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SELECTING AND TRAINING EDUCATIONAL LEADERS

TO BE FACILITATORS OF SCHOOL IMPROVEMENTL® ¢

~ Sheila C. Murphy
. _Leslie Huling-Austin
Research and Development Center for Teacher Education
The University of Texas at Austin

The imaortahcé of school improvement as a goal is ﬁideiy recognized both
by educators and the public at large. State legislators, parents and other
taxpayers as well as school boards and superintendents are exerting pressure
for schools to €m§revé; Mich of this pressure is being focused on educationai
leaders and their role in bringing about school improvement.

For the past five years, researchers at the Research and Development

Center for Teacher Education (R&DCTE) have studied the role of school
principals and other educational leaders fn facilitating school improvement.
?ﬁF6§§ﬁ this research, much has been iéérhé& éﬁbﬁt the scheol - improvement
process and what facilitators do on a day-to-day basis to bring about change

(Hall, Hord, Guzoan, Huling-Austin, Rutherford, & Stiegelbauer, 1984: Rall,
Hord; Huling, Rutherford, & Stiegelbauer, 1983; Hall, Rutherford;

1the research described herein was conducted under contract with the

ﬁétfdhé],IhStitH;?g@ijaﬁééiibﬁgi7Tﬁé7op1nions,éXbréSSéd;Eré,thégé of the
authors and do not necessarily reflect the position or policy of the National
Institute of Education and no endorsement by the National Institute of

Education should be inferred.
 %The authors wish to acknowledge the contributions and participation of .
their colleagues in the preparation of this manuscript: Shirléy Hord, Gene
Hall, Bill Rutherford, Beulah Newlove, Jan Elen, Jan van Acoleyen, and Deborah
Musceila.: .
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Newlove, Hord, éeiastéiﬁ; Huling, & Griffin, 1982; Rutherford, Hord,
ﬁuiihg-Austiﬁ; Stiegelbauer, Murphy, Putman, Hall, & Muscella, iéégj The
cumulative findings from this body of research riow make it possible to present
ideas for the selection and traaning of schoo] leaders. The paper is primarin
inténded for those who view school improvement as a top priority, #nd provides
research-based suggestions about 1) selecting thosé persons who w111 11Ee1y be
effective as facilitators and 2) traihing persons to become effective
faciiitators of change,

Tt is important to emphasize that the criteria to be d1scussed in this

Paper relate to the role of educatiorial leaders in schoo] imptovgment * ”” * " ** * ** A

district or agency that has other top pr1orit1es for its administrators such
8s strong public and community relations or managing declining enrollments and
resources would probably find other selection and training criteria more
relevant to their needs.

The purpose of th1s paper then is to share findings from the past five
years of R&DETE research related to the rale of educat1ona] leaders in sehoo1

1mprovement In doing :o0, we will discuss the 1mp11cat1ons related to the

selection and placement of educational leaders. and the content and process of

tra1ning leaders for sehool 1mprovement;

ﬁssumptions Uhderiying CBAM Research
. The research to be discussed in this paper is grounded in the Concerns
Based Adoptlon Fodel (EBAH) (Ha11* Wallace, & Dossett, 1973) The CBAMV
evo]ved out of extensive research on the change process and part1eu]ar1y.
implementation of educational 1nnovat1ons in schools and co]Tege settings.

Underlying the CBAM model are a number of basic assumpt1ons (Rutherford, Hall,

3 Hu]1ng. 1984)
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1) Change is a process, not an event.

2) Change is made by individuals First, f.e., the individual is
the primary fecus of actions taken for change.

3) Change is a high?ylﬁéi56ﬁ&i experience; everyone reacts differently.

4) Change entails developmental growth in feelings and skills: there
are identifiable “stages® and “levels’ of the change process as
experienced by individuals.

5) Change is best tnderstood by individuals when it {s presented or
described in operational terms, as it would appear when fully in use.

6) Change can be best facilitated when actions are based on the
diagnosed needs of individuals; a client-centered diagnostic/
présefiptiVé model has benefits for both client and facilitator.

7) A change facilitator needs to work in an “adaptive/systematic way,"
adapting their interventions to the needs of the change and clients

within the change. Further, any interventions or actions taken to

facilitate change must be directed to {ndividials first, and

innovations second.

Out of this péfSﬁéét%Vé and 2s a result of ten years of research in
schools, the CEAM/RIP program has developed and refined a set of conceptual
frameworks for planning, facilitating, monitoring, and evaluating change in
schools. The dimensions of the CBAM include:

1) Stages of Eoncern (SoC); which is used to assess user concérns or

Hall, 1976);

2) Levels of Use (LoU), which is used to determine the actual extent of
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use based on vehavioral fndicators (Loucks, Newlove, & Hall, 1975).
Both these measures stem from theories of adult development (Fuller,
1969; 1973) and extensive testing in the field;
3) Innovation Configurations (IC); which s used to describe the
innovation or change (Heck, Sifegelbaver, Hall, & Loucks, 1981); and
4) the Intervention Taxonomy (IT), which describes and eatégeriies
actions taken by facilitators 1n 1mp1ement1ng or ;66%%6?in§ change
(Ha]] & Hord, 1984a)
A]] of these dimensions are field based and continue to be tested through
ongo1n§ research by CBAM/RIP staff, various 1mp1ementat1on efforts in schools;
and d1ssertat1on studies. A more complete discussion of the CBAM is found in

wh1ch the recommendations are drawn.

) Five Years of Research The PTI and High School Studies
The Pclnc;palcleacBéE_interaczlgn (PTI) Study conducted over the 1980 81

school year, focused on tne role of principals as the major fac111tator of

change in their schools. While the literature on ]eaaersh1p presented some

been done on principals as facilitators of change. Quest1bns in need of
clarificaiion included: What are the day-to-day interactions and actions
~taken by principals as féciiitatéfs of change? How do they oréan1ie an
imnlementation effort? How do they support the use of new practices and
encourage teachers? Do all BFincibéis 4o the same thingé If not,; what effect
do these differences have? Are there other fac1l1tators involved?

With such quest1ons in m1nd the PTi Qtudy focused on nine elementary

school pr1nc1pals involved ‘n implementing a curriculum innovation in their
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seéa’oo’i; ?ii?é'u’cjﬁ a combination of data collection methods, iﬁ’eiaaiﬁg
interviews, daily logs, and bi-weekly phcne contacts, the dailv intervention
behaviors of these principals were surveyed over the course of pne School year
(Hall, Hord, Huling, Rutherford, & Stiegelbauer, 1983). The principals in the
study were selected by their district on the basis of district assessment of
the principal's change fac1l1tat1ng ";S'ty"ie;i or characteristic leadership
behaviors. Earlier studies had suggested that the principals' "style® might
indicate their approach to implementation and its effectiveness (Hall,
Rutherford, & Grifﬁn. 1982). éo’c} Lou, ié Shé ihtéFv’éﬁtiéﬁ datz were
the success of 1mp1ementat1on efforts (Huling, Hall, Hord, & Rutﬁerfbid—
1983) Interv1ews and observations at regular 1nterva]s added vital data
about the schools' response to the change (St1ege]bauer. Goldstein, & Huling,
1982).
The findings from the PTI study were diverse: 1) principals did e&ﬁfbit
-different "s:.yles" of facilitation and there was a relationship between
principal "style” and the effectiveness of implementation efforts (Hali &
iathéf#ofé— iééai H’aiiﬁg; Hall, Hord, & Rutherford, 1983); 2) the actions of
the principal and others could be categor1zed in terms of the Intervent1on
Taxonomy (Hall & Hord 1984a) which revealed different "§§ﬁe plans“ for
change. and 3) an ana]ys1s of interventions from each school, when considered
in the 11gﬁt of implementation success, suggested the kinds of actions that
needed to be taken for effect1ve facilitation. These group1ngs of actions, .
called Game Plan Components (GPC's), provided more explicit information about
the nature of interventions (Hord, Huling, & Stiegelbauer, 1983). Finally,
the study showed that in each school, the 'princip'a*. was not the e’n'iy

facilitator. Each school had a second change facilitator (2nd CF) who came to
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light in the course of more indepth work in the school. This facilitstor's
role was different from, but complementary to, the role of the principal
(Hord, Stiegelbauer;, & Hall, 1984b).

The Principal-Teacher Interaction study provided information about the
roles of éac%iiiafais; in particular the pr1nc1pa1 the nature et their
actisns contributing to change and the effect of those actions on teachers
Each of the innovations viewed in the study represented a school wide change,
requ1r1ng the nr1nc1pa1 to structure efforts to meet the needs of d1fferent
grade levels and individuals. The unit of change in this study was the whole
school. The nature of the interactions for change is drawn from the
qualitative and quantitative data on interventions and their effects, as well
as the impressions of research staff collected over the school year (Hall et
al., 1983).

The High School Stu;y, conducted in three pﬁasés during the 1982-1985

school years. took a broader and more descr1pt1ve view of the change process

reg1ons of the U.S. These exp]oratory visits were made 1n order to become
more familiar with the organ1zat1ona1 structure of the h19h schools and the
change efforts tak1ng p]ace. and to examine poss1b1e sources of 1nformat1on
and explore strategies for future data collection efforts (Huling-Austin,
.1983). In each visit, school administrators, department chairpersons,
teachers and students were fntérytéﬁed to gain their 1ns1ghts about how change
occurs, what fnnbvatiuns were present, and how to best conduct research on
change in high schools. Phase II of the high school study was a descriptive
study des1gned to address four major research quest1ons
1. What are the types, sources and purposes of change in high schools?

2. What are the key units (school, department, etc.) of change?
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3. What are the situational factors that most influence the change
proces;?
4. How is the eﬁahgé process managed in high schools?
fo answer Eﬁese, it was deemed important to look at h19h sehoo]s located
in different size and type communities and with varying change ayaaaiés, that
district. COmmun1ty types were rural, urban, suburban and m1d-s1ze cities;
the hrgh school size varied with the type of community. Nine sites were

chosen in 9 states geograph1ca]1y d1str1buted across the nation. At each site

2 high schools were selected as study schools (N=18), one a typical school and

the other with much change ongoing.

school districts (Rutherford et al., 1985). The purposes of this phase were:

1; To determine the role of the district office in schoo] change

2. To compare the change process in elementary and secondary schools.

3. To %nvestigate the managemant of change over the long term, and

4 To study how 1eade*sh1p affects the change process
This phase also incorporated visits to some of the or1g1na1 PT1 elementary
schools in order to examine tne progress of implementation efforts. Special
attention was devoted to understanding the role and function of different
constituent groups including department chairpersons, d1str1et personneT. and

teachers in school 1mprovement efforts.
The H1gh School Study viewed change in terms of the whole system. Taken
in all, Phases I 11, and 111 include data from over 30 high schools ard six
e?ementarj schools. Findings from the study 1ne]&dé information about
the sources and diversity of changes impacting high schools (Rutherford &

Huling-Austin, 1984), the nature of 1ééaeisﬁip for change in high schools
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{(Ha11 & ﬁuzman. i§§4; Hord & ﬁUFbﬁy; 1985; Huling-Austin, Stiegelbauer, &
Muscella, 1985), situatfonal factors influencing change in high schools
(Stiegelbaver, 1984; Stiegelbaver, Haddad, & Murphy, 1985), the roles and
reactions of teachers (Rutherford & Marpﬁy; i§85)i and the role and influence
of the district office on change in both the high school and elementary school
(Hall, Hord, & Putman, 1985).

When considered together, the PTI and the Rigﬁ School Study data present

a clearer picture of important variables associated with change. Among these

variables are the nature of change facilitators, change units, changes
themselves, and of the actions taken to facilitate change efforts.
Additionally, the data identify roles involved in the change process and

configurations of leadership which are more effective in school improvement .

Selection of Educational Leaders
The High School and Principal-Teacher Interaction Studies have

contributed greatly to our understanding of the role and actions of leadership
Yor change. While these studies have alio allowed us to develop some

hypotheses about effective leadership in general, the findings relate
specifically to the change process and 1éé8éF§ﬁiE for school improvement. The
roles and behaviors of school leaders in the context of change may be very

different from the roles and behaviors leaders might assume when ﬁéiﬁf&iﬁ?ﬁé

stability or wearing "otner hats." The focus on facilitating school
improvement 1is important to this discussion of selection of educational

leaders: The findings from the two studies can inform the processes of
selection, hiring, and placement of individuals {h iéédéFSﬁ?b Fbiéé for school
improvement. Additionally, these findings have implications for the selection

of change facilitators in many roles; not only principals.



The term 'facilitator' is one used in our research to indicate anyone
actively involved in supporting the change process, or working with potential
users to understand and 1ncorporate the change (Stiegeibauer,; Husce]la 3

Rutherford 1986) A “*change facilitator" then, 1is one who provides

response to a particular change (Hal] & Hord 1986) Research c0ndUCtéd in
change facilitators in the schools operating in various voles, including
principals, assistant principa]s. department heads, and teachers. The roies
these 1nd1v1dua1s play in the change process are often better character1zed by
the actions and interactions they engaged in than by their formal designation
fn the school. One possible exception to this is the principai. In almost
every school, the pr1nc1pal proves to be a necessary support to the process,
eve' if he or she takes little active role in facilitation (Hal] & Hord, 1986;
Huling-Austin; Stiegelbauer, & Muscella, 1985; Stiegelbauer, Muscelia. &
Rutherford, 1986).

The roles of facw]wtators can be de]1m1nated accard1ng to the k1nds of
act1ons undertaken Every cﬁange effort we studied in our research had a
primary, or first, change facilitator (CF). This person had the major

respons1b111ty' for- managing the change and was often the pr1nc1pa1 Most

19843; 1984b; Stiegeibaoer; Muscella, & Rutherford, 1986) who p1ayed a
complementary role to the first CF and worked fn closer contact with teachers.

or prospe'ctﬁ’ isers. Furthér. there were. o’ften other é?'s; téaehers or

c]ar1fy the change.



These faciiitatcrs fh many cases become a éﬁiﬁéé facilitating "team,"
~working together to enhance the change process (Hall & Hord, 1986) For thfs
team to work effectively, the pr1many CF has to be eons1stent in the role as
leader during the process. Ideally this means aelegat‘ng and monitoring
résporsfbfiftéés from the perspective of a long-term plan for the che:.ge which
reflects the needs of the individuals invo]ved, the Spec1f1c context, and the
change 1itself (Hall & Hord, 1984b Rutherford, 1981)* This plan includes

;spec1f1c 1ntervent1on, d1rected to the needs of the process (Hord Huling, &

Select4onmand45gglg

Selectfon issues relating to the change facilitation roles include: the

demands of the role, the characteristics that would best meet these demands,
and; because of different roles and interactions in a “téam“ of facilitators,

and charatteristics of interactive facilitation. The PTI study

o

demand

(adl
(-2

h
findings préSéht somne gu1del1nes to these issues in the concept of “stvle"
(Hal1 et al., 1983 Rutherford, Hord, & HulIng. 1983).

Tﬁe term ‘style' refers to a character1st1c manner in wh1ch a leader. or
facilitator, will approach the task of fac1|1tating change: The PTI study
hypothesized that a ﬁ?%ht{ﬁéi‘s change facilitating style would influence not

onTy the nature of actions taken but the success of 1mp1ementat1on 2s a who]e

own attributes in terms of facilitation (Hé*i' Rutherford, Hord, & Huling,
iéé&)— The initiator style, however, had the greatest success as correlated
with 1mp]ementat1on on the classroom level (Kuling, Ha’] Hord; & Rutherford,

1983).
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Very briefly, the threée styles are as follows (Fall & Hord, 19845;
ﬁotheifoFaf 1984). Leaders with the Responder change facilitating style piace
heavy emphasis on allowing teachers and others to take the iead. Théy see
the1r pr1mary role as adm1n1strat1ve yet emphas1ze the persona] side of their

interactions with teachers and the community. They are often good pub11c
relations péopie; Tﬁéy tend to deal with decision makihg on a

the school demand. Responder sty]e leaders l§£ things happen: When working
with other individuals who have their own vision for the change, their public
relations talents enhance the sense of support necessary for the process.

A]ternate]y. their short te~m goa]s 11m1t the depth of activity needed over

time to institutionalize the cﬁange;

The leader with the ﬂaasger éhénge faciiitating styie varies more in

?sehoo] and the distrxct when making decisions. They are efficient

-administrators and see that basic jobs are done well, yet will protect their

teachers from overlnad. They respond to changes that are pr{oritizéa Sy the
d1strwet or by sehoo] need and act1ve1y work with teachers to implement those
changes, ﬁéﬁééé? style leaders help things ﬁéppen. They are often well liked
by teachers and work smooth]y with a team. Often they are limited in their
ab111ty to deiegate effeet1ve1y and become over]y involved in EpéEi?ié
projects:

Leaders with the In1t1ator change facilitating style seize the lead and.
makes thihgs happen. oeeas1ona11y at the expense of others' interests. Tﬁey
have a strong visfon of what the school can be and base their actions
accordingly. Decisions are made in relation to the school‘s goa]s and in

terms of what is best for students, teachérs, and themse]ves. in that order.
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They wili often reinterpret district programs and poiicies to better suit the
needs of their school. They will push teachers stfaﬁgiy to adopt changes they
see as necessary: Inftiator style leaders make things happen: In a school
where they are well received by teachers and in league with district/schoo]
interests, they are the most effertive facilitators. In a Séttfng that

resists their vision, or where there is a conflict of interest; this style

could be disruptive:

(ad

As this brief description might indicate, each style incorporates a  nge

of behaviors that contributes to an approach to working with schoo!
improvements. The PTI and High School Study data suggest; however, that while
8n individual's behaviors may change from situation o situation 'style’ tends
to remain fairly constant. The behaviors relating to effective change
facilitation, however, can be learned (Rutherford, 1984)- Further; leaders
may utilize one set of behaviors relating to a 'style’ with one jnnovation and
a éif?é?éﬁf set with another; given the briority of the change. This approach
seems to be especially true of manager style leaders.

In considering leadership for change; selection could be based on a
combinaticn of perceived leadership style and the needs of a specific setting.
From the PTI data, ft was found that initiators and managers had a hfghei
fmplementation success than responders. Managers' schools had better climates

than did fnitiators': Both managers and {initiators had better school
climates; as perceived by teachers, than responders'. For examplé, a
responder style principal or leader could contribute to a lack of focus within
a school fimprovement effort, leaving individuals to sort things out for

themselves: An innovation lacking "push" from a leader often seemed to find
its way to the bottom of teachers' priority lists. Alternately, in a setting

characterized by a group of self-motivated, independent teachers, an initiator
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style might be seen ss directive, whereas a manager style could provide the

and allow teachers to create their own sense of vision. fhus. selection must
consider the needs of the context as we'l as the strengths of the
facilitator(s). However, a manager or responder leader who works well with a
specific setting could more successfully plan change projects by incorporating
some of the behaviors correlated with the initiator style. Specifieally, by
leaders may enhance the change process.

Selection and Teams

Another consideration .n selecting 1leadership for change involvc.
leadership teams. The High Schoel Study in particular indicated that in many

seéttings a number of facilitators would work together to prorote the change.

" These facilitators would then take on different roles, one being *he primary

facilitator, another the second CF, and occasfonally;, other CFs would be
involved (Hall & Hord, 1986; Huling-Austin, Stiegelbauer, & Muscella, 1985:
Stiegelbauer; Muscella, & Rutherford, 1986). A look at these teams indicated
that there may be a complimentary relationship between facilitators of
different styles. In buflding a "CF team" persons with complementary styles,
interests, and expertise should be selected rather than those persons who have
the same strengths and weaknesses. Hall and Hord (1986) present a detailed
discussion of the roles and characteristics of leadership teams.

Selection and Roles

To select the primary change facilitator, consideration needs to be given
to some of the attributes of that role, such as providing vision and push,
structuring a plan, monitoring, providing consistent leadership, modeling

expectations, and communicating about the change and progress with it. Since
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the primary change facilitator needs to be in overall command of the process,
this person should be in a position of credibility and authority. In most
instances, ft is the principal, assistant principal, department head, or
someone in line authority.

Based on the style or characteristics of the person chosen as the primar,
their placement in the school, or both. Second CFs tend to work more closely
.with teachers about the change. They should monitor in a non-threatening way
in order to provide feedback and correction to teachers: Second CFs may also
model behavior relating to the change. Initially, they do not need to be
experts on the change itself, but they need to be willing to become experts in
order tc be credible to teachers. Further, they should be able to work with
the primary CF in planning and monitoring the process. Persons in roles such
as resource teachers, assistant principals, grade level leaders, or department
heads, who zre used to working closely with teachers would likely be the best

choice (Hall, & Hord, 1986; Stiegelbauer, Muscella, & Rutherford, 1986).

The Training of Educational Leaders
Recommendations for training are based on “the premise that good skills,
developed through good training are necessary for good facilitators"
(Retherford; Hall, & Newlove, 1982, p. 31). As discussed in thé prévious
.section, a1l persons involved in change facilitation should be included in the
training process: Research conducted by RIP shows that generally, first Crs

do not give consideration to the configurations of leadership they use in

change efforts (Huling-Austin, Stiegelbauer, & Muscella, 1985). VYet,

synthesis of research findings suggests that “"with so

specialized, training and clarifications of their mutually supportive roles...
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facilitation effectiveness and implementation success in school improvement
efforts could be greatly enhanced" (Hord, Hall, & Stiegelbauer; 1983, p. 32).
Perhaps first CFs should begin to attend to thz process of forming a team for
school improvement. ,

Common sense, as well as research. acknowledges that not all roles on a
change facilitation team are of equal importance. VYet, selection and training
of persons in each role rather thar relfance on their emergence by chance is
important in forming a team for effective change facilitation (Huling-Austin,
Stiegelbauer, & Muscella, 1985). Some understanding of each of the CF roles
would enhance the interaction among the roies. The previous sectfon of this
paper discussed the fmpact of roles on the selection process. See Hall and

Hord (1986) for a detailed giscussion of the roles which could be included in
a change facilitation team.

Another guide for a training program {s the realization that factors
“underlying concerns theory also apply to training change facilitators.
Consistently, the research has confirmed that change is a process for
facilitators too (Hord & Goldstein, 1982; Hord, Huling, & Stiegelbauer, 1983).
In keeping with this premise, those involved in training should realize that
it requires & commitment of time and effort over a substantial peridd. This
consideratfon will be discussed in greater detail later in this paper.

Training is a multiple level task (Figure 1). What do wou teach persons
to enhance their performance as change facilitators? How do you transmit that
information? These questions serve as the core of training educational
leaders for change facilitation. The what and how are supported by the
theoretical bases of the change process and adult learning theory. Each layer
adds to the richness of the previous layer. In this section, the content and

process of training will be discussed in depth.

123

17



FIGURE 1

MuLTiPLE LEVELS OF TRAINING
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The Content of Training

The research clearly shows that there is “the need for principals [and
other CFs] to use the data sources available to them : . . . In many cases,
information is not readily. apparent to principals [and other CF<] in their

day-to-day activities and can only be gathered through formal data-gathering

methods” (Huling, Hall, & Hord, 1982, p. 23). T'e Corcerns Based Adoption

trained change facilitators: Appendix A furnishes a detailed discussion of
the diagnostic and prescriptive components of the CBAM. While particular CF
roles might be more involved with certain dimensions of the model; general
familiarity with the CBAM is needed by all change facilitators. The CBAM is
the content to be used in training educational leaders {n roles as effective
change facilitators.

Further, research conducted at both the elementary and high school levels
shows personal attention, by a change facilitator, is necessary in school
improvement efforts (Hall, Rutherford, & Griffin, 1982; Rutherford & Murphy,
1985). The research also indicates that change facilitatcrs can take action
which can influence teachers® use of instructional innovations. Therefore,
“appropriate training of principals [and other CFs] =- in effective
teachers” (Hord & Goldstein, 1982, pp. 21-22):

The diagnostic dimensions of CBAM, Stages of Concern, Levels of Use, and
Innovation Configurations, allow a change facilitator to probe the user System -
individuals have abo | innovation. Levels of Use (LoU) focuses on whether
or not an indfvidual - ‘ng an innovation. The third diagnostic dimension,

Innovation Configurations (IC), focuses on the innovation rather than the
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user. IC provides a framewcrk for seeing exactly what parts of the inriovation
are being used and in what ways. By using these tools, change facilitators
have data with which to plan appropriate interventions.

Figure 2 shows the interactive nature of the CBAM. The change
facilitator has access to a resource system and to the CBAM tools (or
collecting diagnostic information about individuals and the innovation during
the process of chaage. After using the diagnostic dimensions, Stages of
Concern, Levels of Use, and Innovation Configuration, the change facilitator
can make concerns-based interventions. As the research indicates, CFs use the
CBAM to gather data and to take appropriate action. The tools can be used
over and over to monitor both the individuals and the {nrigvation.
Facilitaticn then becomes a result of the interaction between the
facilitator(s) and the target group.

The prescriptive dimension of the C8AM provides a framework for action.
This move to action is based on data gathered by CBAM's diagnostic dimensions.
As a result of learning how to use the practical CBAM tools, there are several
applications for change facilitators. One involves the setting of goals for
the use of a new program: Using the descriptive dimensions of the CBAM makes
it possible to articulate clearly how individuals should change and what the
fnnovation should look like in use. A second application involves the design
of training and other interventions to help individuals implement the
innovatios; keeping in mind the goals that have been established, the
developmental nature of concerns and the use and the resources available. As
implementation progresses, the CBAM concepts and tools can be applied to
monitor and evaluate the extent and quality of use of the fnnovation.

While knowledge about change theory and use of teams will enhariceé the

change facilitation process, it must be kept in mind that the change process
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is unigque to each situation. When using the diagnostic CBAM tools, change
‘facilitators must be able to “see" the fnnovation within the entire context.
Figure 3 shows some of the variables that can fmpact a system. Unique
combinations of characteristics at each site will flavor the naturé of
interventicns. For example, research shows that “the factors having the most
influence . . . administration, faculty, district, and community -- were seen
by researchers to have greater variance across all sites in the way and degree
to which they influenced the change process® (Stiegelbauer, 1984, p. 18).
Understanding of the site's particular variation will enhance the change
facilitator's role. The School Ecology Survey (Kall & Griffin, 1982) and the

Situational Factors Checklist (Stiegelbauer, Haddad, & Murphy, 1985) are two

in" to their unique context.

The Process of Training

,Just as individuals involved in a school level change have concerns about
the innovation, change facilitators have concerns about their role. “The
concerns a person has at any point in time relative to his role in
facilitating school improvement will reflect the kinds of needs he has and
will determine what kinds of assistance will be most helpful™ (Rutherford,
Hall; & Newlove, 1982, p. 55). Therefore, the process of training being
recommended is partially based on the assumptions of concerns theory,
discussed earlier in this paper.

Another consideration in structuring a training program for change
facilitators is the research findings about adult learning theory. Like many
other social scierice fields, adult learning research provides many specialized
theories. However, 0ja (1979) provides a comprehensive review and syrnthesis

of the major literature in this field. Based on the review, and her own
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history in staff develspment; she identifies some elements for consideraticn
in structuring a tiaining program for adults: |
1. Recognize teachers' [and CFs] rsascns for participating in various
staff development activities in terms of their 1ife &ge, and carecr
cycle transitions.
2. Recognize the developmental stages of teachers [and CFs].
3. Respond flexibly and differentially to various stage perspectives.
4. Develop a working knowledge of the complexities of the unique
context of each school.
These elements are similar to those already expressed in the assumptions about
change. A training program for adults must give careful attention to such
principles when structuring the delivery of the content:
suggests a process for training consisting of interaction between two major
elements: concepts and applications:. Tne process recommends the presentation
of €BAM concepts, a period of application, and a review, refinement, or
extension of the concepts as feedback. This cycle is repeated over an
extended period of time. As mentioned previously, it {is fmportant that all
members of the CF team be trained together so that they may develop a common
background and understanding.

Just as in teacher training, change facilitator training needs to be
-on-going with coaching and support along the way (Hord & Huling-Austin, in
press; Joyce & Showers, 1982}, Therefore, the process of training discussed
here, is a developmental process, not a one-shot affair. A year-long training
program, consisting of monthly or bi-monthly sessions, is optimal in that it
allows participants time to reflect on and practice what they have learned.

As the cycle of training continues; the CBAM roncepts presented may become
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more refined and situation specific, or participants may apply the genera)
concepts in a variety of settings. Whether the concepts are applied to a
broad or na-rew situation, the cyclical nature of the trafning process,
presentation; application, and feedback, remains constant.

As the cycle of training continues, applications often are utilized in an
actual, on-going change process. As described by Stiegelbauer, Muscella, and
and organization, which interact with the proposed change and the change
facilitator. As the cycle of training continues, the CF may use appiications
that are most effective in a particular situation. While fnitial applications

may be a trial and error, continued applications often involve adjustments
necessitated by {nteractions among the change unit, the CF, and the
innovation. As the CF works more intensely within the change unit,
‘appropriate feedback may take on a very interactive format such as coaching,
'te deal with site-specific demands,

So, while the cycle of training remains stable, the concepts can be
presented using various formats which may inciude workshops, {ndividual
instruction, and on-site coaching. Application of the CBAM concepts may be
accomplished through paper and pencil assignments, interviews, and casual
discussions. Feedback may also be completed using varfous methods. However,
when selecting a strategy for implementation, information about the specific
situation, the assumptions of concerns theory, and precepts from adult
learning theory should interact: Any technique compatible with these three .
governing principles would be appropriate as part of a training process.

Summary |
Based ori five years of research in elementary and secondary schools

examining the change process, this paper made recommendations asbout the




-selection and trainfng of educationai leaders. These recommendations were
grounded in the assumptions underlying the CBAM. Further, it was assumed that
those engaged in training had school improvement as a ﬁrtﬁiry goal for
educational leaders.

Selection can be p'artmiaii"y based on the "styles" of educational lesders.
Certain styiés seem % be more effective in faci!itating school 1mp*ovement
-than others., However, seiect1on need not be limited to a single criterion.
< Rather, for most effective faci]itatIOn to occur, change: facilitation teams
should be in plaee The creation and functioning of teims suggest the tse of
add1t10na] criteria for selection.

The very existence of a team cornept shou?d be considered during
se1ect1on 1nd1v1duals determined to lead as rugged individualists"” probab]y
wou]d not funct1on efficiently in a team of fac111tators S1m11ar1y. the
roles to be fulfilled, first, second, and th1rd CF should be determined.
Hall.and Hord (1986) dlSCﬂSS the specifwc tasks necessary for completion by

the d1fferent roles.

While style can serve as a gu1de in selecting educat1onal leaders. the
needs of the spec1f1c situation and the 1nteract1ons among team roles must
also be considered. If some of the roles are already function1ng. se]ect1on
for additional roles should seek to complement those already in operat1on for
¢school improvement. Because peop]e and situations are so diverse, there are
o absolutes to be applzed in selection. Rather, the recommendations in this
paper may oé a framework for use in the selection of educational leaders for
school improvement.

It stands to reason thét iaaiviAuais who will be 1eading school



that can be used in rumerous situations. The CEAM {s a tested and practical
method which can enhance the effectiveness of trained facilitators by
providing tools for data collection and a guide for action.

The process of tra{nin'g' must iiiéiu&é the entire CF team and extend over a
sustained time period. Inclusion of all members of the CF tear provides
practice working together as well as reinforcement for the importance of all
roles. By committing to trééhing"dvéf a period of time, which includes
- applications and féé’dba”c’ﬁ. the CF team is "living" the process necessary for
effective schoo! improvement.

Final fﬁsugﬁts

The recommendations for selection speak to both the preservice and
inservice training of educational leadsrs. On the preservice level, persons
interested in school leadership positions can be made aware of potential
styles and their {mpact on school improvement. Also, the strengths of a
change facilitation team can be explored. During inservice, emphasis may be
placed on the definition of roles and the priority of functions necessary for
school improvement.

The train’{ﬁg recommendations; just as those related to séiécti‘o’n’; may
8pply to both the preservice and inservice levels. On the preservice level,
ﬁé&ﬁm&yarm%smﬁﬁ@tﬁpﬁ&ﬁaﬁﬁﬁﬁ;H&&&.%eqdkﬂ
process can éasi‘i_y Eé taught: Ideally, f{nservice training should model the
cyciicai training process discussed in this paper.

The content of the training, the CBAM, can be incorporated as a standard.
part of the p’ré'se’rv’fcé curriculim, General familiarity with CBAM and its
unaériy{h’g assumptions will allow persons entering the arena of school

imgrovement to formulate a theoretical and practical framework for action.
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Oﬁééiﬁé inservice training 1in tﬁé‘fééﬁ wfii pfevidé opportunities for persons
on a CF team to pract%cé i specific situations and receive tailored feedback.

fhé suggestions presented in this paper are based on the issumptfoh that
those considering the fideas are committed to school {mprovement. That
commitment will be reflected in the time and training specially allocated to
topics relating to school improvement. It will also be reflected through the

creation and support of change facilitation teams. As simplistic as it
sounds; a basic assumption underlying the CBAM must apply to the selection and
training of educational leaders for school improvement. That is, *Change s a

process, not an evei.l."
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Appendix A
The Concerns=Based Adopticn Model

Diagnostic Cd@pbnénts of the CBAM

The three d1agnostxc components of the model are the Stages of Concern
(SeE) teve]s of Use (LoU); and Innovation Confrgurétibh (IC); Théy can be
used separately or together, depending on the type of data needed to asse<s a
situation.

Stages of GoncernAglﬁéﬁikgtheggiaacuazign (ha1, George, & Ruthérford,

ié??) is based on the deve]cpnentai work of Francis Fuller (1969) This

dimension describes seven categcries of concérns 1nd1viduals exper1ence with

varying 1ntens1t1es as they hndergo the cﬁange process. These range from

about “*impact.® Reliabie and valid procedure< have Eeen developed for
uéééQi1ng the seven Stages of Concern. For examp]e; the Sfé§é§ of Concern
Questionnaire (saca) consists of 35 items which tha Fééb&ndenis rate on 3
Likert scale. Five items represent each of the seven Stages of Concern.
Estimates of internal re11ab111ty range from .65 ta SS Perhaps the most
useful 1nterpretat1ons of this data are derived from analysis of the Brbfi?éé
that are made from disp]ay?ng the percenti1e values, converted from raw .
scores. for each sca]e on a grid. A comp]ete explanation of various ana]yses
1376; Hall, George, & Rutherfbrd 1977 Parker & Griffin, 1879).

Levels of Use (nan— Loucks, Rutherford, & Newlove, 1975) describes how

per?ormanCﬂ changes as thc teacher becomes more fam111ar uith an innovat1on

and more skillful at using it. Eight distinct Leve]s of Use (LoU) have been

1dent1f1ed 1nd1viduals first "orient” themselves to the {nnovation.
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Usvally, first signs of use are found at the “Mechanical® level where plarning
is short=tem and organizatfon and cosrdinatfon of the 9{nnovation are
disjointed. As experience increases, innovation usérs move to the "Routine”
level and eventually may réach various levels where changes in the fnnovation
begin to occur. A casual interview procedure may be used to informally assess
LoU. A more systématic procedure may be conducted by trained and cértified

Loll interviewers (Loucks, Newlove, & Hall; 1975).

Innovation Configuration (Hall & Loucks, 1978) describes the various

forins of an innovation that result when users “adapt" it for their particular

situations. MWith this concept, the major operational components of an
fnnovation are identifiad along with possible variations of each component.
“These descriptions are summarized on an Innovation Configuration (IC)
.Checklist (Heck, Stiegelbauer,; Hall, & Loucks, 1981) which is used to identify
‘the baFtieuiai configuration currently i use.

“prescriptive Dimension of the CBAM

Intervention Taxonomy (Hall & Hord, 1984b; Hall, Zigarmi, & Hord, 1979)

provides a structure for the change facilitator to plan a change effort: It
is characterized by five planned or sponsored levels: Policy: Game Plan;
Strategy, Tactic, and Incident. The levels are distinguished gererally by

their size, magnitude or scope, and the extent of their impact. Another level

which results from unplanned effects and actions are known as "mushrooms:"
Plarning of change efforts is crucial to their success. "The plan,
departure vrom {t, and the réstructuring of the plan aré thé rubric which .
direct the actions of the change facilitator during the implementaticn
process” (Stiegelbauer, Muscella, & Rutherford, 1986, p. 26). According to
PT1 data {Hall et al., 1983) the likelihood of successful {implementation is
increased when four particular Game Plan Components (GPCs) are in operation.
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These GPCs are: developing supportive organizational arrangements, training,
5F6viding consultation and reinforcement, and monitoring and evaluating. The
nature of the components and examples from the research base are discussed in

cetail by Stiegelbauer, Muscella, and Rutherford (1986).
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