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Introduction: Norm Setting and

Rebul lding School Cultures

What roles will principals have In the successful
schools of the 1990s? In successful schools a sgigniflicantly
larger per cent of students graduate wlith the knowledge,
skllls, and positlve attltudes towards clitlzenshlp and work
than students In other schools of comparable soclo-economic
status (SES). Successful schools wlll require
restructurling, l.e., reorganizing how school services are
dellvered to students because, |f nothing else, the current
reform movement has taught us that state mandates do not
make schools successful.

Tlmar (1989) contendcd that schools ultlmately
successful In restructuring would be analagous to baseball
teams, In whlich team effort and chemistry was cruclal.
Roles, currently rigldly deflned In the school bureaucracy
through certliflcation procedures, would be flexible In
attalning a school’s mission -~ that of student achlevement.
Timar advocated new roles from all gameplayers committed to
schooi Ilmprovement: "An Ilntegrated response to
restructuring 1s not llkely to occur wlthout a basic

redeflniticn of the roles and responsibllitles of just about

every party connected with schools: teachers,

adminlistrators, professlional organlizatlons, parents,

students, and c¢clleges and unlversitles" (p. 274>,
2
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One major role for princlpals may relate to thelr ablllity to
rebulld school cultures conducive to the restructurling
predicted for the 1990s. Slnce principals are the
.gatekeepers In their schools, they have the Influence of
thelr pogsltion to help shape new collahorative and colleglal
roles. Since nérms deflne roles (Jackson, 1966), research
.t school-based norm settling can be a valuable resource for
school Improvement and restructurling of the 1990s. Data
collected In six effective Tennessee elementary schools In
1981 were analyzed to Indlicate how principals set norms, and
ldentifled which norms were used (Keedy, 1982). In thls
paper I wlll summarize thls study’s flndlngs and dlscuss

implicatlions for principal norm setting for the 1990s.

Methodol ocgy

Llterature Revlew

The llterature review ldentlfied norm settlng as a
management tool for prilncipals In effective schools, and
deflned norms.

Norm settlng. One component of principal behaviors in
effectlve schools was norm setting. At least three sets of
behaviors comprised notm setting:

(1> settlng standards of performance for teachers (K.

Clark, 1968; Wellisch et al., 1978; and Brookover et

al., 1979>;



(2> princlpals working wlth teachers to set hlgh learnlng
expectatlons for students (Austin, 1979; and Clark,
Lotto, & McCarthy, 1980>; and

(3> coordlnatlon and sequenclng of school-wlde goals and
obJectlves (Unlverslty of Indlana revlew, 1979;
BenJamln, 1980). Ideally the third set lends
speclflcation to seis one and two: If teachers are
performing and students are meeting hlgh expectatlons
set by princlpals and teachers, students should achleve
the school-wlde goals and obJectlves.

Definlition of norms. Norms are behavliorlal
expectations whlich school personnel find valuable to conform
and comply with (Homans, 1958). These expectatlons are
based on values and bellefs of school personnel. Norms are
not pollicy and regulatlons--sometlimes lgnored by effectlve
Princlpals--passed cown by the central offlce or state
department. Norms, Instead, are "“the way we do thlngs
around here" <(Lortle, 1969) for each school--produced
through princlpal-teacher Interactlons--often spontaneous
and Informal (Peterson, 1977--78). In the context of
princlpal effectlveness, norms ar: what the princlpal
requlres of teachers (K. Clark, 1969> or Etzloni’s
“normatlve Influence" (1961), "Princlpals tend to affect
teachers, who affect students (Clark, Lotto, & McCarthy,
1980>. The llterature search has ldentlfled what prlnclpals

(W



do to set norms. Fleld research |s necessary to ldentlfy

how princlpals set norms.

School Selection

Thls study addressed the norm-settlng behavlor of
- princlpals In effectlve schools ldentlfled through the Dyer
model <(Aust!n, 1979, Thls model deflned school
effectlveness by posltlve dlscreparcles~--or
reslduals--betweer. p.edlcted achlevement based on
socloeconomlc factors and actual readlng scores. Schools
having the greatest posltlve reslduals, as computed by a
regresslon formula, were chosen for thls study.

Thls study used data from the proJect, Tennessee Looks
at Iig Schools (1981), conducted by the State Testlng and
Evalvatlon Center, The Unlverslty of Tennessee, Knoxvlille.
Based on Fourth Grade Stanford Achlevement Tests, May, 1980,
slx elementary schools from Tennessee were selected for thls

study.

Regsearch Questlon #1 and Analysls:

How Do Princlpals o. Effectlve Schools Set Norms?

Behavlors collected from princlpale and teachers were
categorlzed separately Into 13 ways prlnclpals set norms.
For within-school enalysls, any category having four or more
behavlors collected from each princlpal was |llustrated

through examples drawn from the data (n=295). W!l:th teacher
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perceptlions of princlpal behavior (n=151), this cutoff was
three or more behavlors.

For among-schoolg analysis, any category used by at
least four princlpals was considered lInstrumental In norm
setting. The four categorles were Human Relatlons, Resource
Provider, Authority of Position, and Modeling. Four
technlques were analyzed as occurring In the six schools.

These four are defined below:

(a) Resource Provider
When teachers need things, the princlpal dellvers.
Resources are anything the princlpal can use to satlsfy
teacher needs: teaching materlals, meeting student
disclpline and personal needs, protectlion from parents,
ocrganizatlonal maintenance, teacher personal needs such

as sick leave, etc.

(b) Human Relatlons
The princlpal relates In ways that make teachers WANT
tc comply: They llke their principal, his attitude,
and how =/he treats them. In doing thls, princlipals
set us expectatlons by belleving and assuming the best

of teachers.



(c> Authority of Posltlion
Princlpal pulls rank (acts like the boss) to get
teacher conformity. Teachers conform becfuse the
princlpal uses fear, pressure, and unllateral declsion
making as s/he 1s responsible for the schocl’s

per formance.

(d> Mocdellng
There are two types: a consclous effort. “Look I‘m
dolng lt, certalnly I can expect you to do It." The
second type ls an unaware effort that |s communlicated
through lInteractions wlith teachers, who then do the
same thing.
Appendlx A 1llsts the nine secondary norm-settlng
behavliors of princlpals. These technlques were analyzed as

not occurring in these six schools.

The Exchapnge Svstem

Of these four technlques, Resource Provider may have
the most potential for princlpal effectlveness (Keedy,
1982a). Thls technlique relates to a concept called the
exchange gystem: Princlpals--meetirg teacher "Intrlinslc"
needs as Resource Provider--ask for norm compliance In
return. (Only then can teachers fulfill thelr psychlc
needs, producing the dally effort requlred {or good teaching

[(Lortle, 19751.>
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The potentlal of this technique has two sources.
Pecple fn general are obllgated to help thozse who help them
(Gouldner, 1960). Two, prlnclpal preparation programs do
not seem to have acknowledged thlis management concept.
Below are Impllcatlions for the exchange system and norm
setting found In the Keedy study (1982b) through the
llterature review on educationa! admlinistration} and through
fleld research.

In relating the exchange system cdescribed above to the
school settling, the more a princlpal can do for teachers--as
enabler~-the more s/he can expect In ceturn «Blumberg &
Greenfleld, 1980). Crowson and Porter-Gehrlie (1981, p. 43)
described a norm as deflning a princlpal’s obllgatlon to
teachers:

A fundamental norm of teacher-princlpa! lInteractlon is

that of respect for the professlional autonomy of the

classroom teacher. One of the princlpal’s key roles Is
the protection he affords the teacher from "outside"

Interference and the actlons he takes to ‘"back the

teacher up" In problematic situatlions.

The six prilncipals participating In the study were
observed meetlng teacher needs more than any other activity.
Many behaviors related to the teachers needs for
organlzational malntenance and stablility. The principals
were metliculous about lunch money collectlon, dlstribution

of suppl!les, keeping mimecgraph machlne In order, etc. The



six schools ran smoothly. No teachers--when Intervlewed
--complained that their school was nolisy, poorly run, or
chaotlc.

These princlpals also directly met speclflc needs of
teachers. 1In one school parents had to sign In and walt for
thelr chlldren In the school offlce. (Teachers had
complalned that ©parents were Intruding upon thelr
classrooms.? Another princlpal was an excellent fundralser.
(The money provided extra materials and equipment for
teachers.) A third princlpal was a reading speclallst who
set up Indlviduallzed programs for students. (Teachers
could go to thls princlpal wlith students having learning
problems.) A fourth princlpal was skillful at
parent-teacher-student conferences.

All slix groups of teachers--when asked how their
princlpals set norms--indicated that their principals did so
mucir for them. Two princlipals explalned the system as they
saw'lt: "To the extent you provide something for teachers,
they' 11 do something for you." "My role Is to identify
teacher needs and meet them. To the extent that I can do
beth, I can expect teachers to comply to norms defining

teaching behavlior."
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Research Questlion #2 and Analysls
What Norms Dld these Schools Observe?

A review of the llterature on effectlve schools
Identifled 35 norms used In effectlive schools. These norms
were complled Into a checkllst. Princlpals and teachers
were asked to check norms they percelved were occurring in
thelr schools. The norms were classifled Into slx grouplngs
whose descriptors deflned school roles and expectatlons.
Appendlx B shows how the 35 norms were grouped for analysls.
The two columns to the rlght Indlcate, respectively, how
many of the six prilnclpals and what percentage of the %8
teachers In the six schools percelved each norm to occur.

The analysls compared principals and teachers as
groups: At least four of the six princlpals and 70 percent
of teachers had to agree on at least two thirds of the norms
for there to be commonalty of agreement. Norm setting In
schools [s a product of principal-teacher Interactlion. A
prlﬁclpal. therefore, cannot set norms wlithout a reasonable
degree of princlpal-teachcr agreement. Foskett (1967,
however, concluded that norms were amblguous and prone to
perceptual problems. Cutoff criterla for agreement <(two
thlrds or 70 percent) compensated accordlngly for these
problems. That |s, some respondents might have falled to
percelve norms actually occurrlng. Each grouplng was
analyzed separately and follows below. Table 1 summarlzes

these data.
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’ Table 1
Summary of Between-Groups Analysis

Commonality
Grouping Number of
and Descrip<or Prins, Tchs . Agreement
One Norms defining: X X X
principal's
obligations to
teachers
Two Norms defining: X X X
teacher benavior
as professional
educator
Thres Norms defining: X X X

school's high
expectations for
students

Four Norms defining: X
how principals
affect teachers who
affect students

Five Norms defining: X
a8 principal's
authr 'ity of
position

S5ix  Norms defining: X
school climate

An "X shows that either at least four of six principals
Or 70 percent of teachers agreed with two thirds of norms
of that norm grouping, When both pPrincipals and teachers
agreed, there was conmonality of agreement,

11
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Grouplng One: Principal‘s Obllaatlons to Teachers
Princlpals and teachers both agreed with thls ¢rouping.
Principals agreed with all norms but number 16 (principals
helplng teachers In the classroom). Teachers falled to
agree with numbers 16 and 25 (princlipal should provide as
much as posslible for attalnment of learning géals set by

both princlipal and teachers).

Croupipng Two: Teacher Behavior as Professional Educator
Princlpals agreed with all of these, whereas teachers

agreed wlth all but number 1 <(reading during deslignated

perlods).

Crouping Three: School‘’s Expectatlons for Students

Again, princlpals agreed with all of these norms.
Teachers agreed with all norm except number 6 (goals .for
student achlevement sated as behavioral cbjectlives) and

number 20 (lack of student effort not to be tolerated).

Students
Desplte principal agreement on all norms, teachers
agreed wilth only numter 23 (princlpals can Increase

teachers’ sel f-concepts).

The princlpals agreed on these norms. Teachers,

however, agreed with number 18 <(principal often makes

12
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unilateral decislons), but did not agree wlth number 12
(teachet's must perform or leave?) or wlth number 28

(princlipal: There’s a correct routine for everything).

Grouplpg Six: School C,lmate

Principals agreed with all norms. Desplte hlgh
agreement on number 2 (atmosphere of dlsclplline) and number
@ (teachers do certaln things to create learning cllimate),

teachers agreed on only four of the seven norms.

Summary

Princlpals as a group agreed with all groupings.
Teachers as a group agreed wlth Grouplngs One, Two, and
Three. There was commonalty of agreement between-groups on
Crouplings: One (princlpal’s oblligations to teachers), Two
(teacher behavior as professlional educations) and Three

(school’s hlgh expectatlons for students).

Discusslon of Study Results: Impllcatlions for the

Princlpalshlip and School Restructurlng

Norm Settlipna Technlaues

These principals were careful not to get on the wrong
slde of teachers (Human Relatlions); yet they exerted thelr
authorlty (Authorlty of Position). (In fact, In at least
flve of the schools there were Involuntary reslgnatlons or

transfers of certaln teachevs.) These principals provided

13



conslderable resources for teachers (Resource Provi!der) and
modeled deslred behaviors Modellnhg); few of these behavlors

resembled Influence on Improving classroom Instructlon.

Norm Catedgorleg

These norm grouplngs Indlcated that princlpals
fulfllled obllgatlons to teachers (Group OJne), respected
teachers’ professlonal autonomy (Group Two?, and helped
deflne hlgh scnool expectatlons for students (Group Three).
Yet on norm grouplngs affectlng hlgh student achlevement
(partlcularly Group Four), there was not teacher agreement.
None of the norms deflnlng principal-teacher relatlonshlps
that mlght affect teacher-student relatlonshlps resultlng In
great student achlevement (e.g., princlpal deflnes what good
teachlng 1s) were percelved as occurrlng by teachers.
Regardling the norm grouplng Prilnclpal’s Authorlty of
Posltlon tesachers agreed wlth only one of the three norms
(regarding the rlght to make wun!lateral <declslons).
Teachers also dlsagreed wlth many of the norms comprlsling
School Cllmate <(Group Slx>, In partlcular, the norm
regardlng princlpals and teachers settlng learnlng goals for

students had the lowest teacher compliance,

Comparison of Effectlve Schools to Successful Schools Model]

These princlipals appeared to be efflclent managers but
they dld not galn teacher compllance ln arzas enabllng them

to exert Influence upon classroom Instructlon. Nor dld they

14
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exhloit the norm~-setting technigues (e.g., Appeal Persuasion

and Teacher Decislon Making/Input) conduclve to bullding

col laboratlve gstructures wlith teachers. These six
princlipals appear to flt the “strong administrative
leadershlp" type (Edmonds, 1979). Since much of the

effectlve schools lliterature has been based on urban,
(particularly elementary) schools, principals could take
control of schools (l.e., "run tight ships") and student
achlevement scores per se might surpass expectations (Clark,
1968; Levin, 1980; and Venezky & Winfleld, 1979). These
princlpals flt this description: Their schools were
observed as qulet and orderly, clean, and efflclently
managed (l.e., schedules ran on tlme). Teachers and
princlpals agreed on norms defining expectations for
teachers and students but not on norms defining principal
Influence on classroom Instructlon or prlncipal-teacher
collaboration. Flindings on norm-setting behavlors reflected
thlé dichotomy. Technigques Included Authority of Positlon
and Resource Provider but not Appeal/Persuasion or Teacher
Declslon Making/Input. Teachers dld not comply wlth norms
conduclve to princlpals exerting principal influence on
classroom instruction perhaps because the norm-setting
technliques were managerlal, not col laboratlve.These

princlpals were good managers but not lnstructlional leaders.

15



" ! ) cturlng
The model for princlpal norm-settlng behaviors for
school restructurling may be dlfferent. As we go about the
task of restructurlng schools, twoc sets of roles wlll become
particularly cruclal: those between students and teachers
and between Eeachers and prlnclpals. Inevitably, teachers
and sgstudents wlll have to change thelr tradltlonal roles:
Students wlll become more Independent learners wlth teachers
and facllltators of thls process. BenJamln (1989) cited
several educatlon futurlgsts who evoked not only actlve
learnlng for students but also partnershlp roles In whlch
gtudents would be responslble for determlining thelr learnlng
needs. Glasser (1990)> contrasted (tradltlonal) boss
management with lead management. The essentlal polnts of
lead management weré: 1> the leader engaged workers In
discusslons so that workers lnput can be considered; 2) the
leader modeled the Job so that workers see what the manager
sees |s the best way to work, but workers contlnually are
asked for lnput regardlng thelr lnput regarding best ways to
work; 3) the leader asked the workers to Inspect thelr work
for quallty, and the leader seeks constant lnput on workers’
Insight on lInspection; and 4) the leader was a facllltator
who provides workers wlth the best tools and workplace
environment.
In the successful schools of the future teacher

-pi'lnclpal relatlonshlps wlll be characterlzed by collective

16
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actlon (Gllzkman, 1989) for cooperatlive problem solving and
based on enllightened self-interest. Princlpals and teachers
each will have to glve up some turf. Teachers will glve up
thelr classroom autonomy and relate to each other as a
coheslve group (both at grade/department and the school
levels). Princlpals wlll surrender turf because they neud
thelr teachers’ perceptions on school-wlde needs and
workable strategles for improving schools.

New research needs to be done In schools currently
undergoing restructuring to ldentlfy what norm-setting
techniques and exchanges occur as princlpals and teachers
redefine thelr new roles. Data collected from one study
(Keedy, 1990 In progress) have been ldentifled for one
particlipatling principal. <(See Table 2). As teachers assume
a major role in school renewal and restructurling (Task Force
on Teaching ¢ : a Profession, 1986), do principals use a
dlfferent mix of norm-setting techniques? Do they use more
Appéal/Persuaslon and Teacher Declslon Making/Input and less
Authorlity of Positlon? How do these princlipals dlstribute
thelr resources? Do they encourage certaln teachers to
assume Informal leadership positions and Influence thelr
peers to acvept the «collective actlon necessary In
restrucwuring schools? As new roles and relatlonships are
formed, does negotlation emerge as a new technlque,
especlally as particlpating and slte-based management become

prevalent?
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Table 2
Norme for Principal 1 and His School

1

2

P

4)

SP)

Princlpal 1 demonstirates direct jnvolvement In

instructlional improvement prolJects (e.g., participation
ln week-long "personal contact’ workshop and an active
col league in Curriculum Task Force).

Principal 1 expects and even encourages teachers from
different 1lason groups to lobby (or "politick") and gain
enough support for liason group leaders (on the Executive
Council) to create a lask Force.

Princlpal 1 |s expected to deal with personnel issues
(e.g., duty schedule and homeroom asslgnment) because
Task Forces took on both of the above lssues and
"couldn’t make people any happler" than what had occurred
before the Task Forces were convened.

In the executive counclil the one-person, one-vote really
operates. (The principal 1Is a member of the Executive
Councl! and is the leader of a liason group.) When the
shared-governance structure flrst started, the teachers
were not sure they could believe this change In
governance (because Principal 1 had been rather
unilateral In his declsion-making durlilng his flirst year.)
But when the executive councl! voted 5-2 to adopt the new
dress code as recommended by the Task Force, the
princlpal accepted this declsion, even though his was one
of the two oposition votes.) This action signaled a
change to the teachers because they now knew that
Principal 1 would be a gameplayer in this new structure.

With the acceptance of the shared-governance structure,
the relationship between Princlpal 1 and teachers has
changed. Teachers go to Principal 1 less for "backing"
and mcre for advice. With more discretion to make
declslons, comes more teacher responsibillty to accept
ramiflcations of declsions. For Instance, when certain
Task Forces are not progressing, some teachers went to
Principal and sald, "What are you going to do about
this?" Prlncipal 1 replled, "Nothlng. Thls iIs your Task
Force, not mine" [I can perhaps help you but I cannct
make decisions for youl. With the passing of the new
dress code, some teachers may bring some students with
short skirts. When that happens, i1t‘’s understood that
Principal 1 is not golng to get lnvolved in measuring
minl-skirts.

18



In addltlon to norm-setting technlques, what new norms
can be ldentlfled that characterlze new relatlonshlps In
successful/restructured schools? What norms replace the
tradlt saial norms of teacher lsclatlon, teacher classroom
autonomy, and top-down declslon-maklng?

Thls study on norm-settlng by prilnclpals In effectlive
schools can serve as a blueprint for new studles. Study
findlngs can be used to construct tralning modules for
princlpals and teachers committed to restructurlng thelr
schools. Flndlngs alsc can be used to descrlbe scenarlos or
vislons of how principals and teachers relate wlth each

uther ln our schools of the future.
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APPENDIX A
) SECONDARY NORM-SETTING TECHNIQUES

Appeal/Persiasion .
Principal appeals to professional standards: Isn't this what a
good staff should do? (Teachers comply when convinced their

psychic needs will be met.) Or, principal persuades teachers
that compliance is in their best interests.

Mediator/Manipulator : '.,
Principal acts as a valve or pivot to channel feedback among

parents, students, central office and community; s/he knows when
to pass feedback along and to whom. Principal gives teachers

the impression they set norm when, in fact, the principal
initiated it. :

Normative Distribution of Resources
rincipal takes care of teachers doing good job (defined by
norms). Principal consciously:or unconsciously withholds
rescurces from teachers not conforming to norms.

Teacher as Go-Between
Principal uses a teacher to convey verbally or through modeling

the former's norm-setting expectations in situations where s/he
might be perceived as over-stepping his/her authority.

Teacher Decision Making/Input ' -
The teachers, in varying degrees, help in deciding upon a norm
(understood here is the maxim that teachers will tend to comply
and conform to a norm they help set). The principal elicits
teacher input, thereby hoping to get consensus to a normn.

Teacher Peer Pressure .
Teachers know their best group interests and pressure the few

nor-complying teachers to conform to a norm. [(The principal

is aware of this process and knows when not to interfere with
this process.)

Recruitment/Selection of Teachers
Despite being in a lower hierarchal position, the principal is
able to gain a relatively free hand from the central office in
getting good teachers. Also, the school can establish a
reputation throughout the school system for having hard-working
teachers; therefore, teachers transferred for perceived incompe-
tency do not want the central office to send them to this school.

Replacement/Transfer of Teachers

Principal replaces teacher who cannot (or will not) conform to
norms.

Use of Workbook Series

Workbooks provide quantitative specification of teacher perform-
ance expected by the principal, parents, and teachers. Workbooks

also can clarify, sequence, and coordinate grade objectives on a
school-wide basis.
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AFPENDIX B

Groupings from the Norm Checklist*

/

Prins. 1 Tchs.

Norm Number and Title neoé6 n= 9¢

Group One: Norms defining the principal's obligations to

5.

16.

17.

25,

27.

30.

teachers

The principal's responsibility is to
make the educational environment as
conducive as possible to learning in
the classrooa. 6 80

The principal should spend as much
time as possible in the classroom

helping teachers. @ @

The principal should support teachers

even if that aseans trouble from the

central office. Example: No student

shollld get special treatment just

because his father is on the board. 6 77

The principal should provide azs many
things as possible to facilitate the
attainment of these goals (learning

goals]). 6 @

The principal will b-ck the teacher

(example, if parents question grades)

if the teachers have sufficient

(e.g.» 8-10) grades for each student

per grading period. S 87

Unless there has been a ''major trans-

gression” (like failure to use school

norms), it is the principal’s

responsibility to defend the teacher. . & 73

Croup Two: Norms defining teacher behavior as professional

1.

11.

3‘.

350

sducators

Students read during designated
periods of the week. ] QB

Classroom discipline is the respon-

si1bility of that teacher, The

principal should be brought in only

when absolutely necessary. 6 90

Phvsical punishment should be used
only as a3 last resore. 6 93

Teacher plam.ing and curricular
inprovement are essential to
effective teaching. 6 92

A teacher's responsibility and
commitment extends bevond the
off{icial school hours. 6 82

Teachers should take advantage of

resource persons and teacher centers

to help them provide learning paths

for all students. 6 39
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Norm Number and Title

Prins.
n =6

V Tchs.
n - 9§

Group Three: Norms dtfinin% school's high expectations
— a

3.

10.

13.

i9.

3.

Group Four:

1.

23.

260

for students (among schools)
"We never 'write-off' or give up on
a student due to poor family
background."

The goals of student achievement are
stated in specified, behavioral
objectives. Example: by end of
grade three, 95 percent of students
should be able to get 90 percent
correct in word recognition
(excluding certified ‘leamning
disabled).

If students are not learning, it is
the school's responsibility to
improve leamming.

If students are not learning but
trying, it is the school's
responsibility to improve leaming.

The princip . and teachers share
high expectations for students’
learning in that there is always
3 need for improvement.

Certain student behavior (however
specified) is not to be tolerated
by either principals or teachers,

"We expect success from our students
and we give them immediate praise
when they are right."

"Lack of effort by any student is
not to be tolerated” (excluding
certified learning disabled).

All children shall be maintained
in regular programs to the
greatest possibl: extent,

who .ffect students

The emphasis a principal places on
student achievement a{fects
teachers' performance in classrooms.,

The principal can increase a
teacher's desire to improve student
achicvement by setrting the model
for teacher behavior,

The principal can increase teachers'
self-concepts of their ability to
improve student achievement.

The principal has defined and
identified what good teaching
is and communicates this to
teachers in the classroom.
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92

73

78
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Norms defining how principals affect teachers
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‘Prins. VA Tchs.
Noym Number and Title - n o= 6 n = 94

Group Five: Noras defining a principal's ‘authority of
position

12, "Everyone here does the job or does
not stay. If you do not perform
after all the help we coffer, you
are out, But there is nothing we
would not do for a teacher within
our ability," 4 @

18. To improve the school, the principal
often takes both the initiative and
responsibility in making unilateral
decisions, S 70

28. (The principal says): "There is a
correct routine for many things in
this school. This is exactly the
procedure for our reports (of
whatever kind)," 4

Group Six: Norms defining school clinmate

2. The principal and teachers
establish an atmosphere of
discipline and order when students
enter and leave the building, 6 9s

4., Students should always be told
whether their answers are right

or wrong, 6

9. To improve and maintain a
proper lcarning climate, teachers
are expected to do certain,
specific things. Examples are:
A, being on time
B. <change bulletin boards monthly
C. lesson plans 6 94

14, All ever:s should start promptly. 5

15, "We ave here to use as much class
time on learning tasks as possible,” 6 85

24. Principals and tcachers together set
behavioral learning goals for

students, 6 @
29. Llet's try to interrupt instructional
classroom time as little as possible. é 79

This table shows how the 35 norms were grouped for
analysis,

The data indicate how many of the six principals and
what percentage of the 98 teachers perceived each norm to
occur within their school,

.Data indicating observer agreement consisting of

fewer than four principals or 1ess than 70 percent of
teachers were circled,
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