strategy is a framework for- act1on, trans1at1ng the des1gn of
" the game plan into cdncrete action to be taken. Strategies cover a large: por-
- -~ tion of the chan e“proggss t1me period and 1mpact most of the users.
Tact1c. tactic operat1onal1zes the strateg1es undertaken to affect att1-
tudes toward or use of the 'nnovation. Tactics cover'a shorter time period than
a stgategy and affect many nnovationm users but not necessarily all of them.
Incident. NAp incident is the s1ngu1ar .occurrence”of an action qr event.
\ Incidents imay be one of a kind happenings or they may aggregate 1nto tactics and
strategies. Incidents-usually cover a very sma]] amount of time and can be tar-
geted at one or more 1nd1v1dua]s. ' _ S '

. Sub]eve]s further def1ne incidents and tact1cs and ref]ect the degree of

complex1ty of the action (Hord, Hall & Z1garm1, 1530)

Y
An 1soTated incident -- a single act1on separated in space and. ~—~ -
t1me from other act1ons. : , _ .o T
' A simple incident -~ a s1ng1e action,or 1nteract1on that is -

funct1ona]1y re]ated to other 1ntervent1ons.

A complex incident -- a set-of related s1mp1e act1ons w1th1n
a short time ‘frame.

.

A s1ng]e-comp]ex tactic -- an 1nterre]ated set or collection
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of d1fferent 1nc1dent 1ntervent1ons that occurs dur1ng a re]at1ve]y
short time frame. ' . e

-

a

A chain tact1c -=an ongo1qg ser1es or repet1t1ons of the. same
¢basic 1nc1dent '

In th1s study, the 1ntervent1on ]eve]suprov1de jﬁway to gain 1ns1ght into the'v o
pr1nc1pa1 s overa]] "map of act1on“ as he or she facilitated change in the
school. - Lo e | < . P )

1

L3

- Medium, The mode or form of the act1on Such modes might be face to face
~or a form(s). of written commtinicatio Additional possibilities are audio-

Anatomy of Interventions ;. ' - T ' i a
. “ v B 8 .

-

~

. \ 4
" A second sghema permits the analysis and idehtificatioﬁ*of attriButes of !
1nd1v1dua1 1ntervent1ons, ,Th1s analytic tool,. wh1ch pr0v1des 1ncreas1ng]y i

I

'spec1f1c understand1ng and descr1pt1on/of pr1nc1pa1s behaV1ors a8 they inter- ﬂ¢

vene, -is referred to as the Anatomy of Lntervent1ons (Hord .Hall & Z1garm1,

1980). «- The schema focuses attent10n on the- wnternal dimensions. of 1nterven- -

tions. These d1mens1ons,_the1r def1n1t1ons and examp]es fo]]ow “\
S .
Source Persoq(s) whq “act_or events that occur ‘to 1nf1uence individual:
to change. .Who. are these persons? They might be staff developers, curriculfm
.oordwnators, pr1nc1pals, teachers, students, or even events such as snow.stbrms

which 1nf1uence the change eff.nt 0 .

Targets. Person( ) toward whom the 1ntervent1on is d1rected The examples
of Targets are thé same as Sources except for the addition of the change_ef- P —
fort/process as an additional Target .Some interventions are made which’ have :

the change process itself -as the Target. -

Funct1on 4The purpose(s) of the “intervention. Seven general funct1ons
have been identified: (1) Developing supportive organizational arrangements,
(2) Training, (3) Providing consultation and reinforcement, {4) Monitoring. and
evaluatijon,*(5) External commun1cat1on,‘(6) Dissemination, and (7) Impeding. .,

visual formats, communication by telepNone, or the public media such as news- .
paper, rad1o, T. V . Journa1s : )

Flow. The d1rect1on of the action. The f]ow of 1ntervent1ons may-be one
way. There is action directed toward one or more persons who might respond, dut:
There is no interaction. The flow could be interactive, that is, there could be
an exchange of .actions between the 1nterveno and theé individual(s) being 1nter-
vened upon. _

- .




.'Location. Where the ihtervention»takes—place. Examp]es,wouid be .the set-_
- ting {campus or school unit building) where teachers or others are using or
" learning to use innovations, the central administration building, or traiming
sites. - " \ o ’ : '
) . . &

-

S - : . . . P _
By using this schema, the various dimensions can be coded to reflect the

where, hdw, why, and toward whom of any intervéntion,
e ' . T :
¢ | . Appiication’of the Tools in the Pilot Study- "
In this section the testing of* the Interventioh Levels and Inter&ention
Anatomy for co]]ecting and ané]yzing'the pilot study data is‘explaingd;: EXp]ic- B

«r

Ht]y&coded descriptions of principals’ behaV{srs resulted from analysis of the

research data. The behavior analysis of two Ofythe principats will be reported.

In.a concluding section the two frameworks are uSed as a basis for speculating 1 _%&
about the two principals' intervention "styles." - ’

o2

Collecting and Ané}yzing the.Data -

The pilot study was désigned to~gxplore techniques'fOrvdgcumggting inter-

. : ) . e A . ¢
ventions and to test the "atervention Levels and Interven:ion Anatomy coding
% : ‘ . B

procedures/ Thie samp]g«of prihdipa]s, methodology and rese;?th protedures qré
» - ) 3 . .- )

. I Py : T . .. .
" fully described in Griffin, Goldstein and Hall, 1981. In essence, principals " .

.

" were requested %; report, on a'regu]ér'basis, the aétiqns'they-took in. facili-
- ‘

>

o~ tating a change in their schogls. Different prﬁnQizfls"were to ﬁepoff in dif-

ferent Ways: by written lod, by audio tape; by telephone and face-to-face in=,

terviews.~Jhey were askék to report their actions (What did yqy’do?), the in-

~ tent (Why did you,do it?), the targéi(s) of the agfions,’how long{the action ;
took, and the\possib]e effécts of their actions. This fnformatié? Wou]d_capture _
the interna]_dimensipns'-- target, function, médium, %low, lochti&h -- Or anat-'

dmy of fheir interventions. Each reported intérvention was then pded.' Thrdugh

analysis of the total set of interventions, and their relative sizk

P

}‘the level-.
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of each interuention could be'established Such cod1ng and c]ass1f1cat1on would

) prov1de the basis for compar1ng and contrast1ng the behav1ors of d1fferent prnﬁb :

.
L]

- cipals.’ ‘ - o . .
£ | Lo |
' o A e P R s
Research Results . o _ o '
P From 1nterpretat1on and.synthes1s, pr1nc1pa1s behav1ors wewe c]ass1f1ed

by the1r levelseand d1mens1ons a]ready descr1beq
o N\’

(n Ana]yz1ng ]eve]s of pr1nc1pa]s' 1nteru§§t1ons As examples,;seVere]pinterlf

. .

ventions from the data ane prov1ded to 1]1ustrate the vagious levei'classifica{'t'

a

‘tions.

Intervention A: The pr1nc1pa] te]ephoned a parent to request
- that 'she work as a volunteer math aide in ord;r to he]p a second
grade teacher in the classroom.

. This aetion would be labeled as ah’inc%dent.inte;ventipn'beeause tt-js-;'sing1e‘vve
actton, It was targeted at one Tath prognam user; the second graderteacher, 556.&
it consumed five minutes of time. This. act1on was re]ated to other 1nterven-'ﬁ ,

_-t1ons taken b] the pr1nc1pa] (e.q., Intervent1on B}, but since this part1cu1ar ;,)

" one contain.d a qu1ck and single interactior, it is c]ass1f1ed as a ElﬂElS

_1nc1dent _
Intervent1on B:- The pr1nc1pa] held a faculty meet1ng in which
~ she reviewed a fourth grade teacher's con¢ern about the brdai "spread"
' 4 of the math ab111t1es of her pupils: The principal surveyed the other
. . ‘teachers to discover if -they had ‘'similar problems. Then the principal
"stimulated teacher-to-teacher 1nteéﬁct1on in a problem- so]v1ng mode’,
The discussion resulted in the teachers reCOmmend1ng the;use of volun-
teer parents to help.. . o

. .
»

In contrast to Intervention.A, Interventwon-B is a set of‘re]ated‘actidhs .

. [ . .
orchestratedxby the principa] with a single groupvof teachers in_a thirty minute.

meeting Thus, the degree of comp]ex1ty is greater in Intervention B and 1t

would beilabeled a complex 1nc1dent s i s

a » ‘m

Intervent1o% C: Over a two week period the principal stopped Ty -
N each o e seven teacher S c]assrooms in order to observe :

A a

> ! i
o - », .
. >

\
i} . i . - . . .
o i -
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and-ascertain if new math materiais, made in a recent workshop,
were being used.

. This chain tactic is c]assified.thusly because it is a series of the sape bas1c
_ inc1dent, repeated w1th each teacher during a two week period

The levels of 1nterventions for two of the princ1pals are exhibited (Figure
'2). It shou]d be- noted that the methods for obtaining data on the actions
undertaken by the two principals differed Principal ‘A- prov1ded a written iog;
’ Principal B engaged in the compi]ation of a log stimu]ated by telephone report-'
ing. whether the difference in results fis attributab]e'to these different tech-
niques is open to question (Griffin,.Goldstein & Hall, ]981)

Principal A, who was in the first year of ‘an imp]ementation effort during
' the: pi]ot study, reported a tota] of nineteen interventions. Ha]f of his inter-
entions were simple incidents and ha]f were comp]ex incidents. No tactics were
' reported, indicating that there were no repetitions by the principal of the same
incident across teachers, nor were there sets of different but related incidents
that wou]d add up to a “s1ng]e comp]ex tactic.
| In contrast Principal 3 in imp]ementation year two,'reJorted two chain
tactics in a total of 25 1nterventions. The use of chain-tactics, or a series
of the same incidents, wou]d suggest that the principal was systematically re-
peating actions targeted at individual teachers. Of the remaining 23 interven-
tions, one-third were compiex incidents and'two;thirds-werevsimple incidents.

" The c]assification of principa]s‘ interventions by 1eve1s provides some in-

‘ As1ght into " the relative magnitude or poss1b]e extent of impact of their actions.

The high perCentage of incidents engagéd in by both principals in this study
would suggest that their typical,actions did not affect‘very_nwny teachers at
any one point in time; ~The relatively brief time span typical Of‘incidentSj

~ would indicate a relatively low total amount of time spent in intervening rela-
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 tive to this 1nnovation during the three month period.(assuming #hat'our sampie‘
is accurate) An exception to this is 111ustrated by the enact ent of two tac-
ticS'by Principal B. Such tactics cou]d require con51derab1e additional time
_ o 1nvested in 1nterven1hg, and because more teachers are likely tf be affected by
| tactic leve] 1nterventions, there is potential for greater 1mpact.

Coding internal dimensions of principals 1nterventions,[ Codification of f

each ‘reported intervention'of~the)two principals permits a closer examination of

, . their intervention behaviors. To provide understanding about how this is done,
. . ’ y ' -
two examples are provided from the interventions collected in the pilot
s study.- - | R 7 '
Intervention D: -The principal telephoned a consultant at
- the region service center and arranged to have a "make it-take
it" math workshop dt the center.

" For this intervention the source is the principa],”Who s an implementation site

L

decision maker.- The consultant is the target, an extended user system member.
e The purpose of this action was to prov1de materials and resourcesy coded as a
function under Developing Supportive Organizational Arrangements. The nedium

was te]ephone and the flow was 1nteract1ve, as the principal and conletant dis— .
cussed how theuworkshop should be arranged for deriving the desired outcomes,
, Y - ..

The'principal placed the phone call from‘her office, thus the location is the

»

implementation site office.

Intervention E: The principal, diring a teacher confer- J -
ence, discussed use of the new reading program with the teacher. ] '

The principa} again is the source, and the Eélget is the teacher who is an 1n-
dividual user.  The principal was‘encouraging use of the new program, a function
subsumed under Providing Consu]tation and Reinforcement. The medium was face-.
to-~face, and the flg!gwas'interactive, as they discussed points and exchanged
views, This.intervention'occurred;in the lioraay, thus the location is coded

. imp]ementati%n site “other" (not the office and not the classroom). Figures 3-7

¢ .
4
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‘reflect the variqus kinds ‘of intervention dimensions which were utilized by the

principals and the pertentage of each kind A1l of the various kinds of the

ed1mens1ons of interventions in- the cod1ng schema are ‘not listed; on]y those

ut111zed by the two pr1nc1pa]s durtng the three month data co]]ect1on period are

Through use of the’ anatomy framework-the principals’ interventions_can

be‘combared and contrasted. e I

F1gure 3 .
‘ Ana]ys1s of Principals' Behaviors
Through Use of ‘Intervention Coding: Targets

Figures indicate percentage of total intervention§%ﬁy principal. .

v
o

o ~ Principal A Principal B
TARGETS* - % %
1 Clients: Students _ 12.9
2 Individual User ' ‘ 52.6 35.5 -
3A Subset cf Users as Ind1v1duals 3.2
3C Subset of Users as Whole Suhset , 10.5 6.5
4A A1l Users as Individuals . r, 6.5
4C A1l Users as a Whole S .21 . : 22.6,
8 Extended User System Dec1s1on

Makers 10,5.
-9 Extended User System. Members .

Parents ' 9.7 -
10 The Change Effort/Process 5,2 L. 3.2 -

oo

prﬁncipa] directly with students.

_éet of grade~1eve1 teachers as a whole group.

*Note: :>rincipa1 B, oh five occasions, intervened on multiple targets.

‘The two prfntipa]s structured their interventions toward teachers'and
others in an array of ways. A brief explanation,af these “targets” wf]] add to
understanding. Target f, -
Target 2 indicates that a specified interven-

tion is provided to a single isolated user -- or teacher. An example of target-

ing a subset of teachers as individuals, 3A, would be intervening on each of a

set of grade level teachers individuali#, whereas 3C would be intervening on the

Target 4A represents focusing on

V

;

‘i\‘ .' . | ";lf;

Students, is obvious and suggests action taken by the.
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all teachers as individuals, one;at'a'tfme, and 4C.§uggests that all the teach-‘
‘ers as one group wbqu be the target:of a siné]e’intervention, as in a faculty
meetihg.- Extended user system decision makers, Target 8, re{ers'to persons out;;
‘side the immediate user system who have decisiqh—making responsibilities. Tar-
get49, ih this case is parents, and Target 10 is the chahge effort, or.overall

.

s process of change. .

&
LN
N 3
\

The data suggest that Pr1nc1pa1 A spent half his actions (52 6%) address1ng
individual teachers. Near]y one-fourth of the time (21%) his act1ons were tar—
* geted toward all of the users of the new program~as a who]e group. On two oc-
cas1ons a subse§ of the users (k1ndergarten teathers and" fourth grade teaqhers)
. were group targets (10 5%). A s1m11ar pengentage of 1ntervent1ons (10.5%) was 7
focused on extegged user system decision makers,,12 this case, pr1ncipa]§ from

other schools. Principal A focused on the process of change (see Intervention

“Anatémy, Hord, Hall & Zigarmi, 1980, for definition) for 5.2% of his interven-

, T tions.
. ' \

P

;' third (35.5%) of Principal B's interventions were focused on“ﬁndividual

%

users, one person per 1ntervent1on, while nearly a fourth or 22.6% of her ac-

tions were targeted toward all the teachers as a tota] group. Students were the .

target of four interventions for 12.9% and parents were targeted in 9.7%,of the

" principal's intervening action%; Subsets of teachers as a group -- first

/- grade teachers and the.fourth grade team -- received interventions for 6.5%.

o

~511 of the teathers,,one at a tjme, were intervention targets,afor 6.5%.0f the

jntervening ‘times. For 3.2% some of the teachers as individuals were the target

fand received the same 1ntervent1on. This principal intervened on the change

[N o

process once, 3: 2% of her 1ntervent1ons.
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Figure 4

Analysis of Principals' Behaviors

\ o Through Use of Intervent1on Coding: Medium
' | | Pr1nc1pa1 A ' Princjpal B
MEDIUM . | S % . S
1 Face-to-Face 78,9 ' .. - 88 -.
2 Written s . 4 -
4 Te]ephone . » o - - 8

The form of the action used by -the pr1nc1pa1s is expressed as the
"med1um. "Principal A used face- to-fége delivery of 78.9% of 1ntervent1ons and
used written forms for 21% of his interventions. Principa1 B for 88% of inter-

k-1

7 - o . : o :
vening engaged in face-to-face, 4% written and used the telephone for 8%.

'R
‘Figure 5

Analysis of Principats' Behaviors
Through Use of Intervention Coding: Flow

Principal A°  °  Principal B
. : : o ' ~ B
1 One Way - S v B 32
2 Interactive h : s 57.9 o 68 .

One way f]ow is Just that -- act1on d1rected toward one or more persons
~Without interaction. Principal A used one way f]ow (for example, sent a memo or ’
made an announcement over the pu%]1c address system) for 42.1% of h1s interven-

"t10ns and engaged interactively in 57.9% of h1s 1ntervent1ons. Principal B used .

one way flow 32%zof her interventions and was interactjve 68%.

~
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o Figure'6 | ' - '
Analysis of Principals' Behaviors -
Through Use of Intervention Coding: Location #‘
R L T " Principal A’ Principal 8
| LOCATION ° » % ' v %
iu ]h hnp]ementat1on Site: Office 31.6 - 32
| 1B Implementation Site: Classroom - 52.6° 48 _ ,
- 1C Implementation Site: Other 10.5 16 s ¢
3  Extended User\SysteQ 5.3 4 :
"Loqgtion‘indicates where the intervention occurred or"brigidated ~ Imple- -

. .

- mentat1on\$1te refers to the schoo] campus where 1mp]ementat1on s happening, in

" this case, in each\of the pr1nc1pa1 s schoo] bu11d1ngs. The extended- user sys- ..

“ tem would be away from the 1mp]ementat1on site but’ w1th1n related organ1zat1ona]
and geograph1ca1 boundar1es. Pr1nc1paT A 1ntervened 1n the school office area
' . - 31.6%, in c]assrooms 52.6%; in othe~ areas: of -the school bu11d1ng 10 5%, and -
e away from the schoo] campus 5. 3%. Principal B intervened.in her off1ce 3?%,‘1n'A
o ‘c]assrooms 48%, in other schoo] areas 16%, and outside the schoo] campus 4% i "
o Figure 7. I o L
- ) _ R ) S
Ana]ys1s of Pr1nc1pa]s Behaviors
Through Use of Intervent1on Cod1ng . Function
Pr1nc1pa] A : j, Principal B
'FUNCTION - B e g
Developing Supportlve Organ1zat1ona]
Arrangements i . . - o
L 1C Managing/Scheduling » . 8 , A
, 1D Staffing/Restructuring Roles 5.3 24 o -
1E  Seeking/Providing Materials/ : . _ //1 . - S
o (nformation/Space/Resources,“ ‘ 21 : 4
Training ' cﬁf, ’ .
2A Teaching New Know]edge/Sk1]1/ * ' v

Attitudes ’ 8

ﬁProv1d1ng Consu]tat1on and '; N
Reinforcement —~ '

- 3R Promoting/Encouraging Use ' ', 21 o f_ 4




38 ReinforCing/Supporting Use : ‘ 21’ 4
3C Consulting/Problem Solving - ‘ 5.3 R 20

Monitoring and.Evaluation - o v '
4A Information Gathering 15.8 20
4C Reporting/Providing Feedback - . . 4 -

- External Communication . L
5A Informing Outsiders ‘ - S 4

_ Disseminating e
i 68 Encouraging/Promoting Use by ..
Qutsiders . 10.5

S t . / i R . - ///
L ) . / T . .
Seven‘functions have been identifiediin the ihtervention coding schema. -
_ & . ‘
,PrinCipals A and B engaged in six. The abels s_pplied on Figure 7 are self ex-

. planatory. For fuller descriptions ‘and more in ormation about "function“ cod- -

ing, please refer tooHord, Ha]]oand Zigarmi, ]

Principa] A reported;a total of 26.5% of interventions made for the pirpose *
qf deve]oping supportive organizational arrangements for use of the innovation.i\
He used many of his interventions to promote and encourage use (21%), reinforce 5
and support (21%), and consu]t and prob]aﬂ so]ve (5. 3%) with teachers about |
their use 0 the new program. 15.8% of hs interventions were employed for '
gathering information “in order to monitor use of the innovation. PrinCipal Alu
reported ] .5% disseminating int%rventiéns to encourage and promote use by

others Outside his imp]ementation site/
Principal B for the purpose of eve]oping‘supportive~organizational‘arf '

1

rangements, used 36% of her interventi%ns for this function. 8% of‘Principa]

B's interventions were used for traizgng~in~use of the innovation. Consu]ting'
and prob]em solving composed 20% of PrinCipal B's interventions w1th A%vfor pro-
moting and encouraging use, and 4%/kor reinforCing and supporting use. In order
to monitor use of the innovation, TrinCipal B gathered information (ZOA of the -

/
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: sgecu]atiné-qbout ﬁhe two principals'.change'faci1itafing "styles."

« N

, o |
- ) . - . A ) : . .

. - ﬂ N -
interventions) and intervened with feedback (4%). Communicating to outsiders

was done in 4% of her intervening activities.

\

~
-

. . N ‘~ "~
Implications: Further Use of the Frameworks

: _ N .
Tentative applications of the intervention frameworks are currently being

explored by CBAM project staff. In this conc]uding section of the paper the

frameworks are. used to describe the administrators‘Achapge fag@]ftaéihg

{

"styles." In addition, using tqsvframeworks is suggested as a means_fbf.an ad-

~ministrator to engage in analysis and study of his or her own:interventions as a - R

growth and improvement techniqde, in regard to guiding school change ef--

forts.

Description of Two Intervention “"Styles".

The use of the CBAM frameworks for coding administrators' intervention

o

: activjtiés in the pilot study provided the tools and the information base for

» A |
Contrasting “.he two principals' actions. Reporting for several months

thbough written log Principal A provided information about some of his activi- e
}ies during the first year of innovation implementation. Figure 2 revea]s his
engagement -in nine “simple" incidents. Generally, the content of these)inci-

dents was the ordering and distribution of materials and supplies for teachers

- which he delivered to teachers. In addition to.these contacts with teacher§g‘

-

abdut the innovation, he interacted with them about their use of the innovation. ~
The ten complex incidents in Figure 2 accohnt for these interactions.

. Principal B reported via te]ebhone log- the enéctment of two chain tactics,

,exhibiting the same interventiops igdividually across each member of the facul-

ty. Each tactic was a set of monitoring actions focused on gaining-information

o

-

21
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from teachers about their use of the inn

B

jon and about materials'they had
made in a workshop 1In yearj}wo of implemewtation this principal engaged in .

B

more “Simple“ incidents than’she did "complex" ones. -

From a debriefing with the prinC1pa]’,Qd synthesis of this information with

the study ata, it can be suggested that Prihcipa] B thinks at the "strategy"

A .

- Zigarmi & Hord, \1979). Sh
_ o g' -

activities as:’ ob erVing teachers in their cr ssroom use and then prOVidinq

4

engaged across t a implementation period in such

and as supportive personne] (acting as innova aides on request); serVing as

”

a substitute when teachers needed to be absent \{thus having direct QOﬂtaCt-With

.students and the.innovation), and fq]IOWing wit] feedback-conference with the

‘teacher about pupil performance; reviewing and imstructing substitute teachers
in innovation use and initiating follow-up about: how‘it went . "

'Through examination of . Figure 3, it is c]ear 3hat the larger part of the =

. interventions of- Principa] A and B ta qeted innova on usérs on an individual

baSis A1l users as a whole were the second most : equ-nt targets of both

principaﬂs Principal A focused on five different Etegories of'targets One’

of these (unlike Principal‘B) was deciSion makers - in;the extended user system,

in this case other principals with whom the principal appeared to be promoting

use of the new program. In contrast, Principal B distributed interventions

across eight different targets, including~students and parents.

Y

Principal B engaged-in a higher percentage of face;to-face interventions -

than Principal A, who. utilized a far greater proportio 3 f written interventions
(Figure 4) This resulted in more ‘intdractive flow (68%) by Principal B as

opposed to ‘4 one way f]ow 32% of the time (Figurgy5) PrinCipal A was high also

.22
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on interactive flow (57.9%) but the‘prbportion,tohone'way was more nearly equal
. . : ’ ¢ - & .

(42.1% one way). : L ' ) v

-

“In terms of Whege interventtons dccurred both‘principals»repdrted rather
simiIar use df locatddhs. The percentage of the. funct1ons or purposes: of the1r
1ntervent1ons were not in any way parallel. Figure 7 bnd1cates that Pr1nc1pa] A
emp]oyed seven d1fferent funct1ons 2or intervening and Pr1nc1pa1 B, ten. In
1ﬁformat1on gathering for the puréose of Monitoring and Evaluation the two pr1n-
c1pals came . c]osest to behav1ng swm11ar1y Pk}nc1pa] B d1fferedgpy utitizing
~the funct1ons of Manag1ng/Schedu11ng, Teaching New Know1edge/Sk1]]s, Report- .
1ng/Prov1d1ng Feedback, and Inform1ng 0uts1ders. Pr1nc1pa] A took” act1ons to
tncaurage/Promote: Use by Outsfders, not engaged in by Pr1nc1pa1 B.

: Summar1z1ng the1r "sty]e," Both pr1nc1pa]s were character1zed by the1r

professional co]]eagues and°acqua1ntances as be1ng 1mpact or1ented that 1s,

'{;

< concerned about improving outcomes,-e1ther cogn1t1ve:or affectlve, for learners.

How they went about accomp}ishing this goal within the setting of innovation

implementation was quite d1fferent though both have been ]abe]ed as. d1rect in

their methods’ (Rutherford, 1981).

Principa] A's method was to see that naterials and equ{ﬁment were supplied,
ordering and de]ivering them himseif He made himseIf avai]ab]e, also, as an
informed resource person fam1]1ar w1th the 1nnovat10n jtself and its attendant
materials and strateg1es. He did not préssure teachers to use the 1nnovat1on,
but did what he.could in_nqnfthreaten1ng ways to encourage teacher use. He d1d
not impose hinself on teachers.ddring the first year but let them come to him,
for help which he always delivered vis-a-vis discussion and interaction with the
individual teacher. Typ1ca]]y, he p]aced himself in ‘the ha]]way to be h1gh]y
V1s1b1e and ava1Pab]e to teachers to approach him, In add1t1on to prov1d1ng

resources, promoting/encouraging use arid reinforcing/supporting use were his

~
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'j most typica]ibehaviors This he did by visiting teachers in their c]assroOmst
H1s mode might be character1zed as. "responsive encouraging" w1th h1s staff. o a
He demonstrated interest in d1ssem1nat1ng the - 1nnovat1on to other s1tes be- i

g "fore his, own faculty's f1rst year ‘of use had become estab]1shed i
- Pr1nc1pa1 S sty]e in year two- with her teachers m1ght be-]abe]ed ”pro-.
active m She is a user of the 1nnovatwon at times herse]f She p]ans dctions_

to sbe taken in a cons1§&ent way w1th al] the facu]ty_ She pops into classrooms
& .

to observe use and check on. mater1als utilization. She spends*much of her time ’

in. staff1pg and restructur1ng-ro]es to accommodate 1nnovat1on use, 1n co]]ect1ng

>

1nformat1on ~about teachers' use and in responding to their problems’ and needs .
.through consultation wnth them. She perce1ves her staff and herse]f as being
vmutua]]y engaged in decision-m%kingf She is connected-mith'the”innovation, with
students and with parents as she”employs the*r participation in the new pro-
gram;’, | . | 1

"Getting a.handle’l on these principals’ behaviors was made possible through

use of -the CBAM interv. ntion frameworks. The informatinn was collected through

1nterv1ews, not observat1on, and was ana]yzed by use of the Intervent1on Tax-
e
enomy and Anatomy. Us1ng these tools resulted in’ the spec1f1catxon of the

administrators' actions, thus prov1d1ng more concrete and precise descr1p-

tions.

>

- Application of the Intervention Too]srfor’Administrator Skill Deve]opment

Use of the frameworks by princgpals themselves could enhance their change
faci]itation~skills. Making’a "game planﬂ of interventions can help a principa]d
to specify in advance the actions to be taken. The tntervention levelsonith the . ;.’
game'plan components (Hord & Loucks, 1980) cou]d be used to cons1der the design

of appropr1ate actions in the pre- 1mp1ementat1on per1od Through
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staff deve]Opment, adm1n1strators cou]d be tra1ned in deve]op1ng 1n ntion
des1gn skills (Hord, Thurber & Hal] J98]) S
guch a map, of course couﬂd be constructed after the fact. ‘f

j enab]e re]at1ng the 1ntervent1ons to the1r var1ous levels and game COm-‘

ponents. It wou]d perm1t the analys1s of the 1ntervent1ons (as was‘dohe‘1n th1s.

£ Y - v

paper) so that presence or absence and frequency at the var1ous level
ponents cou]d be ascerta1ned - Th1s wou]d ppov;de 1ns1ght and feedback' 0" the -

.adm1n1strator about hiswor her, behav1ors.

- A

. Use of the anatomy coding schema could a]so be usefu]/f’—plann1n

o ®

ual 1ntervent1ons and for post hoc ana]ys1s.' By ut111z1ng the schem~ dminis-

trators could gain a. better understand1ng of the 1ntervent1on d1men possi-'

b1]1t1es wh1ch might be cons1dered in the des1gh of their act1ons, { struc-
~ turing ‘them for greater effect1veness.' Adm1n1strators m1ght also ui

as a device to. mon1tor how, for whom, and for what purposes they sp; their

t1me. The adm1n1strator who understands and. takes 1nto account th ervention

d1mens1ons can 1mprove change fac1]1taf1on skills and can more ve]y go
about plann1ng act1ons¢to support 1%peevementuefforts. ‘ |
In conclusion, there are many questions,st111‘to be»ex ‘ored drding the
~ skills and behaviors of the principal as a change facilita s o
the pilot study provided'some i]]umination. Thistpaper ﬁés report
the pi]ot.study results about what‘principafs do-afd how they do The .pilot
' study experiences provided a test of the methodo]ogy 0 be'usedl ] major study
and confirmed the usefu]ness of the-construets and p ocedures to 1_mployed
The frameworks for research1ng and ana]yz1ng the pr1nc1pa1s§ behav1ors were t

descr1bed how they were tested as research tools jand app11ed to data sets

was presented- Pilot study research resu]ts wer reported .and fi ‘these re-

su]ts the pr1nc1pa]s modes of 1nterven1ng were abstracted._ To ¢ bse the cycle,
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ihow those pr1nc1pals m1ght use the frameworks themse]ves to 1mprove the1r sk1l]s

B : was suggested It is hoped that the research reported. 1n‘th1s paper m;y conL
! : ' ‘ i
: - tribute to the descr1pt1on and understandihg of the school pr1nc1pals 1ntedven-;

.

tion behav1or and role in change in schools. - R .
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