DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 281 313 EA D19 386
AUTHOR Pajak, Edward; Glickman, Carl D. ,

TITLE Dimensions of Improving Schosl Districts.

PUB DATE Mar 87 S , ) o
NOTE l4p.; Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the

Association for Supervision and Curriculum B
Development (42nd, New Orleans, LA, March 21-24,

1987). o

PUB TYPE Reports - Research/Technical (143) =-
Speeches/Conference Papers (150)

EDRS PRICE MF01/PCO0l Plus Postage. o ,

DESCRIPTORS *Academic Achievement; Administrator Attitudes; Board
of Education Policy; *Change Strategies; Criterion
Referenced Tests; Educational Environment;
*Educational Improvement; Elementary Secondary
Education; Instructional Leadership; Interviews;
Organizational Communication; Organizational
Theories; Participative Decision Making; *Program
Effectiveness; Research Utilization; *School

Districts; *School Effectiveness; Student School

Relationship; Teacher Administrator Relationship;
I Teacher Attitudes
IDENTIFIERS *Georgia
ABSTRACT ) , S o
o i To broaden the scope of effective schools research by
including change processes and a wider unit of study, this project
investigated three Georgia school districts demonstrating

improvements in student achievement for three consecutive years. .
Research identified these elements: (1) the sequence and influence of
events, factors, and people contributing to improvement; (2)

commonalities among districts; and (3) factors unique to individual

systems, Selection was based on_improved scores on state re2ding and

mathematics criterion-referenced tests by fourth and eighth graders.

personnel in each district for 1 hour. Questions concerned opinions

Researchers interviewed 30 administrators, teachers, and office

about student gains, key events, influential people; school changes,

and informants' changes. Eight categories, reported as common =
findings, revealed districts' commonalities: awareness and alignment,

teaching and materials, planning and _sharing, progress review,

system-wide policies, competition and cooperation, influential

persons, and costs. Conclusions involved four dimensions in overall

change processes. First, a dialog abotiit test importance and

improvement plans was established among teachers and administrators.
Second, an infrastructure facilitated dialog by increasing -
supervisory assistance for teachers. Third, instructional leadership
was distributed so that various positions had specifically defined
responsibilities for instructional improvement. Fourth, a "fulcrum”

of support for teachers was providéd as the "lever" of increased
expectations was pushed. (CJH)




L)
ved
N
e |
(o3 )
o
v

DIMENSIONS OF IMPROVING SEHOOL DISTRICTS

Edward Pajak
. _ Carl Giieckman -
Department of Curriculum & Supervision
University of Georgia
5. OEPARTRENT OF EuCATION Athens; Georgia 30602
Otica of Educational Research and Improvemant

EDUCATICNAL RESOURCES INFORMATION “PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS
~y- -  CENTER(ERC) , MATCRIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY
&fu; documant_has_been reproducad_as I

received from the person or organtzation - M

nginating it _ B R d

T Minor changes have been made 10 improve ‘ i A IC/
raproduction gtiahty. Yy .
& Points of view or opintons stated in this docu:
mént 4o not nécaisdnly reprasént othcial R A i
QERI position or policy 1O THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)."

Prepared for presentation at the 42nd Annual Conference of the
Agsociation for Supervision and Curriculum Development, New
Grieans, Louisianna., Mrrch 1987.

ACKNOWLEDGMEN T

~_ The research reported here was funded by grants from the
Georgia Department of Education (FEl No. 58-6001998) and the
College of Education, University of Géorgia. The opinions
expressed in this paper do not necessarily reflect the position,
policy,; or endorsement of either agency. W& wish to thank the
research team which was composed of Dr. Chailes Franzen and Dr.
Lance Wright, as well as Ms. Sally Boyett, Mrs. Kay Mahar, Mrs.
Mary Phillips, and Mrs. Deborah Williams. This paper is not an
endorsement of the particular outcome measures these districts
focused on; but is an attempt to understand how they succeeded:
The authors believe strongly that each school district should
decide upon its own criteria for success before deciding upon

the appropriate actions that should be taken.



A number of factors have been identified as contributing to
school effectiveness in the body of literature popularly known as
"effective schools research." Recently, in an article in the

Elementary School Journal, Michael Fullan (1985) cautioned those

who would try to draw prescriptions for practice from that
literature by pointing out some of the limitations of the
effective schools research. For example: a) most school
effectiveness studies aré baséd on improvements demonstrated for
a single year, raising the possibility that "outliers" represent
statistical flukes instead of exemplars of effectiveness; b) most
studies focus on individual school buildings as the umit of
analysis which essentially limits findings in advance to within
school variables; and c) descriptions of effective schools are
only "snapshots" of what already exists: Fullan elaborates on
this last point as follows :

Above all the existing research tells us almost nothing

about how an effective school got that way; it tells us

little about the procéss of change: We need to look at the

issue of causality. In most cases, it is not known how a
good school got to be one. How did the characteristics of
Did certain factors eéxist before others? (Fullan, 1985, p.
398).

The Question and Methods
In this study, we tried to avoid some of these iimitations

by studying school districts which have demonstrated improvements

in student achievement and which have éUStaineé that improvement



for three consecutive years. More specifically, we wanted to a)

idéntify the sequence and influence of events, factors, and
people which may have contributed to improvement; b) identify
commonalities, if any, across all three districts; and c)
identify factors unique to individual school systems in order to
construct a narrative of the change process for each.

The criterion for sélection of a district was improved
student achievement on state criterion referenced test scores for
fourth and eighth graders in reading and mathematics. A linear
district by factoring in the proportion of students enrolled in
the free or reduced lunch program (see Table A-1). This number

was compared to the actual méan raw scores in order to determine
whether a district was performng better or worse than might be
expected. We found only four (4) districts out of a population
of one hundred and eighty-seven (187) which demonstrated
continued residual Score improvement for three consecutive years

t least three out of the four criterion

fy

(see Table A-2) on
referenced tests.

The smallast district served as a pilot for the study. The
remaining three districts were visited by a team of six trained
interviewers. Thirty individuals were interviewed in each
principals, lead teachers; and teachers of reading and
mathematics in elementary and middle scﬁbéié; Each interview
lasted approximately oné hour and was tape recorded and

transcribed. Questions that weré asked included: 1) From your



your district have shown on the CRT? 2) Looking back, can you
think of any key events or turning points? 3) Who is the person
or persons who have been influential? 4) What is different in
your school now from five years ago? 5) What are you personally
doing differently? 6) Is therc anything else we haven't talked
about that I should know? The typed transcripts were then

analyzed for common themes which are reported here.

The Districts Studied

The three school districts which were studied are identified
as Northview, Eastview, and Westview:. Northview is a moderate=
sized school system witﬁ approximately 280 teachers, seven
elementary schools, two junior high schools, and one high school.
It is located in a rural community in the northern mountain
region of Georgia and has a predominantly white student
population. Achievement scores of students have traditionally
ranked in theé top quartiié in the state. Eastview is a large
urban school system located in eastern Georgia with approximately
schools, and six high schools. The overall student population is
balanced in racial composition EétWééﬁ white and black students,
and achievement scores have been below stzcie averages. Westview
is a small school system in western Georgia, consisting of 150
teachers, two elementary schools, one intermediate school, a
junior high, and a high schcol: The majority of the student
population is white. Students have scored among the highest in

the state on achievement tests.



Resul ts

Commonalities as well as differences are evident in the
stories of CRT improvement in the three school systems. After
reviewing the data, eight general categories were aéVéléﬁéa that
describe the major commonalities. The categories are (1)
awareness and alignment, (2) teaching and materials; (3) planning
and sharing, (4) reviewing progress, (5) systemwide policies, (6)
competition and cooperation; (7) influential persons, and (8)

costs. Under each category particular findings will be reported.

Common Findings No:1

Awareness and Alignment
Awaréness of CRT: Teachers; principals, and support personnel
weré made aware of the criterion referenced tests. In each
school system, at the beginning of the improvement effort, the
importance of the CRT as a measure of school and sys temwide
succeéss and as a measure of individual student progress for

promotion in the fourth grade and eighth grade was emphasized.

Data on CRT Performance: In all school systems, educators were
informed of how students performed on each objactive of the CRT
by school system, school, and grade level. Decisions on what to
teach, when to teach, and what to emphasize were based on the

student scores from the previous year.

b igning Curriculum to CRT Objectives: At the begiraing of the
improvement period, teachers, principals, and central office
personnel weré asked to review CRT objectives and correlate those

objectives with the exicting curriculum. in cases where there




was no coverage of a CRT objective; the curriculum was revised to

include alil of the objectives.

Coverage of CRT Objectives: With curriculum alignment to CRT
objectives, curriculum cortéfit was sequenced and text materials
ordered so that students wére taught aii CRT objectives prior to
the spring test administration.
Common Findings No. 2

Teaching and Materials
Selection of Textbook and Teaching Materials: Aiigﬁméﬁt of CRT
objectives with textbook seriés in reading and mathematics was
conducted. Decisions on future adoption of textbook series were
made based on adequacy of coverage of CRT objectives. Each of
the school systems eventually adepted a single textbuok series
for both elementary and middle schools.

Procurement and Developmerit of Teaching Materials for Particular

CRT Objectives: Whenever certain CRT objectives were judged to
be inadequately covered in the textbook, the schocl systems
provided additional teaching materials. TFiles of activities

Instructional Time Organized to Reflect Content Importance: More
time was allocated for the teaching of reading and mathematics .
Téacﬁéié were clear on the purpose and sequence of each aéily
lesson and the instruction was tightly sequenced and more

teacher~centered.
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Test Taking Practice and Preparation: Driof to Ehe CRT
administration,; students were prepared on how to take the test,
i.e., fbiidWiﬁg directions, filling in answert sheets; and
practicing on sample tests. Studerts were instrvoted to be well
rested and fed. Parents were notified of the days of the tests

and given hints on how to prepare their children.

Common Findings No. 3

Planning and Sharing
Coordination of Teaching With Compensatory Teachers: Those
students who received additional mathematics and reading
instruction as part of the schddi;é compensatory education
they were doing in the regular classroom. As a result; the
students were retaught and reinforced on CRT objectivés in both

classroom settings.

Plans for Improvement: In all three school systems, action plans
identifying targets for CRT improvements and related activities

and resources were writtén. In most cases the plans were written
at the school, grade, or department levels. (At one school, in

one school system; the plans were developed at the individual -
classroom level).

Exchanging Classroom Materials: Teachers identified materials in
their possession to share with each other and created materials
that would be useful for other teachers in teaching CRT

objectives .



Staff Development Time for Planning: Part of contracted

review CRT results, to meet together and plan improvements; to
review progress,; to organize their lesson plans, and to complete
individual student records. 1In none of the school systems was

teaching behaviors:

Sommon Findings No. &

Reviewing Progress
CPT Objectives Noted in Lesson Plans: Ali] teachers of reading
and mathematics either noted on their daily lesson plans and/or
Weére consciois of the CRT objectives that they weré coveéring.

Reviewing CRT Lesson Goverage and Progress: In sach school

ystem, teaching of CRT objectives was reviewed during the school

(O]

year by principals; central office supervisors, building level
supervisors; peers; or some combination of these. Recording
Keeping on Individual Student Mastery: Mathematics and réaaing
folders were kept for each student. The forms noted the CRT
objectives to be taught and when the student had mastered each.
In middle schools, this record keeping was not kept for students
who were abové average in reading and mathematics achievement.
Common Findingé No. 5

Promotion Standards: In each school system, standards for

promotion into the fifth or ninth grade were based in part on the



performance of individual students on the CRT test in the fourth

or eighth grads.

Attendance Standards: Stringent attendance policies were
developed and enforced. Excéssive absencss and tardiness were

noted as part of the promotion policy.

Accountability: Studenis and parente were informed that the CRT
tests were to be taken seriouslv and promotion would be based on
a student's performance. Teachers also knew that their students
would be required to pass the tests if they ware to progress. It
should be nnted that ERT performance wasn't the sole criterion
for promotion and there was discretionary judgmént for prbmdtiﬁg
low-achieving students .

Comnion Findings No. 6

Competition and Cocperation
Competition Among Schools and Systems: Test results Ey school
were distributed ameng school personnel and systemwide results on
CRT tests were compared to surrounding school systems and
published in the newspapers. As a result,; theéré was a heightened
awareness ~i how one school and system measured against others.:

what they were doing as a team for theiir students and of how tﬁey
helped and shared instructional concerns with @ach other. They
often mentioned the great satisfaction that they received in
seeing how well the students were doing on achievement tests as a

result of their collective efforts.



Common Findings No. 7

Influential Persons
New superintendents who emphasized CRT Test Scores: 1In all three
school systems a new superintendent came into office just prior

results were to be a measure of systemwide success.

Central Office Supervisors Coordinated Systemwide and School
Instructional Efforts: Each system employed central office
personnel whose primary responsibilities involved currieculum and
instruction. Their positions were generalists rather than
content specialists (i.e. director of instruction, éécéﬁaéfy
supervisor, elementary coordinator). The generalists worked with
personnel in individual schools as well as representative
committees of the systém as a whole to make decisions in regard’
to improving CRT scores.

School Principals as Resource Persons to Teachers: Principals in
all three school systems were seen largely as supporters and
resource facilitators to teachers. They were not seen as doing

curricuvlum revisions, arranging inservice, or aévéléﬁiﬁé record
keening systems. Rather, they encouraged other people (teacher
groups; central office personnel, building level department
heads; grade chairs; and lead teachers) to do the "hands-on”
work. There were a few exceptions; but srincipals méiﬁiy were
s2en by teachers as persons they could turn to whe would supply
cxtra materials for thew, who would try to relieve theui of extra

nonteaching burders, and who would offér throughout the year

11



praise and encouragement to them.

With-in School Professionals: Common to many of the schools were
the existence of in-house personnel, who functioned in a staff

renewal purposes. In some schools; these persons were classroom
teachers who had additional responsibility as grade level or
department chairpersons. 1In other Séﬁééls; it was a full-time
assistant principal for insStruction or an instructional lead
teacher. In othér schools, it was a combination of both
classroom teachers and assistant principal/lead teacher. These
in-school professionals often functioned For their peers as the
initiators, reviewers, and implementers of instructional
improvement plans.

Teachers Themselves: Principals, central office personnel, and

teachers frequently meéntioned that teachers themselves were moSt
influential in CRT improvements: Teachers shared ideas freely
with each other, éxchanged materials,; wrote curriculum and lesson
plans together, and at timés even helped teach each other's

students a particular skill or objective.

Common Tindings No. 8

Costs
Increased clerical help: As teachers wece asked to increase
were fournid. Some schools used a computer program to record and

analyze student test paerformance apnd to record progress; other

10
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chools trained parent volunteers or hired additional aides to

assume more of the clerical burdens of record keeping.

Smaller Classroom Sizés: 1In all three systems, there had been a

I

reduction of class sizé since 1982. In some cases, class size

had dropped from 33 students to 23 students per classroom.

Increased Planning Time: Over the three-year improvement period
teachers were given more timé to méet and plan as part of their
normal school day. Inservice days were used for teacher

planning; lunchroom, recess, and monitoring duties were reduced,

classroom teachers additional released time for meeting and
planning.

materials that they requested. Their principals, department
heads, lead teachers, and central office supervisors quickly

responded to constant teachér requests for additional materials:

instructional responsibilities of teachers (as committee

chatrpersons, grade level or department heads).
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Increased Pay: Teachéers received consistent pay increases since
1982 in the form of local salary supplements and reimbursements

for staff developmént courses in all three districts.

Conclusions

The overall change process in all three districts seemed to
involve four major dimensions. First, a dialogue among teachers
and adminisStrators was established concerning the importance of
Second, an infrastructure was creéateéd to facilitate this dialogue
by increasing the number of positions providing supervisory
assistance to teachers. Third, the function of instructional
leadership was distributed so that various positions had

specifically defined respnsibilities for instructional
improvement. fourth, a "fulcrum" of support for teachers was
provided as the "lever" of increased expectations was pushed:

A more detailed version of this project was presented at the
1987 Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research
Association in Washington, D.C. under te title, "Concepts of
Change in School Systeéms Improving Criterion Referenced Test

Scores,"” by Carl Glickman and Edward Pajak:
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