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*ime, new problems in the relationship between principals and their

staffs, the jimpact of administrative transfer for racial .integration,
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This paper reports pre11m1nary findings of a study of urban school prlnr

cipals that still is, in progress Jhe study i$ being conducted by a multi-

_disciplinary re?Earch team from .the College of Education and the College of l'rban

. én the system,
v +

R

e

¥ id

*

Sciences at the University of Illinois at Chicago Circle.

d

{

The study is spon-

-

..

sored by %Pe Chicago Principals Association and the Chicago Board of Education.

It is funded by the Spenser Foundation through the Center for Urban Education
. 14

of the Chicago Board -of Educati:;.(See Char® One for a description of the in-

nd supporting agencies.)

v

terrelationship of researchers

/]

. . . !
Two advisory committees assist the resekrchers.

The project's grofessional

Advisory committee includes representation from the school system's central

‘offici administration, from the body of high schbol and elementary principals

Y N

L]
from the.school system's district superintendents, from the

4

officials of the @hicago Principals Association, and frowm the professional per-

sonnel of the Center for Urban Education.

Es

‘
*

Y

The setond advisory committee is represerttative of scholars who have estab- -

)

" lished reputations in research on the school principalship and/or upon the large-

city‘schooltorganization. The committee met for a day in the early Spriné
of 1977 to adv1se the co-principal 1nvest1gators on research design, theory
/ .

and methodology The committee at this f1rst meetif»was comprised of. Professors

~
-

Charles Bidwell from thg University of Chicago, Paul geterson from the University
[y

R [ - ) .
af Gpicago, Russell Spillman from Ohio State'University, and R. Bruce McPhepfon

from the University of Chicago. ' . *
4 V) . . o . .
The' primary data in this study are bbservayional descriptions of the '
. ' -

A

administrative behavior of a sample of Chicago Public\School principals. Data

\ ) . '
collection s of the "non-participant observation" variety s- involving researcher

i

. . : . %
access to the daily interactifons which characterize the principal's job. The
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CHART ONE: INTERRELATIONSHIP,OF RESEARCHERS AND SUPPORTING AGENCIES N ’
0 ? ’ \\ . - *
~ < b - -
) Supporting University\of Illinois - Ghicago Board Chicago Principals |,
Agencies at Chicago Gircle of Education Association
© {gPolicy Studips Dept., Center for Urban -
‘ Colleze of Ed. Education
' Urban Policy and Spencer Foyndation
’ . Planning, Urban
. ciences
.L ’
? " -
\% ~ : f 6 L 3
. ’ "‘{ : . -
- Role Research Team . Board of Ed. approval Support for Project,
. K CIT d . of research project, access to principalsy._
‘o . Academic Advisory : - a?cess Fo.prlnc%pals $21gQO seed money
. via administrative :
Board "Cmte. ! \
\ - . structure, $20,000
o PR funding Phase-1,
Professional Advisory . | Administrative » ’ .Principals for : »
Board Cmte. ' Supervisors . Professional
, for Professional - Advisotly Cmte.
! o Advisory Cmte.
qf } ’ ; . ya .
Product "= v Publica%ion of \ #n-service training Participation in
) Researth Re?ults S . for Chicago school Professional develop-
- - é « . D . .
Professional dournal§§ pqi?cipals Yla the . ment for pp%nc1pa1$ ]
- - . . . Administrafive Univ. |, ’ . ‘
Profesmional ‘conferences In-servic& training
) a e of Chicago Board of
s : ERIC . .principal selection
- / Educatioen . ’ .
: . ' criteria .

Instructional caseg
In-service curriculum

<




.
LY

N .

' L o . ' . - 3
research concentratés upon & small number of/principals representing différent

se_3_ . ' .o .
: oo 7 e Co

¥

.
-

~ceptions of their discret{onary authgri{y and .may display widely varying -

] ‘ - ’ , -
schogl settings and will attempt thereby to provide comparative information
on ‘administrative behavior under varying situational conditions. ,Outlined - -

- . . ' . . . .7 ' [

below in greater detail are indications of the variabled to be operationalized and

the data collection steps to be taken. T . ot S ‘

A. The Variables )

.
[ <
.

This study explores school principdls' percéptions and usage of
. » -
administrative discretion within a framework of organizational constrajnts.

It is the assumption of the study that principals will have differing per-

N ’

. A b

methods or styles of ég;roach to commor &dministrative g;oblémsﬂ

3
. The term perception® (of discretionary authority) is used to refer®
*to the expressed viewpoints as well as the altions of prencipals in dealing .

with situations requiring a knowledge of school system directives, policies,
. ¢

and procedures. It may be suggested that the princip;l's perception of his

- -

,authgrity is heavily influenced: (a) by the éepth and adequacy'bf his know-
lgdge of school Eystem rules, policies, éhd operéfiﬁg pspcedutes; (b) an

attitude or“ideology which the principal b£i;gs to'the interpretgtion of his
'fosition. Dale Mana (1576)) for examplé, fqund that pripcipals in New York
City brought three differing styles of "role orientation" Lo their jobs:

. ¢ 5
and his profes-

The "trustee" type of principal depends upoh his Yudgment

sipnal training to deciée what @s best €or his-school and

"delegate" princfpai attéﬁﬁts to undersiand\énd re}iect.th

\mwishes of his local school and-communify;.while the "Polit
styles at difﬁgrégi times, depending upon thg issue or:the

: e Sﬁ a decision (1976~ 15 - 55). In discussiﬁg‘the adminis

Y, 4

.~ ¥ A

"

.

3

" L.
communit!; tRe

e views and

»

ico" displays both

*context

.

«

trative stylke

J
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of the "politico ," Mann writes: : .
-a.politicos were ingenious about the extent to which the board's ‘
orders might be enacted. Fgr the most part’, they did not propose the
actual subventien of’ such ‘orders, a response that contributed to the
trustee'categorizatlon of those few individuals whe chose it. Ingtead
"they searchgd for ways to satisfy some amount of the directive's in-
tent without damaging their own integrity. (Mann, p. 30)

"canstraint' is used to referqto the limitations or boundaries

» R )

of organizational structure and procedure§ as wel{\as the many factors of N
. * - L] . ‘ - .

The'term

e '

communigy Pelationships which surround the principalship. There are of course
- )

legal arrangements, Jformal guidelines, governance mechanisms, and resource

capacity limitatipns (Buck, 1966) which accompany the operation of all school

systems. Petersoni(l976), influenced by‘Graham Allison, also identifies the im-
. Co ] - )
portant effects of organizational intlerests, and the shéﬁ%d values of the members

Y ~ . -
of an organizatisen -7 as well as the ‘internal conflicts and infighting which

""bedevils most }arée complex bureaucracies" (1976: 115). From the perépective ;
of the comﬁunity} th>principalsgip is c;nstrained by formal mechanisms for
neigﬂbo;hood "input" (e.g., a schooi*community édvisory council); by informal
no;ms, arrangments and personal éontaéts; By the compositign and socioeconomic_

\ . . .
make-up of the community; and by questions of conflict, representation, and control

)

within_the\community (See Mann, pp. 51-65).

- ~

The discretionary authority of the principal may be defined as a combi- _
. . - -

nation of : (a) the formally'desigqated powers and responsibilities of the prin-

cfpélship within the.school system hiegérchy, and (b) the informally esé;b-
\

L

lished %orms and interpersonal reiationships which ggrtaiﬁ to the pfincipalshib ‘
N L4 -

’ . . ) .
role. " Simpn (l965)sugg%st3'that the authority of each organization member is de-

lineated by the formal issuance of job descriptions,, duty manuals, }egulaxiphs,

L

. 5 ' N
instructions, channels of communication/clearance anﬂzzge like. He points S

[
‘

out that authority is determined as weli, however, by informal relations be-

-, . . -
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- ' . .
« tween actbrs and by distributions of power which are not specified in the
fotmal_schemé or organization (1965: 147 45148). In‘tﬁis'regard, both |

- -
“

’ Simon aﬂd-Barnardf(l93&) agree that authority depends heavily .upon conditions C. ;

4 N . L4 4

- )

of mutual "acceptance," within the superior-subordinate relationship (1965:
133 - 13&) Th&s, the pfiﬂcipalship in a largé—city school system may be °

expected to vary in .its discrégidhary authority with differences in the .

e command redationship. In Ckicago,‘each principal's immediate supervisor is
v . : ,

. . M X . . ¢ . -
one of some twenty-seveén District superintendents o6f schools. //, N

. . o -
. B. Data Collection -- Observation of Site

v

In the collection of‘data, each participating principal will be

.

. ‘ accompahied by a-fiéld'researdher for a minjmum of twelve'déys. The

. .
» e s \ L4

researcher will join principals in all of their functions and activities -- - .
? .

N

ohéerviné interactions with superiors, teachers, .pupils, and jarents; -~
.

watching how the principals handle-felephoqe conversatisns, deal with Lo

daily-"crises,'" finish routipe tasks and 'paper work;' and ‘obserwing

- how principals generally interpret and respond to the demands of admin-

‘i§tfative decision-making throughout the working day. The researcher
' } ¢ . 4

w#ll not, of course, seek to join the pxXincipal in meetings or conferences
. . .

which the princjpal deems,to be too confidential and/or sensitive for

-~
.

thﬁzpresence of an outsider. The data collected through observation is
A 4 3

to be supplemented by informal.interviews of school-teaching and non-

L 4
teaching staff. and by the examination (whenever pogsible) of school

. i . co L ‘ - )
. notices, reports, memoranda, and the like. The interviews are to be useg
. . ) ST : . . :
v N . Al - -

to solicit impresdions at the teacdhing and school staff level of thglbar—

' f .

¥ - . . -
ious, schigbl syd@em, communf%y, etc._ constraints under which each priﬁtipal
-/ ‘ ' . . : ‘ . .
. must operate. - : ' .
AN -~ . -
. \ . . , }
Al |
‘ . ‘ -
. . . \ ’
[ «W v - '
. o NP 3
QO \'\Mv}“ h . , 8 .
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;buring the course of ‘observation, each researchier will undertake the Vo
¢ LR . . . . T
. . . Lt . . . [
&ollowlng, specific data collection tasks: . : - %,

. . '

l. Maintain d "log" of each péind”pal'; working ahy‘-L wyth\indicatioﬂS‘bf
. the amount of time principals variously, allocate to: (a) a "réactivey” use of
time, where principals are responding to issues, Jevents, demands, requests)
etc. 4dnitiated by other actors; (b) a "proactive! uge of time, where prin-
B _cipals are themselves inkating demands,,actioné, and events which have.an im- .
\¥ pact upon, other actors, and (c) an "active'" use bf time, where principals are
involved in routine ,and/or system maintenance actiops only. Within'each cagego-
ry of time usage the researcher will seek tg identi¥y various rE€sources usedy .
by principals’ (e.g., telephone contacts with colleagues, meetings with ‘ .
community reprgs;ntat'ives, a personal contact at school system headquarb) ’
as wellvas any constraints experienced by principals (e.g., qugsition'from
. teachers, a veto by the district superintendent , a prohibiting board policy i N
directiv;B. In examining use of time, the reesearcher gaing, as well, an initjal
indication of the pfincggafbs perception of his or her domain of responsibilit
' and authority, Woting.with Weick that time spent in on® manner is usually at
the expense of other altérnatives.*

.
-

2. Deyelop a. "running summary" of principalship situations- and communications,
as well ag a documents file of schgol memoranda, reports, bulletins, and prin- .
cipalsh#p directives. Without using.recording devices, each cesearcher will

-~

keep as accurate a record as, possible of the comments of partie® involved :

in the principal's’various conversations, meetings, ‘corferences, and the like.

The researcher/oberserver will give special attention to as complete a por- -
trayal as possiblefof the -events, communications, deci§ions, and nuhbers of ’ .
actors involved in each instance wherein the principali is responding to or i‘s ~

* initiating action in agccordance with school system policies, directives,»and
operating procedures. '

- N
.
.

3. Conduct a daily (day's end) interview with each principal -- asking ‘
the principal to comment regarding the problemati¢ nature of the day's .tasks |,
rand events, the constraints he or she believéd himself or herself to be under
-~ in accomplishing each task, the resources he or ‘she believed it was possible
to bring to bear,. and his or her sense of task égeas of the day in which it is
felt the 'principalship role can be effective and where.it is less effective.
Principals will be asked partjcularly tp/%eview their understanding of board -
policiess rules, and procedures which apply to the events of the day -- and
to explain their view of. the latitude permitted the principal in dealing with
each event. ] h Y

) ' i -
] .

l

A

-
\

C. Pilot Study . .
. € - N

In Spring, 1977 a pilot -study was undettaken by the research team to deter-

o _mine thg feasibility of the iropoéed Zesearch. Two volunteer .subjects were se-

. .

- -

lected from a pool of fourteen volunteer principals. One gubject was a black .

, female principal whose school was in a housing project,poﬁulated totally by
, .

" *Karl Weick writes: "The basic methodological point is that if one wishes
to gbserve loose coupling, then he has to see both what 18 and/is not being done: \ "
‘o The general idea is that tipe speni on one activity is time spent away from a

EMCH ! qecond activity". = (1976: ‘10). ¢ )

.
= .4 - -

. i . . r
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‘black familjes< She was in her second year 'as principal and had ‘'beep chosen by,

L]

. - P . [ L ¢ o .
of a school in the same district. The other subject was a white f%;

—

male incipal of an elementary school which served a black lower;middle class

* commuynity. She haq been principal at the school for many years. She had been

/ § » -
appointed principal after gaining eligibility for ‘a principalship and moving

up the eligibility list as openings occurred for principals in thg system.

Each of the three Co-Principal Investigators from the research team ob-

served both principals for three days. To.the extent that it was possible, the,

’ |

’twelve days observing each pilot subject were sequential. Each researcher

2
took extensive notes in the field for constructing the running summary, time
. , . ) . ‘ .
notations for events, and interview materigl. Each researcher was responsible
. .
for writing up field notes so that tHey could be distributed to other team
. / . ¥y €

members. After reading one another's data, the team‘participatéd in several -

i . o . :
discussions assegsing the means of data colléction. .

Cl. Practical Issues “ T 7

~

L]

¢ .

Oné concern that team members shared with the academic advisory board was

Y

whether it would be practical t® observe a subject for an entire day. All three

- ‘ 4

team members found that it was possible for them to céllqct data all day longz

> *
but that the t¥sk of writing up field notes and the physical exertion required

in the field made it difficult.to collect data on sequential days. It was de-

H f . /7
cided, herefore, that researchers would observe principals for pne or two
- ‘ , . N N — —_ . ‘ ‘ n‘
days per week over several months, rather than in sequence, * ,
) . . .

2 Another .concern that teap member$ shared with the acad®mic,advisory board

» was.the reliability of data collected by different researchers for devepoping
' A . -
case studies'iq administrative modes. The Pilot study showed that, althqugh

’

\

*

.
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g P
. _ different team members were sensitive to different igécific aspedts of the 1
.. - . . (GRS .
subjects' administrative techniques, the 'general description that é&merged of
. . tos Y -
.

* the principal was similar from observer to observer. For example, the f0llow-

: ¥
ing bbseryﬁtions ;ere madg,by two‘different observers of)the same brincigal on -+
o twg sepatate ‘days. They refgr to a system of agressive pagrol that this

4 e .
' Principal used to control étudent movement in the'hallways. 4

- . Sample 1: '"Back in schgol walks around bldg. first, catches
some boys outside, tells them to report to her office. Con- . -
tinues her tour of school -- finds-library books all over. /, P
second floor hallway, checks with nurse on boy with hurt Hang , ’
discusses whether tetanus needed. Checks some additional
classrooms and hallways -- asking kids whexe they're going,
etc. Picks up papér-'and scraps in hallway continuously. .
Returns to office -- filled with kids sent to principal. -
, ) ) . o
Sample 2: "We find some kids in thé‘dkstairs hall. As‘ asual,
M stops and picks up paper lig;zfing the hall. We stafid at '
thé top of the stairs as kids come up.. M asks for quiet and
for_them'to "slow down." She stops two boys -- one who did not
turn in 10 rules he was askedgto write as a punishment that '
were due yesterday. She sends one,of the boys to the principal's
office.« She stops a girl in the hall and sends her back to her
class to get ;a~pass. A girl with a note comes to M and explains
that she was.hit with a plastic bat. M goes to gel ice to put
. on the sore spot.

- .

t

~

n the néxt example, two different researchers, on two different days collected
. . 3

- b

similar information about another principal'§ concern for security of equipment
and expanding schooi facilities. =~ - . g
] ’ .
. .
) Sample 1: (12:45) We go to an assembly. On the way we run_infb

the lunchroom cook about the delivery ofea stove -- they are trying
to prepare a kitchen ?Q that they can give hot lunches. (Now the

A children eat bag lunches). . . (1:35) We head back to the Prn. Office,
but run into some older boys who ame entering the building. They
say they want<to get some water._ K tells them to leave the building..
She 1s concerned about the setur';y,in the building, particularly the
equipment being put into the new kitcheg. She tells a, Security Guar ‘s
fto keep the boys from going into the building. .

.. Sample 2: Oﬁ_way,back to the office,'stop“d at the gym -- where a
. kitchen for hot lunches is being built in the old locker room. A
e . refrigerator was left in the hall -- sHe's concerned that the'ﬂhing

be firmly locked -- doors can't be opened, A number of, children are
-~ -

.
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) . . . :
thaving breakfast 1n the gym -~ goe§ in to check,, look over them, and :

talks briefly with staff Mentions she's been.trying to gét the
kitchen én fog two)years now and it's got to be in by Sept. 'Has to K .

pugh it contlnuqusly, and is concerned about .the work gettipg dqpe.
R ‘y- ,q . . . toas
In no case’ did te#m meﬁberf‘have opposing’ concepts of ‘the administrative ] R ~
. concerns and tec&quues ofafhe Lwo P1Lpt subJects. to ‘," . . R ‘
N , "x ) ” AS R ' . ' ;...'

- "‘ﬂ/thlxd questlon‘that “tean members: ha&‘&ms whether"It was best- fﬁf LA
P researcher’ to obsegve one principal throughout the nguence, or whether more.

. . - I " 7 4 ) : D
than J;e team member should observe tHe™shme principaP®.-- This question was .
T - 4 N . !
decided after consulting the ﬁYoféssional advﬂ%ory bbard. " Principalgs fe}t. .
. . . .
. . . Sy - _ ] , |
that a second researcher on a site would only "cover the same ground" that
v . 13 . .
. - B . . ) . P B ,
the first researcher on site had recorded. They recommended one researcher 5,
1] - < A ’ %
per site to get in-dept.&data. The research team felt that .on-site intekrviews,
. - .o -
. . oo s '
in particular, would be mo! successful if“pne researcher had the ofPportunity

S FY . -
[ g . v . ] - 4

to develop—a consistert relationship with a subject. It was decideq,.thereﬁore,'

. . 3 - B . 3 N 1
- - -
S , that, one researcher would observe each subject. -~ -

- ~

A fourth question ca:ferned the spontaneity of intkraction in the.

presence of an outside observer. As a protection for human subjeats, -it is N .
-
‘ . . ®
necessary to inform persons”interacting with the principal, that’ they arg - .
/ . C
- .~
being observed for the pufgbs of a vesearch project. We instructed the

.

. -, v
principals tp briefly state h sentence to.the effect that "X is from the %, -.

UniVersity of Illinois and is observing me for a research project, would you

\ : .3 S

object to him/her staqug in the room while we talk?" We also asked the

principals to introduce us to the faculty as a whole or in groups;so ‘that

. y . : Lo

’ . they would realize who we were and it would.not be necessary for,the principal
. 1 v N

. N - ‘. ’

: ; oy y . .
to interrupt short, quick interactions with faculty to exﬁlain our presdnde.
N . . . - N . .

We also told the pqincipaf that %f at amy time they felt that an intéraction

’

’ mas too sefBitive for the preseﬁce of an observer, that they shopld feel free
. ’ T e ’ ..

. .

FRIC | .z ‘ ST

~ . -
. ‘ .n
PAruText provided by nic [ B @ - ) . . . . o -
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‘ o --1p- - ‘ o
- * ) ‘14 ' ' .- e . ’ \-
: to ask us to leave f%‘ a few m&nuteq. . s .
Ny | , “ . < ) . . ’
. " . . Thé experience during the Pilot was that we were only asked to femove > S
. - ; . " - ~
., durselves “on two brief occasions ih twenty-four days. Both instances involved -
. .~. ~ . - < v ' -’ ; ° :

. sy .
a personnel problems; No parent or faculty member denied permission for us .

to observe. In some cases the presence of the observer did seem to effect ! ' M

L . . : - ’

' ’ M . * F) 2 M
the sSpontaneity of the interaction in that it became strained, or was cut off
abrubtly. There were a few instances whefe P

T & .
e ‘out-0f-school in order to’ avoid thé presenc

sons approached the principal
4
cher. %e learned
. ) R .
of these events from thbﬁgﬁiﬁcipals, hoth of ywhom were willing -to givevﬂs a
Dt :

%

g ~

summary of the events that we missed. In spite of these examples of the, ddta .
- = . , a’ \"

.

thdt we did not get, there were in excess of one-hundred hours of interaction

observed; most of it following the fast péced rhythMof school events,‘teacher'

. - . 1 R <
S . conferences, parent conferentes, multij-distiplinary staffings,'and me€tings at

the District Office level. , ) - . %

R C2. Data Collection Tasks |, #fy ‘o ”: . ) i

S . = '( ! . ‘ v

The secénd focus of the Pilot Study was to examine the nature and qpallty

L ~ - a

of 'the data. that would be gathered through our ou‘ervatlonal methods. On

. ) R .o
: ‘(\ site, researchers kept a running summary of:évents\yhiie meking notations of -
© i ! , ' ‘ - . ' ‘
. times corresponding to these events in the left hand margin. In this manner )
"

the data' for, the "log" and the 'runnimg summary'' ére”colieqted,concurrently.

* . : - ' ) . . * . L ' N
Time qﬂ}atlons‘are made at the beginning and conclus1on‘of'§fch "event'. Some

.
P, »

events conclude,within a few-minutes, others may last the hgfter park-of an
- > L

+ hour. Affer the Pilot‘studYT a protoeol was adopted by’ the stéff for use in “"~

3y . -

c ’wﬁ&ting up field notes. It is adagted from a protocoY.used by*Ray Rist. The .

-
.

& " , ! v . "

'% format for the protocol is reproduced on the following page: . .

E lC s N ' . ) . 2 \‘"):1 R F oo ;_ .'v- g -"! 5 I SN

Pt i 4“g”
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Protocol Number:
Name of Researcher:
Date of Observation:

Subject of Observation: ) . v ' °
. A ’ N . . » L 4 -
* . X Time . , Narrative
.. 3
B | ST o 1. (Running summary will be .
. .. . - _ ) double spaced, with each (.
PR G ‘2. line numbered for reference
) n oo . during analysis).
3.
" 4.

) <, ¥
Subsequent pages are identified ‘according te Page Number and Protoco} Number

.

>, in the uppef feft hand column. Write ups are typed in this form by a secre-

tary from either dictaphone tapes or hand written materials prepared by each

researcher. - . ‘ C e

The daily intervigw with the principal evolved in two forms. It was
3

e ,
possiblg on most days to spend some time at the end of the day to diﬁpuss the'

.events of the day with the principal. Not only‘did this lead'to additional

1nform%§10n about events, but it also led to information about the principal's-

g

attitudes and beliefs about school‘administration. It also wassleérned,“howevqr,

—— - . *

.that the subject began to offer a running commentary on events asasthey took
« N -

v . place. While golng from place to pLace, or when there‘was a pause in the
( 'y « /'

[N

action, both Principals began to use this time to fill the résearchers in on

previous and related events to the action. Frequently the principal would

.

?k offer information as to hé;/zéﬁg;ns for doing th!hgs as she was doing them.

She also often offered insight into what effect she predicted her actlons

would have,/;:;\opinions of the people she "had just" or was "about to" inter-"
qsp with, or her feelings 'about the situations in whicH she found herself.

N - * . t . -
These action interviews often geemed to offer some of the most cangid and indight-

. [.J

fql moments on site. In the following example from these field data, the principal

- hears a parent's complaint about a teacher, and then .takes advantage of a
brief break in contact .with the parent to offer her opinion regarding the
Q . . N i

14
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

_12_ ‘

situation to the researcher. - _ °§
1o . ‘ - ‘
The principal in this example is a black female of a school
with pre-school and primary grade programs. The student body is
- totally balck and is drawn from one of Chicago's housing prOJects
The project has a reputation in the city for ‘its extreme poverty
and high lrime. She has a Ph.D. from a major research university
and is addressed within the.school as Dr. Robinson.* She raised -
“her family in the general area, but not in the project; and still
lives-a fgw mlles from the school. During her stay, the achievement
scores of the gtudents have improved significantly -- part1cualry‘5n
the pre-schoolk She is youthful, energetic and seems to be very
well liked by the students. She also has an active parent's.,associ-
ation -- something that never had been .true of this area before she
became préncipal. ,The follow1ng incident occurred during the .
third day of” the second week she was being observed.

It is just after 10:30 A.M. Dr. Robinsom and I are in her
office where a meeting with the school social workeh has just con-
cluded. A mother comes into the office with her young male child.
His name is Jordan ‘Russel. Mrs. Russel tells ys that Jordan came
home last nlght with dried blood in his nose. When she asked him .
about it he ‘told her that his teacher, Mrs. Briggs, hit him on the
nose with. a-ruler. ) ‘

Dr. Robinson ‘asks Jordan to come to her. She sits in the -

chair beside her desk and he stands-directly in front of her. They ’,

“are fac@ to face. Her tone is soft and ‘gentle as she asks him to

tell her what happened: . . -
A o . '

Jordan answers, "That boy was talking to me.'**

v _ What boy? ‘asks Dr.béobinson. .
Tony, he gays. ‘ ’
: l What was he talking about, she wants to kpow. ‘
‘ Caeper. ’
- ’A Cartoop? ) i
) ’ ) Yes. + <
. ‘ . Y
What were you supposed to be doing?
- . Doing work, he_saysi'
a _ And the teacher, .She did what? She asks.
' \ a %he tacher pit me acrqss the 'nose with a ruler.

r3

*Not her real namg., All namés‘have been changed to(protect the identity of

subjects Some circumstances ave been alter(d for the’ same purpose.
(
**Words in quotes are“direct, otherwise d1alog e is paraphrase

15
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'

G 3 Did it "hurt? she asks. ;
Uh huh. oy
Did it bleed a lot? : ’
. \ -ed a 1o
T ’ @ﬁé"lOt of blood came up. . " ] .
. ‘What did the teacher do?
v Put a towell on it.
N (/x/" e ' ' ]
-\\ Qj/&as your nose swollen?
. "No., |
. . “ .
- She hit hard enough t#stake your nose bleed, and
" thdre was not redness or swelling? she inquires.
+ ~ -
/
/ At this point tife child's mother interrupts and says to Dr. Robinson
that "it.was red last night," Dr. Robinson turns back to Jordan and
askd hin, égid’xpu cry?" : .
} T .
“ Yes, he responds.
. . » : .
4 How much, a lot? )
No!

«y\h v s

Did you cfg whén‘she hit you?

]
‘ No (he reverses his position.)

-4
All that ,blood, and none on your clothes? she asks.
- e . ' e
- " Jordan sdys nething, but starts to say Uh, uh, uh, uh.
c + - Did the other children see it? Dr% Robinson asks.

~ ,/;Yes. ¢ - .
N 1 . .
N i . N - <

‘ What will they tell me,. will they -tell mesthe same
thing? she asks. ’
'\\\._,///////"‘ ! ' L
: No, he shahgs his head. 4 f’\ )
, You know that I'm going to ask them, don't you?
Don't you think.they will tell the truf?@" :

Yes, he séys. S Lo N
. ° »
> . Well, then, what will they say? h
, ' ’ -

"The teacher hit me across the nose.'". Ke says. - ‘g,
1]

og
IS




. -14- : . ) .
N What were yau déing when,she hit yau?
- ,
i * Nothing. .
A You mean that you weren't talking and she hit you,
. , and Tony was talking and she didn't hit Timy7
N 4
] I don't know, h says. .
. S ) s ﬁ ‘ (\ X
. ~ +Did the teacher hit you before? She asks. ..
. . ~ Co#
He says, Yes, right here, and points to his leg.
/

His mpther injects here that the last time he complained that the teacher
had hit him she found a mark on his leg that stayed for a week. Mrs.
Russel explains that she didn't come to school the first time because
Jordan was hit on .the leg, and then she adds, "but I don't think-

she had any, business to hit his face." Dr. Robinsén turns to Jordan -
. and asks, ''Did she ever hit you on the fﬁfe before?" . . e
H
- No, he replies.
L »

Dr. Robinson stands,and says, 'Let's go see the teacher."

She_explains to Mrs. Russel that Jordan's class 4ds taking aehievsment

tests now, so they will have to wait about ten mihutes before they can

talk with the teacher. Dr. Robinson asks the mother "Can you wait that.

y 4 ‘long?" She says thatushe can. o

’ Jordan and Mr§. Russel leave the office to wait in the hall.. Dr.
Robinson turns to me and says, "I have told her before, put that ruler
down." She adds that she has warned Mrs. Briggs that if she teaches with
a ruler in her hand, it is only a matter of time before' she strikes a
child with it. She tells me that she thinks the situation is more dif-
ficult because it involves a wn}te teacher and a black student. She also’
tells me that unless she feels that there has been & "major transgres31on,
it is her responsibility' to defend her teacher.

The kind of data collected through obsergation in this study-ptovéd to

-~ - -~ o« . . .

-
L] \ s n
include: the amount of time spent on each event and-a sequence of events, a‘*

! runming accoun&escribing the various events, exact wording ‘and paraphrase

used by the principal and others during interaction, and interview material

from the princiﬁal obtained either-after a day's events or during brieéf breaks

in the action.\ ) )
; . . ] .
: \ D. Data Collection -- Supplimentary -

As a supplemént to the observations of principalship behavior, the

-

research team will undertake three additional data collection activities.

»

First,'the researchers will review‘in'detail statements of ﬁﬁér?’policy, ad-l

.

ministrative guidelihes, contraétural arrangements, data collection and

‘ . 17 , o : ‘
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c e

L. .. .
. straints which have surrounded tHe principal in each situation,sas well as

- .
‘ < . “ - .
B .
» . -15- . « . ;

. N -

, «

‘reporting procedures, channels for administrative ''clearances,'" headquarters

and regional office memor&nda, etc. --'which provide the school system's
. - - _ 1 i -

formalized framgwork'for'the principalship. The focus will be upon those

- - .

. ! [N
ruwles, procedures, guidelines, and the like which pertain to issues and agtions

* (e.g., pupil discipline problems, a t!kchkr'transfer matter) which aré'uhde;

~ . e
L4 -
“

current tbservation in the schools. . . . . “

s

Second, the researchers will conduct 'a series of interviews with admin-
g "

istrative and supervisory personrdel (other than principals) throughodt the

school system hierarchy. ThQSEefﬁtors (e.g., area superintendents, budget /and

) . ‘

personnel officers, curriculum directors, the general superintendefft and his

various deputy superintendents) will be asked for (a) their perceptiOngabf the

1
4

discretionary aythority Of~§be prineipal vis-a-visvselected issues and admin-

’

. N ~ ’

. ‘ R ’
istrative actions; (b) their\essessment of both the normative and prganizational/

constraints which surround.the work of the principal; and (c) their understand-

e »

' ¢
ing, knowledge, and ways of learning about events #&nd activities within,;he

3
N kN

individual schools.

0

Third, the’ research team will carry&%n a series of continuing informal

»

6/~

discudsions with an advisory committee’composed of representative ptincipals

' N . .
. and area superintendents, plus selected other representatives of both "head-

’

quérters? gnd the Principals Association. As issues and events are observed
in the schools, they will be brougﬁt pe}iodiéaily before the advisory committee

for review =- asking the committee'to indicate their perceptions of, the con-
- ) ' :

. e . 9 L. v .
the resources which he or she could have brought to bear upon the s¥tuation.

1 A 3 -
. .

s

~
E. Selection of Research Sample

7. . » B -

. The Chi%égo Public School system, one of the nation's largest urban

.

-

\ . \
o
. -

school systems, H;s 540 schools. Of these}/66'ane high schools and ﬁ74 are

[

'

*
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

- ; -16_ } . .

elementary schools. Our goal was to select a ‘Sample oool of elementary and

\ ¥ .2 ) N ] /

+  high schools'that would reflect the diversity of Setting‘and subjects found
- . .

.; e1ght) and* h1gh schools (grade 9T} 12), there is d1vers1ty among schools-in -

-~ .
'

in th1s urban school system® . ’ .
. .o‘ ! '

TEL. . The Setting' J ' I A _

~ - -

J’As1de from the comnon group1ng’of schools into elementary (up to grade'

» 2 ) ’” ‘\

. J hd
the sxstem. "In .the Ch1dago Public Schdbls there are branch schools, schools

3 ) il

t
with child-parent centens, schoqls for the handicapped, vocational schools,

large schobls:'smarltsghpofsW oben campus schools.and‘closea campus schools,

. \ . 1] [
. ESEA schools w1t$ exfensave federah fund&ng,.sdhools in h1gh r1ses /schools

‘0 "
L - \
Q' - : ’ e,

*with multlple bu1ld1ng campuses, new schools, old schools, magnet schools,
. ) m . . ! ' >
rehab111tatfon schooIS, bommercral schOols, téchn1cal schools, deustment

- PN >

. schools- and alter‘natuVe ,Schcgls The e‘gonomlc- andfthnm "context varies -

| %

within t-:he-syst&x?‘q Schools serve profess;onal commhn1§1esk middle[claSS com-

" . . AR T O s . . - < " .
. munitieS;*hoWsing=pr03ecgs, ahd . port of~entry~c0mmun1t1es Whereas some !
. BN o - : R ;o [
e ’ N . ) ) .

} communities havé‘a §tabla_populaEion, dthens ate.inltrangition.‘ - Lo, ),
° . ’ ‘A ' . :, , . s ."_' . ) . ~ a : Py
2.0 The Suhjects( e . .UL"Q B ! -

LI * ‘_.; to- R . . ' R o

- T Although most of t e~I1terature ‘on. school adquistrat1on deScr1bes a
R \M\\' R " . .l- 5
principal who 1s both’whgte‘and male; one haff of the pr1nc19als in the’ Chicago
- ~-
’ Publ1c School syétem do th fall 1nto this category. The follow1ng Jdata . .
N » " R . ‘. " '] l.
deScr1be the SUbJéCt populatlpn as Of May 1977 . . B
+ - ) A b ) " - ".' ~ v
T T Race of SubJect Pogglat1on AR : , /
:(v' . ‘e * ‘. . ! -
AP - " ihite K ' . 71.7 percent ..Z‘)r’ f/,
- . - 8lack A ' Z],Z : . i
. < P - Hispanjc.' -, .9 s N
’ ' L Asian - L2 :
» . ,. “ ST :
‘ . < .. Bex of Subject Population . g" N = R
i , ) . 4 - ¢ .
: oA Male R .* 6614 percent K
R , _ Femal'e 33.6, - : . "
3 S T :
, [ - M £
' ‘ . - . 19 , - 1 " ¢ . )
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» ~ Subject Population by Race and Sex - ‘ . ,

‘ White males T . 4?.2 percent . L

-3 B .Black males ' - ,16:5 et T . .
’ Hispanic males Ty ) 2

. Asian males’ - "
) - White females . . 22.
- ' Black femdles - . -« "10.
, . . Hispanic fefiales
Asian females® 0.

EoiNe N W M)
-

- <

In selecting a sample pool, the goal was fo identify subjects that reflected
Y . .the’variety of principals and settings found within the «Chicago Publi¢ School ,

system. We hoped to obtain two kinds of data. First, we wanted a'discription

of school administration in urban/;yspehs.whibh rapresents a greater variety

’

X S o

- Second, we wanted to gbserve interaction between ‘the' central adhinistration

. C 4o, A C . .
in race and sex of principals tha4n is currently‘yeflected in the literature. '

] >
. A ] . . ) .
and the on-line administratoor in a.varity of school settings.
L4
-~ ‘ . L4
The subject pool. 'The pool of Subjects was selected in two stages.

- ¢

- - 2 . 1¥ N
Stage one involved the classification of elementary schools according to *
' oo : -

size,. gedgfaphic location, and the mobi}i;y of student population. l v

- ' ‘ - School Size: Small, medium and large schJols

.7 ® . were identified for both elememtary and high
. © -school's. Classification was as follows:

.

- Large, elementary " over 847 students
> Medium, elementary 577 - 846 students \
S ' Small, elementary ’ below 577 students

. L. Ga&grapﬁic,Locatibn:‘ There are 27 school districts

‘ : in the Chicago Public Schools. .Districts afe * |
drawn Jsgeograph,ic:ally. Each school~ was ident4fied .
- * by sthool distrigtq - ) ¢ )

A

’ ’ MoBility:” Schools with high, medium and lew . ] .
) student mobility were defined according to . SR
- the number of students leaving and new students

_ enrolling in the amual school population.’ : ) e

. . \< Classification wias as follows:

o ' . ~ .

High student mobility * over 3Q percent .+
Medium student mbbility 20 - 29 percent A ‘
Low student mobility - under 20 percent .

.- s LY
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* THE CHICAGO PRINCIPALS STUDY ;)~‘ l June 1977 ' o
L] . ‘ N 3 - > . - ! ‘
THE VARTABLES GFPID .
€ t I3 - :
- ,
- ‘ . - - ' 9
. TYPE OF SCHOOL SCHOOL POPHLATION/STAFF CHARACTEFISTICS : ,
. . . X - -
E\Zollment "+ ", High Student ' Medium Student ! Low Student
‘ Sike of } Mobility " Mobility Mobility
3 ' Schqoil , (Over 30%) . ‘1 (20-29.92) (Below 20%)
- ) ' N
S . SR —+ -
Elementary Schools Large : ,
(K-8 or less)’ (over 847 studerts): n=62 : n=55 n=41
. . ) \‘\
a T A s S
AN Medium ! N g
(577-846 stucents) n=50 | . n=50 n=57 |
. . - \
‘ — i S B —
0 f
/ Small ) o
(below 577 students) | n=47 n=41. | n=71
[ —— ) S - e A - -
] - s R S
*
Secondary Schools Large . (over 25%) (15-22%) , (below 15%)
(9=12) (over 2300 students) ; .n=6 : n=7 . n=10
I ] . el
t ! »
Mecdium ; ) - N
(1800-2299 students) . n=10 ' n=4 , X n=7
* '
—-- - — =~ - —--—~~--|— -- —r— ==
Smell 4 X ) .
(under 1800 students) n=7 n=11 n=4
. .
L} l§ . .
, . »
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Using the categorie¢, nine cells were created for elementary schools and

nine cells were created for high schools.

In preparation for Stage two, a list was made for each cell of the

schools in the cell. The éeogfaphic school district was listed next to ihe
namé of each school. These materiéls were p{gsenfed to she professional
advisory board. .

Duri?g Stage two, the advisory board was asked to select 5 schools

from each elementary cell and two schools from each sgcondéry cell. They

were asked to use their knowledge of the specific schools and their prin-

cipals to help identify a variety of subjects and-settings. Thef were also

asked to select subjects from every geographic district in the system.

»

The university research team met joitfly with the professional advisory
committée during the selection process. The resulting subject pool was some-

what larger than originally requested. Six schools were selected from elemen-
) . -
tary cells one and three. Five schools were selected from each remaining

elementary cell. One<secondary school was.selected from cell 5; two from cells
3, 4, and 8; three from cells 1, 2, 6, and 7; and four from cell 8. The variation

is the result of tfre advisory board's enthusiasm to make sure that the 'sample
y K
"lh"’

included a full reflection of the variety of subjects and settings abundant
in the Chicago Public School system. The total subject pool is 47 elementary
school principals, 23 high school principals, for a total of 69 subjects.

Schools were selected from each of the 27 geographic di§£ricts. Subjects

* . [}
N

were selected from this subject pool, Four initial subjects were selected

because they were new to their school. This included one black female, one
. Cae : .
black male, and one hispanic, female, all of whom were newly assignéd to their

school. A white female was selected becauge she had newly acquired a branch
. ‘
school in addition to her continued assignment as principal of an elementary

school. ' -
[

23
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Unlike the Pilot gubjects, these pripcipals were not volunteers. The

following system was used to contact them and'pursyade them to participate in
the'study. First, each principal was phoned by the President 'of the Chicago

Principals Association and invited to participaté in the study. In addition
- .

to describing the study, the. Bresident told them that the study was sponsored
by the Chciago Principals Association and that it had centributed seed money

to financing the study. All four principals agreed to participate in the

study.
Second, the district superintendent of each principal's district was
. ] :
contactad by the Directdr of the Center for Urban Education of the Chicago

Board of Education. They wefe'asked to give their permission for the principal

they supervised to participéte in the study. One District Superiﬁtendent
refused‘permission on the basis that the subje?t was running for political
office in the district. Ihe District Superintendent was willing to let other
principals in the district participate in the study, however.

Letters were sent to the three remaining subjects,bojficially inviting
14 - / .

them te participate in the study and signed by the rgsearéﬁ team members.
The letter also invited them to attend a meeting with the research team where
the study would be described in detail and they would have an opportunity to

ask questions of the research staff. All three attended the meeting. Within

two weeks members of the research team were on site co}lecting data on the

. s I3

initial group.

Once the initial group was uhder way,ga second group was selected. One
. »

-

rd
was a white female who was newly assigned to a school. She was selected from
\

the same cell as the subject from the initial group who was denied permission

to participate by the Dfstrict'superintendeng. Four principals were selected

\

'“pecause they had been at their schools for a minimum of five years. This

v}

. | ", I,’ 24
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. .
sample included two white males (one ‘elementary and one high school), one *

white female and one black female. The sample population for the study i%

-

summarizeg on fhe following page.
f - ’

This second group of principals was contacted in the same manner as

L
L3

the first.group. All five agreed to participate in the study. Their District

1

Superintendents all granted permission for them to participate. Only two

»

attended the orientation meeting. The others said that they were too busy

4 1Y

to come to a meeting, but observations could begin at the convenience of the

Ui . )

research team.

F. Preliminary Findings

As of 'mid-January, 1978, seven research sties have been activated and
thirty—six days of observation have been completed by the co-principal -

investigators. As is comsistent with this type of research, topics of analysié .

: ' '
and early interpretations of events have begun to emerge. These will be
]

' ' ¥ . .
examined more closely and tested through unobtrusive means during the re

\ .
of the data collection phase. Tha# are presented here for the purpose o

. .
gaining feedback from professional €olleagues. Observations concerning the

s ’
pertiption and accuracy of data, and theory relevant-to these data are iqyited.

\

1. The principal's use of time has, emerged as a focus for study. Many

tasks are completed in under three minutes through conversations with staff.

. . , N
fellow principals, and others. We are seeking to’understand the -effect of

these quick exchanges on establishing and maintaining long termepolicy trends

P .

withfﬁ a school. We also are trying to distinguish between the nature of ™

these tasks and those tasks which mist be completed over longer periods of

time. Another observation is that principals in the sample seem’to stick

with a task until it is completed, become frustrated with tgsks that cannot

-

- 25 y
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Type of School

- Code - Cell Sex Race of Principal Race-of Studénts * Experience
. *in School N
. © 4
. , ' - . |
A 5 - 8 F White - 75% 'Black’ . New Elementary
237% Hispanic Branch *
. B EQ 12 M Black White Ney 9/77 " Elementary
. ' : Y .
e 8, 12 F Black White New 9/77 High School
. . s
D i 5-. F "Hispanic 37% Hi§pénic New 9/77 Elementary -
- (permission denied by D.S.) ‘60%, Black ® . '
. S - <. .
E 1~ 13 ® @F "White Black New 9/77 High Schopl
. . . .:;r NY .
F 7 4 , M White . White =5 years . High School
. . - . ',.‘- 5
< p
G 6 7. . F White White >5 yéars _ . Elememtary
L}
H O 7 22 F Black Black ' ] >5 years, ' Elementary
. - .
. : . \Y -
IN~- 5 .11- M White Black =5 years Elementary
v ¥ ' ’ ~ ’
3 - »
v P .
; / ’ ) ! L4 Y A
. ’ - . ‘ '.
’\ e . ) v b ’, ’ M
bd + "'- - 1
. | - _) KN
. . : ’. S
. e *
. i 4 ”
3 "I
-~ . - * v . v -
“ . . S ) . » \2 7
) - \ . . o '
20 > bt ' M - - » [ ; »
) - & N - »
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be completed immediagSIy, and consciously expose themselves to situations

where new tasks are likely to emerge. '
’ . .
2. Current trends in school management have introduced new problems I

™ into the relatiohship of pringifgls to their staff. Uncertified staff such as

[ ‘teacher aides, CETA wor ‘fg—/parent volunteers, security police, and main-
- ’ ]

- tenance engineers in schools frequently are in conflict with the certified
. . L4 _

’ E 3 -
educational staff. The principal is expected to resolve these tensions.

For example, security staff sometimes challenge the dispdsition of student

L]

.
Fl

. - ] 3 ]
cases referred for discipline. Teacher aides are sometimes assigned respon-

sibility by teachers in excess of their job description. Parent volunteers

- . '
are sometimes assertive in their criticism of specific teachers. We are
| - — . e

documenting and analyzing such_cenflicts and the response that principals

e

- give to them. , ) . -~ . . . &

Reductions in staff due to dropping enrollment and fina%fial probleﬁs
. / ’

threaten staff-morale throughout the school system. Staff fear being "bumpped" -

from their positions by persgns with greater seniority. In Chicago, large’
. . numbers of. teachers have been transferred to other schools within' the system

L 4

in order to enhance racial integration of faculty. Both-teacher transfers and

~—

4

‘ oo position ciosings operate within a tangle of new, complex policy guidelines.
Withid these guidelines, principals must negotiate conflicting demands.
They must welcome new facult; to their school and ease their transition into

a new position, but they musi also detect unsatisfactory new faculty and find
. , -
means of weeding them from the staff. They must cooperate with the Central

Administration in implementing policies that close out positions, while
£
' . - ¥ .
keeping the trust and cbnfidence of their staff. There are mahy differences
LA 1 .

between initiating inexperienced faculty into a school staff, and accepting ¢

'
|“ w .
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experienced faculty, many of whom arrive mid-year, Qho join the staff as the

- - - 4

. ) .
result of administrative tfansfe{s. Principals May require new skills to work

- '

with-transferred faculty. . P o g :

v ~

The standardization of curricula system-widé has introduced new problems

.

. . . } ~
in-.schoolsg, wheré faculties are accustomed to_designing their own systems of

.
L]

instructdion, testing and record mainténance a Principals respond differently
. ’

to these demands by the Central Administration These differerices are being

-

observed and documented.

3. 1In order to enhance racial integration of school adminigtratifon,

z

many principa}s have been newly assigned to schools *n Chicago Ouresample

- g

incTudes three schools where principals were assigned in ‘September 1977 to \

PR
ks
Y

new sthodls ac;oss racial ‘lines. These include a white female principal
'assigmed.to a high school with a biack student body, a biack male principal
] assigned to an elementary school with a white student body, and a black
female teacher‘assigned to a high SChOOllwith a white student hody. On these

- . . [
sites we are observing how the principal® "take charge" of a mew school.
¢

»
M
'

We are also observing how they perceive the race issue in their wérk setting
‘ 4 ~
4

<and how this effects their administrative hehavior Since Chicago has a

history-of community involvement in principal selection, these principals are

unique within the system because they are administrative appointments.” We .
&

are trying to observe the effects of this selection process on principal
behavior%’cohtrasting it to-other subjects who were selected by their com- :

n particular, we are obsérving the relationship between the
« ¥ A

muni{ies.
- ('

" principal and the community.and the relationship be#ween the principal and

the Central AdministratiOn. Administratively appointed principals appear té

be more repeptive to £he central administration, whereas the community selected

» ‘ & .

-
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«to the central administration. . o ¢
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principals-séhﬁ to put cobmunity and staff relétiéns above tgpir relationship .

- [
e

' 4

+ 4. Other observations appear to challenge some "myths" about urban

3 ! -~ N .
. school systems. Although, it is frequently said that principels cannot remove

N

. unsatisfactory tenured teachers from their teaching staffs, we have collected
~ h v

B “ - .
data to the contrary ineludipg firings of. terured staff and other internal

transfer policies that are used to remove unsatisfactory teaching staff.

Although the central administration has followed a trend of,pqéling respurces

~ ) . N I d R -t
and distributing them centrally, we have collected data that illustrate how

- \

principals manage to generate resources that are within their «control and

administer them locally through qgmqgnity and §faff advisory groups. A}though

there is an- image of the principal as a "paper pusher'", our data shdws that
€ . -

» ’ « . »
the system operates much more from interpersonal interaction than from written ,

directives. Finally, although the principal in a large urban system is fre-
P . ) S A
quently percgi6gd as isolated in the school from the ceqtrél agminiatrativé-

team,xd!have documented priahipal—tb—principal networks that'seem to compen-
a . L - ‘

LI

sate, in'part, for the structural isolation inherent in a loosely toupled

. ’ . '

system. . . : cos . L

- s \
~

We are currently working with our advisory committees to develop

*
.

methods which will help us to pursue these preliminary findings through the
‘collection of onobtrusive measuremenfgj/;upplementéry interviews, documept
searches for statisgical back db dnd policy statements. Fdeld data is beimg
shared with the.;dvisory committees and.among:team members to.solicit’regponses

that will aid in analysis of bbse;vacional data.
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