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Introduction

This essayv develaps a paradigm for future research on the contriﬁution
of school administration ts student acﬁ%evement that incorporates models
supported by empirical study. The paradigm focuses on the discretioﬁary
‘behavior of school administrators in order to yie]@ direct implications
for policy and practice as well as for research. Our intention is to
inform and encourage administrators and their supporters who attempt

to improve student achievement.

& The paradigm has been developed under the auspices of the Center for
Educational Policy and Management (CEPM) at the University of Oregon, with
support by the National Institute of Education.r It is intended to -
streﬁgthen the research program at CEPM and is also addressed to researchers

at other institutions who are pursuing the study of school effectiveness.

The intellectual motivation for this paradigm development effort is

the unresolved question of schooling effects research over the last

*

decade anj&a half (Co]eman'léﬁﬁ; Averch et al. 1970; Bridge et al. 1979). N

The recent emphasis on human resource managgment in schools (Murnane 1980)
seems to shift the focus of such research to school pdmini;tration.

Here, however, a contradietion has arisen between some reseérch findings
that suggest a weak {inkage between-sch;o1 adminis?ration and classroom
processes presuqed_to af%ect student achievement (Meyer ana‘Rowan 1977;
Meyer, Scott, and Deal ngg) and others that support the importance

i .
of administrative leadership and "gatekeeper" functions in improving

student achievement (Beqpan and MclLaughlin 1978; Herriott and Gross 1979; . ’g

Edmonds 1979; Salganik 1§80). A paradiém for research is needed to

\
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E resolve this contradiction. Simjige”;ttempts by Erickson (1977), —° °
' Dreeben (n.d,), and Bossert (:1981) bolster our efforts.
The paradigm ig presented in three stages. First, we identify the
claséroom variables-that must be altered to improve student 1earnin§..
. The- nucleus of the-paradigm-is—based-on recent reséaﬁph‘on classroom S
factors thatﬁpredict certain dimensions of student achievement. We ‘
rgcbgnize both the pgtentia] technology for efficacious-and efficient

]

— ) - instruction and the lim{tations of this téchnology that make teacher
?m‘ c and- student discretion important. Second, we characterize the - -° .. .. .
administrator as the agent of educational po]icy.' We draw upon the

work of colleagues to outline the conditions under which administrators

wifiyf;y tbrihb}6§é student achievement. Third, we provide a conceptuali-
o zation.of administrative influence on classroom variables in management
of schools. We d%stinguish work supervision from wérk support as - -
complementary management strategies for admjnistrators who attempt to
improve student achievement. The following diagram (Fiéure 1) depicts

the “framework for paradigm development and- indicates how'eachcof the

following Sections of the paper contribute to this development.

Figure 1. The Initial Stage of Paradigm Develqpment.

“

Educational Administrative Classroom ~ Student
Policy — —> MWork —?  Work =™ > Achievement

(Section-II) .. (Section III) (Section I)
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I. Classroom Work and Student Achievement ,’ .

‘ o ‘ % _
- Paradigm development begins with the specificatien of a‘criterion : ‘

variable and proximal predictors of ‘this variable. Inasmuch as the
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contribution of school administration to stddent achievement_is mediated . =
'“fﬁy'the"events of classroom 1ife, classroom variables and their relationship -
to-achievement are the focusuof-this'section.’
Student achievement is a complex variable for a research paradigm. We
do not need to reinvent the wheel, however. Emphasis will be given the basic
skills in language and mathematics and the basic cognitive operations that

have been of prime concern to curriculum deve]opers during the twentieth

century (Bloom et al. 1965; Walker 1978). These skills and cognitive

\goperations have been 1nstitutionalized as criteria for the eva]uation of . -

T schddiheffects on:students in such w1de1y—used and nationaiiy-normed tests !
as the Comprehens{ve Test of Basic Skills. -In. reality, "basic edUcation"

has come to be wﬁat is measured by such tests. The ?gilure of some

schoo]s to provide a basic«education (as defined by these tests) for

°
te

some of their students forms the pOJTtJCa] context for. much of tne research o -

- to be reviewed in this essay. We do not intend to 1imit the paradigm

)

to such cases, however. Schools are ‘also evaluated in terms of the
"basic educat’on" they provide for students who go,on to pursue more

e advanced and specialized training. The appropriate skills and cognitive . .
- operations for these pursuits have been institutionalized in other tests, )

such as the Scholastic Aptitude Test, used for placement in such ' a

©

training Here, also, some schools faid some students. At present,

the research base is stronger‘un—pred#etors—e#—the—mone_elementarv levels of

achievement, and paradigm development proceeds more confidently at these levels. N

L]




of reseérch on the effects of student and teacher behavior on achievement

-

The paradigm, however, is open to adap "ion with respect to predictors
. & -
of higher levels of achievement, and™Suggestions will be made for such

adaptation.

~—

" Increments in student achievement over a period of time reflect

student and ‘teacher behavior in the classroom. There is a long tradition

(éage 19785 Hoge and Luce 19793 Centra and P&tter 1980). It has proven
difficult to jso]ate specific behaviors that predict achievement. Teacher
task focus agd student attention are the,most commonly accepted predictors.
These are simplistic ways to charécterize classroom events, however,
Administqptor; who try to improve achievement by insisting on cohtinuous
busyness in the c]ass}oom run the risk of being'regarded by teachers as
hindrances rather than contributors to their instructiéﬁaT”Effﬁris.

More recently, attempts ‘have been made to characteriié the nature
of task involvement of students and teachers in a more sophisticated K
fashiqp. Doyle (1978, 1979a, 1979b) has argued that grea%er attention
needs to be given to student understanding of learning tasks and how this
is influenced not only by teacher behayior but also by the classroom *
ecology of tasks: Dreeben (1978) has emphasized teacher management of
the collective classroom work acf?v{ty.‘/A common theme is that learning

-

stems from purpose?ul e%fort or work on the part of students. Student

work in turn responds to work conditions. The important work of the teacher

is to establish and m.aint?a'n the work conditions of tt%ent.,

»
s

Three work conditions can be distinguished. Work has an agenda or

orientatidn to instrumental means and dgsxrgdéznds. Work depends upon

a&aiIqbTefresoureesT—fIhe_Jemel_oiiwanﬁ_affort reflects the strength of .

®
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incentives. Ue call the configuration of these conditions a work structure.

The first step in paradigm deve]opmegt, therefore, is to substitute these

terms for “"classroom work.” This is shown in Figure 2.

N N
-4

Figure 2. Student Work in the.Paradigm !

. Student Work o - ,
: Structure ‘ . ¢

Agenda- Resources
Incentives
N

Student .

%—Mﬁw;/' B _ JHork -

| Fime on Task
Success Rate

Hith‘respect to basic skills and cognitive -operations, educational
research has made progress in identifying work and work structure variabies =
that predict achievemept. ’Using Carroll's (1963) inf]uentia]ﬂmode] ot
learning, researchers have assumed that learning is a function of a wo;k
structure factor -- the time needed by,a'gtﬁdent to master a task--- and 0
a work factor --_the time spent by a student on‘that task. In this model,
the task .of the teacher is to st?‘"ué‘ture the student's work so as to reduce

" time needed while keeping the student on task. Bloom's (1976) model of
mastery lea: ning builds on Carro]]"s model by having teachers adapt student
work agenda to student resources for‘wnrk--ie., the mastery of prere-
quisite tasks. Bloom reported sub§tantia1 reductions in time needed for
subsequent tasks and increases in students' efficient use of task time

.
~

2s a,ggnsequence of this teaching strategy. The improvement in time-on-task,

- o

N N [ . . b 4
_however, is explained as a function of reinforcement for successful per-

formance rather than as a function of tea%per supervisory behavior, and

this is- problematic. ' - ——e
- b < . |
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In_an 1ndepeggent effort.tq‘develop Carroll's model, Harnischfeger and
Wiley (1976) used a "backward mapping" strategy (Elmore 1979) to describe

the hierarchy of managerial decisions that determines the amount of time |

: “ stuqeptﬁ do spend on tesk: They ettempted to predict achievement with time
} ) allocation,variables amenegfe fb*a]teration by administrators--length of ,
e . school year, length of school day, attendance. rate., In?tia] supportive f
: ' findings, however, haVe—not been replicated (Ni]ey and Harnischfeger 1974;
Karweit 1976)-_ Refinement of such variables continues (Thomas et al. 1978-
~ 79)...In any case, the analysis of time spent-is only half the problem;
’ analysis of time needed is equa]]y ‘important. v

. - . . M \

Recent ev1dence from the Beginning Teacher Evaluation Study (BTES)

r 4

‘ provides the first construct of student work that combines these two
N t1mem;;;t;;sm(};sne; et"a{mM1980) "Academ1c learning time" (ALT) is
defined as the amount of time students spend working, with few errors, .
on tasks that are reﬁevent to classroom 1earning objectives. -ALT

is thus a result of ‘teacher time_a]]écations and student use of that

time, and it is also a result of the coherence of curriculum and .

a

appropriateness of task assinnment rules. ALT has been shown to predict
student achievement gain on tests of the learning tasks covered. Thus,
a&minietrators desiring to improve student achievement on particular
dimensions need to increase ALT on those dimensions.

) "~ The BTES study indicates several teacher work variahles that pre- 0\
dict either ALT or achievement. These include planning work (diagnosis

% : “and prescription), which keeps classroom tasks relevant to the currieular

objectives and approprtateﬂto student readiness levels, and instructional

. 5 .
work (presenting task content, monitoripg student worK, providing feedback




ST L 1 x )

. L. * . R

on student progress), which guides student work efforts and keéps*students

“on task "These teacher work variables create a student work structure.,
They establish a .work agenda (tasks prescribed, content presented,
feedback provided), allocate resources to the agenda (diagnosed student‘
readiness, teacher'interaction with student, use of time), and generate
“incentives (student work monitored\anq evaluated). "Teacher work then ;

A

sustains the student work structure and controls student work. This
— . .

. instructional_approach has been calied "direct instruction" in contrast ~

- 3

to_the,ooen education approach,'dominant during recent de(;:ies,~ which
made student interest and erplorations the .driving “force for classroom.

work, A number of other studies (e.g., Hanson and Schutz 1978,

e ' -

"Cooiey and Leinhardt 1980) have copfirmed the efficacy of direct ‘ L

A3
as

instruction with respect to student work and student achievement at .
basic skill levels. In addition, Stallings' werk (1983) indicates the

efficacy of direct instruction for.basi& skills achievement.in remedizal

secondary school programs. Furthermore, direct instruction ha51353n\

«incorporated into the design of programmed instructional technologies ‘
Tike DISTAR, which presérioes teacher work to initiate and sustain student. e
work structures and student work (Becker and Carnine 1980). DISTAR

has been shown to be effective with the low-achiev1ng, ]ow-income student -
populations (Stallings 1975). : N
* There is a strong foundation, therefore, for deriving implications

for administrative control of teacher work where direct instruction is . .-
indicated in order to improve student achievement. Gersten and Carnine (1981) .

: and Stallings (1979) have all suggested administratiue contributions that

can be made to the operation of direct instruction programs. Where a parti-

cular instructional package is used, the administrator's task is to ensure ' N

. . .

., implementation of that package. ' ‘ . .
_1.

¢ A ) s
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-trol, however, we must analyze the teacher work situation in the same way

- administrators assign gradeg subaects, and students to teachers, provide a

P . ~

In ideptifying teacher work variables subject to administrative con~

we ana1yied the studeht's situation. Teachers work within agendz, resource,

and incentive parameters that are determined by a variety of factors. School '

L4

. school time schedule; and require periodic eva1uation of student work.

School administrators also influerice who is selected tc teach in a particular

schoo] the material resources available to teachers and the compensat1on =

—

and sanct1ons cont1ngent upon work behav1or. Adm1n1strators are therefore

in a position to create a. teacher work structure that satisfies the

IO Y

demands of various instructional approaches. However, in managing student

o

worh’:tru%)ures, teachers themse]ves make decisions about the final spec1-

* fication of their own work structure For example,. teachers who onl

v

partia11y implement DISTAR incngase the,f1exibi1ity of their own work

.

agenda,,allccate time to other tasE§;~and, in ail likelihcod, restore

some of: the psychic rewards from personal interaction with students
) >

that' DISTAR can suppress (Lortie 1975).. -Therefore, it has proven

difficult for project;directors or administrators to’ control teacher work

ztructures according to the reauiremehts of direct instruction, even where

those reqirements are specified in such detai] as with DISTAR (Carnine, 1981).
Administratqr coftrol of teacher uork structures for the purpose of

improving student achievement is even more difficult to accomplish where

instruc}ioha] tasks are less easily prcgrammed, implemented, or shown to be

productive. Such is the case, we argue, as learning objectives include

———

,more;of the "highé’-orderg cogritive operations described in Bloom (1966)
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and as students mature. The research paradigm needs to address the full

range of ~school effects on student achievement, and this means that we
- extend our notion of basic education and its predictors to sqph higher-order

objectives in language and mathematics aghievement and to the basic

©
)

~ knowledge to be learned by.fhe secondary school student. .
This paradigm extension can benefit from the model of task control
developed by Dornbusch and Scott\11975§. The task gontrol model is, 1n_

—

essence, a more general formulatioh ofithe BTES teaching model.: Instedo

of diagnosis, prescriptibﬁ, préesentation, monitoring, and feédback{ Dorn-
busch and Scott refer‘simpiy to task agsjgnmént,.griterion setting, per-
formance samp{ing, and performance evalyétion. This allows for cases'_

where tasks-and criteria are pfgblémétic rather than easily prescribed, b

. Where the relation§h1p of presentation to prescription vérie;,whgre b -t

sgmp]ing rather than c;ntinuous‘mbnitcring of student perfprm;nce is
adequate, ‘where eva]u;tion myst be of complex products and processes
and 5erformed occasionally rather thab continuously. Such,;ases arise .
u%th teacher andostu&ent'work’on higher-order dbjectives and in secondary
school classrooms. Hence th; Dornbusch and Scott model extean'ou}
‘pgradigm.to situations where the BTES teéching model may not be.applicable.
.. For example, where *he nature of"Jearning makes tasks leéi.fuliy pre-
scribable and criterfa difficult to 1dént1fyt1n advance, Dornbuseh-ind

.~ D . ) . .
“Scott's model of task contro] suggests that a certain amount of discretion

be delegated  to students abopt how to prcﬁéeﬂ on.a task and how much
to attempt. In a sense, the studeni has'to internalize the BTES teaching’

model wité respect to the student's own work.. The student has to "learn

©

- _ 12
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" DISTAR are ibunded on ‘the elemeritary school classroom situation. As

10

how to learn," and this requires self-management. .The teacher S work
in this case is to elicit student statements of objectives and procedures
and to inspect comp]eted assignments for evidence of work and level of
-cognition. These activities are appropriate to teaching writing and math

and to guiding such independent student projects as library reports and

cormunity research papers, which assume increasing importance-in secondary

scéoo]. The problem for administrators here is how to\provide teachers
w1th\a work agenda, resourcesg-and 1ncent1ves that allow\and motivate
them to hold students accountable for their work while permitting

them a measure of latitude in its execdtion% Teachers need out¢of-c1ass
time or assistance for d2signing and evaluating student assignments.
Teachers also need skills in guiding students' .independent study of

textual material, a different process from providing direct presentation

of-all content to be learned. Where student learning is accompanied

. by a higher error rate in work than tne ALT econstruct of the BTES study

indicates, teachers have to know how to sustain tension in student work.

Maintaining a 'steady diet of student success is not always possible or

»

advisable. Without skill in managing tension, teachers are apt to revert

. ko easy task assignments in order to preserve what<Doyle (19792) calls a

"performance-grade exchange" conducive to student docility rather than
to learning,
Higher-level cognitive operations are thus tasks that challenge

the designs for instruction that have proven successful with fower-Tevel

.

‘ope;ations; A-similar challenge is posed by the task of teaching in

secqnery scneols. The BTES teaching model, direct instruction, ard

v {I\“
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elements of this s%tuatidn relevant to work agenda; work ;eéources, and work
incentives for teachers and students change, the teacher's job in managing
stﬁdent work structures changes. A few remarks on each of the changes
should indicate the direction for modifications iﬁ the paradigm where ‘
the research topic is secondary school instruction.
First, the work agenda for e]ementéry school teachers is to teach
reading, language arts, math, and assorted marginaf subjects to classes
of 20 to 30 students. These teachers focus directly on ski]]s and cognitive
operations and work in some depth with individual students. As one moves
to highgr elementary grades, this pattern begins to change, and the focus -
is likely to shift to skills and cognit%ve operations in particular
subjects. In secondary school, the agenda shifts from mastery of skills
to exposure to diverse content. A continued emphasis on skills and cogni-
tive operations creates problems. Secondary teachers, furthermore, are
trained in specific subject; and tend to shift their attention to content.
The higher levels of cognitive processes associated with content coverage
(e:g., synthesis)‘are difficult to teach directly or to observe. Hence
teachers must more often delegate procedural control to students and
act as evaluators of the quality of end products of student work. Further-
more, the large number of students téught increases the number of end products.
Hence the teacher's work structure consists of providiné\initial orientation

and guidance and then assessing final work products. Individualized task

prescription, and criterion setting, and feedback on process are very difficult.

V7
7.
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‘ The incentives for teacher and student work also change. No longer

:l is the direct quasi-parental relationship easy to achieve. Students

are more strongly influenced by peer incentives (Coleman 1962). They
are likely to challenge teachers and are more ambivalent about feacher
approval. Rewa}ds for student practice and drill on skills become
inoperable as incentives. Moreover, students are alienated by the compul-
sory attendance laws and the regimentation of secondary school organizagjon.
There *is a danger that teache}é will become reluctant to risk confronting
f Rt students about performance errors. Dornbusch and co]]eagues.(Dorpbusch
et al. 1974; Fernandez et al. 1975) have argued that secondary school i '
students’' efforts wane when teachers are indiseriminate with praise;
- Teachers need to be given work incentives to avoid this pattern,
In th1s situation, providing a teacher work structure that d1rects,
supp11es, and notivates teachers to continue developing student basic .
.- skills and cognitive operations is a formidable challenge to administrators.
- Re;eqrch is needed on current attempts to make reading and wr%ting central
curricular goals for secondary school humanities courses.
In addition to the changing nature of teachers' work as students
mature, the work structures of teachers are incorporated in intermediate
management units. Whereas the image of the "flat" organizational struc-
ture of schools applies to the early elementary grades, in the later
N e]eméntary grades there are’ 1ikely to be teaming arrangements for subject-

matter specialization or a61]1ty-group1ng of students. These arrangements ’;

reveal teachers' managerial decisions about student work structures and




they -also reveal teachers® preferences for their own work structures. As -
Cohen and her colleagues (1976) argue, the more unpredictable the teaching
task, the more 1ikely teachers are to turn to collegial groups for mutual

assistance.

N

Sécondary school departments provide a mb;e formal layer of organization *
between school édministration and classroom work. Such departments coordinate i
the assignment of agendaoto teachers, .allocation of resources among courses, :
and incentive; for pursuing different objectives with different students. h -

They are likely to focus agenda on subject matter content coverage,

stratify students according to their "seriousness" (an image likely to
reward teachers! professional seTf—perceptions), and reward or punish
teaghers with course assignments. How teachers' individual preferences

are combined into the work<structure of the se&arate departments,.and

how each departﬁént operates in the increasingly po]iticallstrhcture of the

school are matters for research on the value of administrative

attempts to imbrole student achievement through controlling teacher work

}structures (Firestone and Herriott 1980)

Furthe}more, it is apparent that many of the basic teaching variables

|

|
of the*BTES research are performed by specialists outside the secondary ;
school classroom. Counselors diagnose and place students in courses, ‘
evaluation and testing personnel in district office§ monitor student ‘
acquisitions and retention of basic skills as well as cognitive operations i
that cut across many subject areas, and administrators may routinely ““J

handle student academic and behavioral problems. This division of labor
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in basic teacﬁing functions, added to the increasing difficulty of

.d1rect1y contro]11ng student work, explains some of the problems in

basic educatlon at the secondary level. There have been attempts to
reorganIZe these functions within the purview of a single teacher,
reflected in the shift from junior high to middle school organization -
and the establishment of the homeroom or guide teacher in high schools.
However, such attempts deal more with thé'basic incentives for teaching
and studying--a strong personal re]ationsﬁip between teacher and
student--than with agenda and resource problems. In any event, it is :
apparent that administrators have a more complex target for efforts to |
improve achievement in_the secondary school. In particular, they have to

deal with a number of feedback and reciprocal influence locops in the para-

digm. Te&chér work structures are increasingly influenced by teacher
decision-making, individually and collectively, which is increasingly

'influenced by the problem of managing student work through delegation

and dependehbe on ancillary personnéf. Some of these loops are indicated

in Figure 3.

Figure 3. Teacher Work in the Paradigm

Teacher Work Student Work]| E
Structure Structure
Agenda Agenda
Resources Resources
InggntiYes Incentive Btudent__]. - - )
Teaéker ~ [Student _ ch1evement‘ T
® TPWorkTT T Nork ;
Plan , ITime on Task %
Assign Task Success Rate :
. Set Criteria
” Alvocate o
_ | ___Resources
Sample My
Evaluate ' 17
Remediate . ]
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\f : - We began this section with the most specific formulation of classroom
@ work structure, teacher and student work, and achievement variables that

~ * is available to mediate potential administrative contributions to

learning. Where highly-programmed technologiesaare present; admini-

RS REEE
Ll LIS

strators simply need to monitor their implementation and provide the ’

¢

, necessary resources and incentives for teachers to continue the program. ‘ 5

’

ji _ Where. such technology is uﬁavailable, administrators can at least sustain
A the work structure variables that engagé teachers in Qiagnosisﬁkpres--
ed

. : \
. by the BTES study. Where the nature of instructional tasks makes the

- cription, presentation, monitoring, and feedback work as descri
r Al

i g BTES model insufficient, administrators can improve agenda articula-
v tion and cohérence, resource enhancement and application, and 1ncent{ve
saliency as required by the nature of the task and lqcal circumstances. -
: ‘We argue that effective administ'r:ation. in these more complex conditions
requires fncreasing cooperation with teachers and students in the manage-
i ment of their own work structures, and We shall have more to‘saylgbout . 7
° “ this in Section III. |

.
-~ . .

i‘ Our difficulfy fn coming to grips with agenda, resources, apq,incgnﬁﬁw"
tives as alterable variables in the.dmprovemeht of learniﬁﬁ"Fé?Técts more :
than the complexity of the classreom. "It alsc reflects the ambiQU?tj of
society's commitment to basic educat;on.:’From the student's perspective, ’ -;

this ambiguity brings into question teachers' authority to control class-

b

. ___.room-work-to- improve achievement. In--teachers' -eyes, it also undercuts ~~~ - - =

; administrators' authority. For these rﬁdsons, and in order to under-

stand: what drives administrators to attempt to improve achievement, we

»

%
*,
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must step back and look at the conditions of administrative work before

moving to the prime question of how administrators can be effective
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II.—AEaﬁcatfona1 Policy: ‘The Context oﬁ'Adm%nistrati?e\work . "7;

E2N

Having raised and partially answered the question of the proximal : -
o ° & .
predictors of student achievement, and having suggested the sensitivity ) ,

-

L of such predictors to administrative practice, we turn to the question of

.» ° where and when administrative work is oriented toward improving. student >

s

/
a2

,
X
o

Y

achievement. What determines administrative discretion in the management of

-
]

teacher and student work structures aﬁ&, through them, student achievement?
Inasmuch ég:the focus is aow:on,the management work of administrators as a
j“* .. dependent variable, we.shou1d look at the work situation of administrators
and~the agenda, resources, and incentives‘%efining that work situation.
E‘“ The key—édmponen of thisesituation is school district pb]icy.

School administrators™= uperintendents, special district admini-
- strators, and bui]ding principals -- are hired-to_garry out school distric¥
policy. 'Po1icy may,be viewéd‘harrow]y as the officig] dgb%sions-of;lpcal
o schodl boards, but we prefer to take the broader view of policy as the
?,.' ongoiﬁg process of ?ntegration of purposes and inteﬁtions espoused by the
o vafiety of social groups and agencies possessing power over scﬁoo] operations.
{ . Po]icy‘és a process is partially encoded in formal school board decisions. §
V Policy also évo]ves as a complex of shared perceptions and understandings
%l, that serves.as a c;ntext for the interpretat%dn of school board decisions. _ %
: . Through public pronouncements of powerful parties, this broader source :
of policy is a direct influence on administrative behavior.
' .Scﬁoo1 administrators regard it as their job to improve student

.

achievement when policy calls for such improvement. This call may come

O

‘from community "groups and agencies other than the school board, from teachers
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and students-or their representatives, or from higher levels of
government -- state boards of education and legislatures, federal ™.
agencies, -Congress, and the courts. The paradigm alerts researchers . %
to the differential power and substantive demands of these environmental

) agents in predicting school board decisions and administrative implemen- - ° L é

tation of those decisions. What are the various attempts to define work ;

- agenda, control work resources, and apply work incentives that the admini-

¢

C strator must reconcile in managing school districts and schools?
Current thought.about this context:of policy -making couia serve
e .ipldaﬁﬁenwanynattempt,to.developua parwﬁigm of adminfstrative effects
§~~m of student achievement, “Meyer and his co]1eaghes (Meyer and Rowan

L o e — ——
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]977; Meyer, Scott, and b;;;—397§) ha&é»remindgaiﬁs that schools and

school districts héyg_évo]ved from wide-spread consensus over time
[ éﬂd‘across social érdes about the central myths and ceremonies of
education. School péijcy is- thus largely implicit in shared
perceptions and understandings anut what students, teachers, and
administrators are supposed to do. Language for thinking and'ta]kin§
: i - about school has grown out of the rites of passage to adultho;z, and
;\\\\( this language has begn institutionalized in state codes about the
2 ) c&hferring of éducationa] credentials on students. It fhc]ydes an
\\\\\hgenda of subjects and courses; resources categorized in terms of
s teacher_credentials, student age, and the length of the school year;
T and incent?vgil\:u]minating in the high school dip]oma; which is

contingent upon agcumulation of courses and the record of time expended

. by students.

R . N S2

The work of administrators in this context is to keep the operation




°fon_exceptiona’l contribution to student achievement comparable to the

in resource allocations to boost achievement; and there are no incentives ' -

salary incentives intended to ensure continued operation of the schools.
b

in\response to the contradiction between po]icy emphasis on providing status to
-students and the ev1d3nce that students lack skills, educators choonse

&
to suppress the evidence. It is more important that ]ow-ach1ev1ng

students\"get" an edvcation -~ i.e., a dip]oma - than that they become

educated.

Common sense confirms the~truth in 'this inconsistency. Indeed
parents, students, and teachers do know what is supposed to happen in

schoo], 1ndependent of any adm1nistrat1Ve pronouncement or schcol board

decision. The environment of the schooT, quthermore;-is-perceived o

-to reward conformity to school, ceremonies and allegiance to school

i : { ). -

myths, ‘hence, teachers and students produce the sorts of student achieve- :
ment honored in suchAan env1ronment without t1ght organization. of
effort or control by adminlstrators. ‘At )east, this may have been true in
recent dééades-when society enjoyed considerable poyer to rewdrd educa- ~
tiona] credentials, -
The p1ctureémay be out of date, however. Sporadic\community unhappi-
ness -about sk1]1 levels of enter1ng emp]oyees in bus1nesses\or about
fa1]1ng scores on tests used to gain entrance to un1vers1t1es have led
to mounting pressure on school boards and on state agen?1es that set
standards for the skills imparted to students in schooi Movements
to base high schoal graduation -on demonstrated competency rather than
simply on credits earned or time spent have now spread from state to '

state. Programs to accelerate the learning of "gifteu" students and

to compensate for learning deficiencies of '"disadvantaged" students
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thE been adopted in many communities. The federal government ‘has

é ' now been involved for almost two decades in developing instructional

: . \‘\\Eschhology, funding supplementary human resources, aﬁd demanding compliance
with procedures for improving the achievement of low-income and minority

? ‘ " students. It has now gone into exceptional students' procedural

right to a public eéducation. At present, courts direct school districts

- to improve achievement scores by so man points a year. ‘In addition,
-7 ﬁ‘ < L3 \- L3 - ¢ * g
' t - there js g-change in the self-perceptions of adminjstrators and teachers,
C . M - s ¥ ;‘ \ . . o

abetted by the emphases in professional tf%jﬁing programs on accountability

. and-teacher-competence,

— - f—f—~—:;ﬂoldey---~onemcharacterized by many contending forces and considerable

P

ferment about what sorts and levels of achievement the schools should

Fau} , - produce in;§tudents at various stages of their schooling careers.
fo -
h How thisf%gé%ent over policy is fogySqd and madgvﬁo yield sets of goals
1
B . A {0 -
and procedures for the management of instructional programs is the s !

¢

central” question for 'this section of the paper.

- We argue that administrators do the focusing. In addition to carrying

out the policy decided upon by the school board, administrators are
expected to shape those policy decisions. Thus, the philosophy about
schooling brought to the job by new administrators will affect the way .

that policy currents are articulated aﬁd synthesized for boards to act

upon. As mentioned before, professional training prdgrams and associations

act through local administrators to shape policy. (The‘same*stateﬁent is
. . AN
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This evidence suggests a different picture of local school district
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trye of teachers and will become impnrtant as we explore the policy
formation process,) The'initial expectation for leadership in policy

initiatives depends upon the'composition of schpol boards and the criteria

used to select among candidatés. Something like the Presidential ~ -

"horieymoon" operates to allow new_administrator; to bring.about policy
changes in spitp;o% institutfond] inertia. As adm1n1strators beconme
more experienced, the maneuvering roqm probab]y depends’ upon their

acume: in discerning the possibie coalitions among constituents

and in mobilizing sufficient power for change so—as to _overcome inertia;
s We have indicated the formal mechanism of district pO]le adoption,

~ -the- 1nforma1 po]itlcal milieu in which this mechanism operates and the

B active ro]e played by administrators in orchestrating the synthesis of

™

policy voices. The paradigm needs a construct that captures the evolution’

of this process over time. It is tempting to use a normative model of

'
'

problem-solving such as has been advanced by Duke and colleagues (1980) tdi

describe school decision-making. The important terms would be identification

of the problem, search for solutions, and rational choice of solution. This

- J

' ]
technical :model of policy formation plays a.part in the evolution of
. ' L
district policy, particularly in large districts with specialized planning
structures. However, Zeigler's model of policy formation (Tucker and

Zeigler '1620a) is more realistic and compreheniljga The important

terms of this model are:
..u"’"“'!‘s

- Proposal development
Executive recommendation )
Legislative action :
Supplenentary decision and inb]ementat1on
Review’

>




Zeigler allows for initiation of-proposals by any of the political actors

.with an interest in district po]ity, but he finds that most proposa]s.#
A

are 1ntroduced by the adm1nistrative cadre rather than by community

~

Tnterest groups. The process “of execut1ve reconmendat1on allows the

’

super1ntgndent to assess the p011t1ca1 astuteness as well as techn1calftgL\\

-

adequacy of the proposal and to ‘seek “to remedy each pr1or to seek-ng

a

formal school board dec1§10n. _The legislative action phase ‘s another

" opportunity for political forces to'alter or neutralize context about

————— et

. ‘ thé‘decisﬁon. Legislative action directs administrato;s to carry out

cer!n1n tasks, but continuing po]1t1c1zat1on of«a dec1s1on -- accomp11shed

.. . through fonnal appea] procedures or persuasion to a different pu1nt of
view or removal of bgsrd memberig-- may place p]an§ for 1mp1ementat1on
in limbo for a time. Assuming that plans are imp]emented the cyc]icai
nature of schoo] operat1ons .and school po]1t1cs means<that there are .
Tikely to be future cha]]enges ‘to the decision and hence, the effects
of implementation must be subJect to cpnt1nuaP review. At each stagg of

po]th.formation; there are opportunities for improving the rationality of
" the nolicy, but_there are also opportunities for sacrif?Eing technical

ratiun:;ffy to political expediency. \fnq]usion of this construct in the

(paradigm/alliows us to direct attention to the sources and vectors of
\ . ‘ o -
jl envd*gnnental impact on policy, to ascertain the interpretation of
i .poliuy by administrators, and to 1gent1fy effect1ve and ineffective
adm1nlstrat1ve strategies for obtain1ng the- poi1c1es that adn1n1strators
want. ' o . : L AR
: o
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- Zelgier has~argued that po]icxes that represent:substantial departures .

' from precedent are likely to arguse the'most po]1t1ca1 oppos1t1on, and

that administrators wi]] broaden partic1pation in-proposal devegopment i<//
and imp]ementation in order to coopt such opposition’. In addi tion,

Herriott and Gross' (1979) studies of implementat1on suggest the importance
of creat1ng an awareness of the problem before offering a-solution, .

¢

N1despread recognition of a problem can be 1ncﬁ%ased by appointing a broadly-

based commlttee to study the problem. Furthermore, Berman and McLaugh]in s.

(]978) reseprch indicates the 1nportance of broad mob111zat1on of resources

¢ ’

for(the cont1nuat1on of a.project once the initial 1mp1ementat1on.cycie .t
\ :
(and 1n1t1a1 1nfus1on of resourcesf'is over. ]

The prob]em with broad participation is that policy may remain vague

or diffuse Ao the point thatsimplenentat1on is unc]ear or impossible.

There is the danger of seeking the sort of univensal .consensus that
Meyer and h1s Solleagues found so enervat1ng to cr.sp po]1cy changes. :

Perhaps it is prefgrab'le to accept the perenma'l confhc\of p'lura'l1st1c
\
pollcy voices and undetrtake 11m1ted but'well focused policy changes w1th

’
Yy

a greater emphasis on technica] p]ann1ng. R

Teachers are;apt to be more.sensjt1ve to' the departure from ;
precedent than. any other‘actbr in.thé po]ic;\prbces' Moreover, teachers
may contribute the strongest,political support of and best techn1ca1
resources for policy changes aimed at 1mproving student achievenment.
Hence research on proposa] deve]opment and planning for implenentatlon

should include a_study of teachers' involvement in such cases. [ithout

7~
L . . 3
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teachers' acceptance of resulting policy or strong pressure from other

quarters, administrators are unlikely to be able to implement a new

program feature.

> There are three: general categories of policy that should be stud1ed

under the proposed paradigm. First, there are pol1c1es that define

‘general features of work structures for teachers and students -- e.g., :

achievement goals, resource allocation formulas, and incentiue_contin-———

e e o

genc1es. These po]1c1es -are important hecause they communicate the intended

_,,-.-——-‘

operat1ons of classrooms and allow adm1n1strators to bring pressure to bear

upon teachers and students who fall short. Second there are po]1c1és that

empower and delimit discretion by adm1n1strators in carrying out procedures’ '

to realize the first sort of'policy. These policies are inportant

-

because they increase or decrease discretion as needed by the technical

nature of tasks (Elmore 1979 Th#F’d/tﬁ%re are policies-that d1vert

adm1n1strat1ve work to funct1ons other than management of c]assroom work.

These are important because they typically- prevént adm1n1strators from

>

exercising 1nstructiona1 1eadersh1p and because they fo'ster competition
for other school resources. ', — .

Some examples of policy changés that should be studied to-reveal the

opt1mum policy formation process would 1nc1uﬂe recent attempts by many

i

I
P

States to make districtsdefine their educat1ona1 goals more spec1f1ca11y.
Broad community participation in such a goal definition process may resuit

in meaningless generalitiéﬁ, whéreas broad teacher participation may

“result in over-specification of-technical detajls that are better left to .

teacher discretion. In each case, the correcting influence of adminjstrative

e e e e e e e e e e e ™™ e e e e e e e v e et hirn et = = e o 2 e e A st it T ST T e T T n_TT - . A
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viewpoints might result in policies more 1ike1y to be implemented. A
similar dilemma can be observed in policy changes regarding curricular
- J'adoptions and the/purqhase of more advanced technical tools for instruction.
| In this respect, Fullan and Pomfret's (1977) advocacy of teacﬁer parti-
cipation in curricu]ag policy making needs to be tempéred in light of
empirical ‘evidence: teachers may over-commit themselves to specific
changes r&thpr than allow some managerial flexibility in modifying
new policies according to implementation needs (Gross et al. 1971).
Other policies invo]Ve“personnél and program evaluation, and the
"remediation or elimination of ineffective personnel and practices.
These policies are usually inter-related with negotigtions between
distriéts and teacher unions. Recent research (Johnﬁon 1981; Mitchell
et al, 1981)\;éises the concern that it may become impossible to do
oanything-abbut ineffective practices under new policies on admini-
T strative and teacher discretion. ) .
Ii*addition to agendéiimpliéating policies, distriét policy on
class-size and administrative staff size will affect the resouéces
'"avaglable both to classroom work and to management work at the school

o, ;1eve1 Bidwell and Kasarda (1975) found that the administrator-teacher

.E{( . ;f'ragio was negat%vely related to student achievement, a]though the
‘ .étﬁh; has been faulted on 6gzaoagaogiﬁa1“gf6ﬁﬁas (Hannan, Freeman,
: .,’. -ahd‘Meyer 1975). Murnane, on the other hand, has emphasized district
po{igy regarding the assignment of students to schocls and the assignment
;- ' ...6f teachers to stdﬁents (1980). Given these'findings, it would be

’ barticuiqr]y useful” to khow‘how district policy changes attempt to improve

. )

< these variables.

-




Other important district policies govern the reporting of student

performance to parents. Wher districts drop grades in favor of verbal

comments; what is the effect on both teachers and students?

Nhere the ‘policy formation process at the district level is faced

. with governmenta] compliance demands or legal inJunctions, administrators

have a different problem from obtaining intradistrict imp?ementatipn of
change, Initially, many of the governmental programs introduced in the
last two decades were favored by administrators (Tucker and Zeigler

1980b) and may hava strengthened fheir positions in pursuing changes -~
many related to improved student achievement -~ in tHe face of local opposi-
tion. ”However, the situation has changed. Today, there are so many
governmental regulations that not only establish new po]icy:goals, but
also restri‘c‘t administrative_and teacher discr:etion in meeping those‘
goais (e.g., P.L. 94-142) that administrators are seeking redress.
opposition is pbssib]e to overly-directive governmental pressure,p
especially where there are inadequate resources and exclusive reliance on
coercion as an incentivé. We should study the forms and consequences of
such_reg?stance. Adninistrators can use the political acumen that

facilitates po]icy recommendations to their own boards in mobilizing

coalitions that can overturn or medify some of the environmental

Outright

; p}essures new facing them,

We suspect -that their success in involving
community members and teacﬁg;;,jnwplanning and implementing instruction-
related changes will determine their, effectiveness in mounting a political

challenge to more distant policy constraints.
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!
- The discussion of educational policy and administratiye work suggests -

.

f‘\L‘\ a further development of the paradigm. We see policy formation as an inter-

?;f\\\\\\\EE%*%e\grocess involving enrironmental agents, administrators, and teachers.
Further discuss on-of recent trends in the behayior of a variety of environ-
mental agents is provided 1n‘other papers by researchers at the Center for .
Educational Policy and Management (Aersﬁ\Et\aJJKJQBI;'Kehoe et al. 1981;
Lane‘and Kelly 1981). fhrough policy formation p;SEEEses, environmental

~ agents affect administrative work structures, teacher work structures, and

‘ student work structures. In turn, environmental agents are influenced by
the wor&\ef %eTinistrators and teachers and by evidence of student achieve-

- ment proplems% These relationships are added to the paradigm in Figure 4.

\ )

F'lgﬁ\re 4. Policy Formation in the CEPM Paradigm
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III. School.Management and Classroom Work

°

The méin focus of paradigm_development is how school and district
adminfsérative practices_contribute to student achievement. In Section I,
we attributed achievement to student work and the student work structure
Tcreated by teachers énd speculated on teacher work structure variables that
might be influenced by administrative practices. In Section I, wé s
described administrativg workzstructureAin terms of the d{strict policy
proceés'yhich sets agenda, provides resources, and generates incenti&es fqr
administrative work. The main focus may now be phrased as a question. How

. does administrative work affect the féacher work structure?

Dornbusch and Scotf's'(1975) conceptual framework for task control
;‘&anﬁlelb us here as it did in Section I, where tﬁe concern vas teacher
i:@gh%?bl of student work. D1str1ct policy sets goa]s that requﬁre the ) ;ﬁ
ass1gnment of tasks 2; different® teacherswand the spec1f1cat1on of :
criteria for acceptab]e task performance. Some of these tasks and

criteria will be sufficjén¥1y prédictab]e that directf?%s may be used
regarding teacher work proce&ure. Other tasks and criteria'requirg
delégation to teachers of decisions about work procedure. Whatever

thé distribution of directives and delegations, howevér,~té§3)contro]
requires subsequéﬁt sapb]ing of teacher tgsk performance and_pppraisa] of
outcomes accord{aéwfg established objectives. The sequence of tasks and
objectives over the schooling career of students must be adjusted to reflect
student achievement.' All of these bhases of task control typically involve
adminiétrative work..‘Moreover, all influence the teacher work structure
variables discussed in Section 1: agenda (coherence of tasks and tests);

resources (students assigned to teacher, teacher ability to allocate time);

and incentives (benefits for planning and instructional improvement).

531. Jﬁl
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Given the ambiguity and pluralism of dgéfrict pdlicy described in
Section II, it is to be expected that aqp?nist;;tors' attempts to translate
. policy into teacher work structures will be desultory and fragmented.
Therefore, we Begin this analysis of school ﬁanagement and classroom work
‘ wi%h an account of the impact administrators have sep;rately on teécher
work agenda, resources, and incentives and variations in the strength of
this impact. Then we consﬁder the re]at}ve1y rére case wheré diﬁtrict
pblicy and/or curricu]§; adoptions imply an‘integrated approach to managing
teacher work agendﬁzoresourcest and -incentives -- e.g., school-wide use
of highly prescgipf?ve instructional te;hnoldﬁies 1ike_QISTAR. Finally,
we genera]izeé}he insights derived from the integrat;d/case to situations
where t§§5%>?éagiée‘9?1eqation of,decision-making to Feachers. He
suggest the- outline of an gffective,administrative approach to ongoing

&5

progeg@“€va1uation as a teacher work ‘structure that can control teacher

workﬁand, consequently, student work in order to imprové achievement.
Adm{nistc;tive control of the teacher work agenqa involves speci-

- fication of subjects to be taught by &iftgrent teache}s and materials to be

Lséd for eéch subject. Around the core gubjects of»]énguage and mqthe- .

matics, tradition provides a $trong.base for such specificatidn. Also,

administrators have considerable latitude %n the emphasis given other

subjects, particu]&rly at the elementary level. It is possible to make

social studies and science, for example; virtually marginal phenomena in

elementary classroom instruction. Similarly, in the secondary school,
. administrators can emphasize basic skills development or content coverage
in a number of courses involving the use of language and mathematical

>

" skills.
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for different tasks aresbeing fulfilled; making sure that differential

" the right students, and ensuring that teachers are prepared to teach .

» 4
C —— N -

Although c]assroom{observations may serve to evaluate agenda imple-
mentation, administrators often rely on lesson“ﬁ]ans filed in advance by
the teacher. whether~§uch lesson plans are inségcted for the cohergﬁce
of tests and tasks, however;‘is questiong]e. AT%o; schools vary in the
detail of teacher reco;d-keepjng on work comp]eteé by students. Recent . 13
deVelopmeﬁts in school'information technology (MéIsaac 1979) allow f&r |

Vsubstanéga]'centra]ization of record-keeping reéarding student progress N
tﬁrougp the curriculum. Inasmuch as se@er§] states have man&ated
competency-oriented curricula, there may be incféasing use of such ¢
computer technology by‘admin?stration to control -.the work ggend§g$;”

Aol - - .

di fferent classrooms. - , . - : -

It is important to determine whether administrators control agenda
by delegation or by directive. In the first casé, admihistrators may simply --
-establish performance criteria fo; students -- or require teachers to
establish such crite}1a‘ := and--inspect-end-of-year-achievement.- —In the— - - ~~——%
'secoﬁd case, administrators ma} direct use of instructional technology \
and rely on obseriafion of teacher berformance rather than, or in
addition to, student achievement.. ‘
Adenistrative control of teacher work resources involves ascertain-

ing that district priorities regarding the use of time (and other resources)

teacher resources, and the resources of other instructional personnel, go to

’ different subjects and students at different jgye]s of readiness. The
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quantifiability of work resources may contribute to their being the object

N

of mandates at the supra-district level (e.g., the use of Title I resources

for eligible students) that in turn require administrators to ensure

4

_compliance at the classroom level.

Administrators can control resource use by inspecting lesson plans

for a]loéation of time and by monitoring the work records of special

instructional personnel to determine which students have been-serveds — —— "~

Observation can also help, although the problem of sampling is compounded

where the question of duration of time allocated is at issue. Administra-

»

tors have a.larger role to play, however, in the enhancement of work re-
sources jn the classroom. Provision and management of supplementary skill

instruction for students, organization of,student progress evaluation o

systems that inform teachers about changing levels of readiness, and procural

of technical assistance and inservice training to improve-teacher

skills are avenues for controlling the resources with which teachers

have.;o work. T } )
- "Administrative control of teacher work ince&tives a?fgafgafhé organiza-

tionﬁ] climate. In order Eo ensure that teachers monitor and reinforce

student work behavior, administrators have to communicate expectations and

tolerances to classroom teache?s. "Easy" or "touyh" grading can be dis-
R \ *

. . >
cussed on the basis of discrepancies between grade§ and other data about

~ student achievement; similarly, teachers can be sustained or overruled in j

the use of punishments, particularly where paredf complain. The ongoing
organizational climate can be shaped through selective praise and censure -

\ L




-in public setttngs; It is clear, however,,that classroom work incentives
are the most ditficu]t to control of the, three majcr constructs and the
task aspects that have to be delegated in most cases.

| With respect to the separate management nf teacher work agenda,

.- '_ resources and incentives, we need to understand the type and strength

- of sanctiops_available to administrators in appraising teacher performunce.

In addition, we need to remember the other forces qutside the classroom --

* particglar]y specia] administrators at‘}he district cffice -- that shape’and
constrain the inf]dﬁnee'of school prfbc}paﬁs." These points are ‘linked.

The forna] sanctions available to administrator ref]ect the attitude of
super1ntendents and other central office adm1n/strators towards task

" contro] and the importance of student ach1cvement. S1m11ar1y, the informal

l -

approach to administrative task control depends to a great extent on the

pr1nc1pa1's ability to obtain support from district personnel for teachers'

eﬁforts.f “We :shall d1scuss each of these in turn.
l ‘According to Dornbusch ?pd Scott (1975), teachers respect for
sanctions available to “administrators forms a critical condition for task
control. An adninistrator's capacity for contro]]jng the employment
statqs of teachers would be analcgnus to the private employer's ability

- to hire and fire, promote and demote. In public schoo]s, the range of
administrative sanctions is narrow. Forma1 personnel evaluations lose

‘most of their influence once the teacher has tenure, and financial

incentives are’largely based on”seniority rather than merit

-~
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ratings. While formal personnel evaluation offer an occasion for the ‘ o

- are usually informal. At most, teachers may be held accountable for

édmiﬁistrator to samplé and appraise teacher. compliance with policy ’ &

a

on work agenda, resources, and incentives, the consequences of appraisal

-improvement on specified points during the subsequent year, which un-

initiated by teachers protest1ng their evaluation or the cond1t1ons for

doubtedly allows for some leverage through the.nuisance-va1ue'oﬁ;close ' .
supervisipn.quing the “remediél"‘pggiod. A]sd; teachers may reqﬁire ' -
inservice training gr‘teéhnicai assisténce, available through the district
or elsewhere, which may also facilitate the administrator's resource )
eqhghqement strategy. However, the probability of significant teacher
growth\fn such activities may be poor. because of the coercion involved.
The constra1nt; placed on personnel evaluations by new contract language
won through co]]ect1ve barga1n1ng, moreover, inhibit adm1n1strators from 'T~§

us1pg coercion and reinforce teachers in their res1stance1§6 the offered

assistance, In particular, the nuisan&e value of grievance procedures.

remed1at1on probably 1imits the impact of evaluation on c]ear-cut cases of S :

teacher 1ncompetence ‘Such cases, as ‘Johnson (1980) has.argued, are rare,

Although formal personnel evalua ig: and consequent sanctions are
viFtuai]y impotent as a device for admin13{:;tive control of teacher work, \

the ritual of evaluation and occasional use £ sanctions(zfdoubtedly : ;
' . N :

" ‘maintains certain boundaries of teacher compliance with district policy.

There is no question that the authority conferred upon administrators in ‘\:

such activities is 'symbolically important’ in making admicz:trators' evalua- &

tions important to teachers (Dornbusch and Scott 1975), and_the potential ) ?

N

N\
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= nuisance value of any negative evaluation to teachers is more salient than

ot T faith in the/protection of grievance procedures. Hence, the way that.

adm1n1strafors use personnel evaluation -- in part1cular the fairness of

v

¢! .. performance!sanpl1ng and preliminary warnings before formal sanct1onso

- are instigated ~-+is probably crltlcal to 211 task, control attempts.
The redl substance of administrative task control, however, is to be‘found

in informal interactlons’between administrators and teachers. From

occasional.gbservations in the-classnoom, conversations with teachers,

%“ . discussions during committee and faculty meetings, and reports of parents

' and students; administrators develop extensive dossiers of “secretsf about

‘teachers (Burlingame 1978). This knowledge can be used to manipulate

4

(through threat to expose or to depr1ve) or to persuade (through an "I'm on

N

your side" approach). Moreover, isolation with students makes teachers v

R

sensitive to personal interaction with and encouragement by administrators.

Cohen and colleagues (1977) found teacher perception that principals worked

closeny wtth teachers on instruction to be a positive correlate of teacher

[

3

job satisfaction. This close contact, however, assumed a supportive and

informal nature rather th?ﬁ,an evaluative and formal nature.
¥

Lonfirmation of this argument comes from research on the inpact of
collective bargaining:on admii%strative discretion. Johnson (1981)
found that a collaborative spirit among administrators and teachers in
some of the schools she studied allowed administrators to bend the rules of

the contract in favor of certaln school needs. The tenor of administrator-

»
PR

teaching relationships therefore.needs to be included in studies of : . ’

. . s . . .
administrative attempts to!improve instructional outcomes. However, this




we .quote Fullan and Pomfret

) structure will depend upon teachers' perceptions that administrat;rs

climate factor needs to be qualified regarding the density of administrator- -

teacher interaction and its variation among teachers, Adninistrators who

"sit in the office" (Wolcott 1973) and administrators who have a collec-
tive rather than differentiated relationship to teachers nay not be as

effectiue in using informal persuasion to control teacher work as admini-

-

strators who are more adaptahle\anﬁ interactive.
- Apropos the importance of sus ained_interaction between principals

‘ and district supervisory staff and teachers for improvement of instruction,

\

1977, pp' 391):

. If there is one fin ing that stands out in our review, it is
that effective implementation of soctal innovations requires

- time, personal interaction %nd contacts, inservice training, )
and other forms of p ple-based support. Research has shown
time and time again that there is no substitute for the
primacy of personal-cpntact|among implemeriters, "and between
implementers and planpers/consultants, if the difficult
process of unlearning|old roles and learning new ones is to:
occur,

S

The 'strength of informal administratiVe influence on teacher work

€

are able and inclined to suppjit teacher efforts to comply with suggestions

&,

about work agenda, resources, @and incentives. Administrative support

for teacher work takes varioth{orms Administrators can provide assistance
to teachers in dev\loping new curricula, They can persuade parents and
students of the importance of teacher ‘efforts to attain certain goals for
student work. They can modify the norksassignments of auxiliary personnel and
the weekly time schedule in orger tq facilitate teachers' instructional

needs. They can make inservice education opportunities available to teachers.
Finally, they can mooify district policy and mobilize community resourdées

to «support teachers' attempts to imprové instruction. This supportive

2
e X
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function of administration is asSociated yith teacher morale (Cohen

et al. 19??) and presumably.contribotes to administrative influence on

teacher work. ‘ |
Adm1nistrat1ve influence on student achievement will be greatest

where it is d1rected not to isolated aspects of teacher work structure,

but to an 1ntegrateo teacher work- strJ%ture 11nked to the student work .

R, -

structure, 'Cons1der the case of a district that had adopted a comprehen-
sive instructional techhology. Administrators would have the job of ’
adapting the teacher work structure to the implementation need;'of the
technology. Two examples are the DISTAR program that has proven.so
successful with-low-achieving students in Tow-income school populations
and.the Individually Guided Education (IGE) program also developed to deal
with learning differences.

In the case of_DISTAR, the totaliy-prescriptive nature of the program
under]yiqg the curricular task assignments to students means that task -
directives can be employed and'the process observed and evaluated as_well
as the—products; Resource teachers are used as intermediate performance
observers and evaluators, Gersten and “Carnine (1981), however, report
‘that principals are reluctant to direct this type of teacher work structure.
The cause for this reluctance to assume the task control afforded by DISTAR
is rot known. Perhaps it 1s too much of a role change to be implemented
without strong cghtral Lffice pressure (and the pressure in many of the
DISTAR s1tes seems to come from the federa] government and the courts
rdther than from the central office). Perhaps the managemeht information

.system, which would a]]ow easy access to data on student progress and

straightforward alteration-of classroom work factors, is not yet adequate

[ e .

YRR Y




- [
” - <

to reaSﬂnably 1imit the tmme g1 ;€N to Jsk control. On-the other hand,
_ it is possible that informal relationships, among teachﬂrs and adn1nist~ators

would.suffer through a directive approach, thus avoiding a negative

intentive for administrators, Cohen and colleagues (1977), however, argue

that ttachers in the Iow-socioecd;omic status schools that are likely to - Q

employ DISTAR might welcone a more directive administrator. Edmonds -

(1979) and Venezky and Winfield (1979) support this advocacy of stronger

admlnistrat1ve control “{n Tow-achieving schools. Stallings (1979) also

recommends administrative action to support d1r3tt irstruction (although

not in DISTAR which remains experimental at the secondary level).
Individually Gu1ded.Education pregents a contrast to DISTAR. IGE

is interesting because it came pre-packaged with a very different - '\

format from the hierarchical task control structure employed by DISTAR.‘

Decision-making about instruction -- indeed, virtually all control of

c]qssroom tasks -- was vested in a subunit of the school compriséd of:x

team of teachers, specialists, and atdes led by a team leader. Research

on a number of schools gsfng IGE found implementation to haye mixed

results and suggested an important role for the principal in botﬁ preparing

for implementat1oﬁ and managing the actual .process (Packard et al. 1978),

N.‘

Problems' can arise when principa]s are not prepared to act as the

)

- gbordinators or facilitators of semi-autonorious groups’ of teachers ';
(Cohen et al. 1977), Nheré instructional programs require mor?> delegation

of decision making -to teachers, it may be important to ﬂelp guch teacher

groups- establish policies for & team work structure that makes teacher - l—w”f

. efforts to manage student work compl ementary. -- o -

20
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L -~ We,conclude this section with a general discussion of the problems

;;,. . -1n7managin§ the implementation of a cohereht instructional program.

- Hg:suspect that thé majority of éttempts by administrators to improve

instruction in an integrated fashion rather than piecemeal‘will azjse

where delegation must be ﬁsgd because of ?he unpredictability of the tésk

é‘ C or the criterion and where the work aéenda is an iqprémentai inprovement

e \-on the ex%sting curriculum rather than the importation of;a complete
design.” In addition, the p]u;a113€ﬁc 1ﬁf1uences on policy practically
dictate the watering down or hybridization of pure designs.

Several studies of implementation of curricular innovations have
converged on a composite picture of succesgfu1 implementation of federal
programs (éé}man and\McLaugh]in 1978; Fullan and Pbmfret (1977).

They reaffirm Gross's model of the management of implementation
indicating that}administrators needed to attend to clarity of t;acher
~ objectives, teacher training for new roles, and provision of méteria]s
and equipment required by teachers (Gross et al. 1971). Theﬁé management

“tasks could be accomplished only through feedback from teachers dﬁring

: : -/
the implementation period. In addition, administrators were exhorted

3y

S
€

i to adapt organizational conditions to the desired teacher work structures

and to use incentives to maintain morale and commitmeq; to the improvement
4

effort. Here we have attention given to agenda and incentives. The

S ‘attention to feedback reaffirms the preceding discu§§10n about the
g ~ . I .
' _importarce of frequent, informal contacts betweenlédministrators and

3

teachers attempting to improve instruction.

o - .

t
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tatien strategies as ineffective:

_ ful 1mp1ementation strategy ~ .

- The Berman and McLaughlin study (1978) summarized data on a large number

of federally-induced change efforts and 1dent1f1ed the following impliemen-

- Reliance on outside consultants - h
Use of packed management approach
One-shot preimp]ementation training
Pay for .training-— —— —— P !
Emphasis on formal evaluation ° {
Over-comprehensive scope of project

<

\

In contrast, the researchers found the following to be elements of a success-

©

Concrete, teacher-specific ongoing training
C]assroom assistance from district or project staff
- Observation of project in other settings
Regular pri ject meetings
Teacher participation in project decision making
Local materials ‘development ‘
Principal participation in training

Inese elements led to good working reiationships among teachers attempting
the improvement, active support of the project by the principal, and-an
effective project director. Such projects were continued after federal

funding ceas. ..

These resedrch findings have implications for the more general attempt

“to implement district policy regarding instructional outcomes. In particular,

the "mutual adaptation“,philosophy of successful projects fits the genera]

situation of trying to implement different innovations in work agenda,

resource allocation, and incentive maintenance. In their attempts to

. ! {
realize the new program, the administrators must be°close enough to \
teachers to respond to requests “for modifications in organizational

enyironment or district policy; however, administrators must work in

42
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essentially a de]egat}ve medé. We are encouraged by some of the more
recent thinking going on in program evaluation circles about this work
role fd; £he administrator.

,,érogram evaluation is a p;oduct of the federal programs for school
improvement that h&Ve spawned implementation resggrch. ‘Indeed, it may
”T’bé“Said that early evaluation attempts led to questions about the imple- .

. . —t

mentation of the program being evaluated and thus increased attention e
to the task control of local administrators. At the same tiﬁe, it was .
realized that evaluations irrelevant to local management would be "
unlikely to influence local practice. Therefore,ithe construct of
local decision-making becahe integrated into the tﬁinkfng about
program evaluation (Stufflebeam 1971).

Program evaluation has the formal quality of personnel evaluation -
and,indeed, is often perceived as a disguiseq attempt at personnel evaluation.
This may be a consequence of the single-factor implementation activities

of administrators, where teachers wére faulted solely on achievement gata of

’ \
students or on isolated teaching variables such as use of class time t

keep students busj%y It is fair to say that teachers have always arqued \

that administrative evaluation attempts were.invalidated by simplistic
views of teaching or by lack of knowledge of all the factors to be managed

in any specific classroom.

[

The advantage of the integrated construct of classroom work structure
-- agenda, resources, and incentives -- is that it calls attention to the .

inter-relatedness of instructional conditions and their existence apart
[




‘from the teacher as a person. Problems therefore become technical and

so]ﬁtﬁons flow from ihprovgd design and trained execution of design rather
than from personality change. '
A synthesistneeds to be wprked-out between the findings of implementa- \ o
tion studies (e.g. Berman and McLaughlin 1978) and the findings of i
s;udies of district use of evaluation systems (e.g. Bank and Williams '
1§80). The focus on mutual adaptation and cont?ndétion is consistent
with the concerm for making evaluation useful to feachers in iheir
instructionai problems and to administrators in their policy and management
activities. In both cases, over-emphasis on environmental audiences for . :
program design and evaluation data was found to weaken the utility of the . %
management and evaluation systems for instruction; it can be suﬁmised that
imp]eméﬁtation and program improvement suffered.
We suspect that only by.fr&ing to eva]uatq'instructignal progfams
as work structures will administrators become able to imprEVe them.
This meén§ uncovering thé "bugs! in the prdgram and matchfng\program ‘ D
agenda to available resources. It means confronting problems and modifying

programs to sustain teacher and student commitment to the learning task.

factors that determine program effects and initiating policy revision
processes to reduce interference. In short, administrators will discover

It means identifying the organizational conditions or environmental w
the variables that distract from coherent work structufes in particular

" classrooms as outlined in Section I.

! M

Administrative success, in supervising agenda, resources, and

incentives in classrooms will depend on the closeness with which admini-

i
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problems. Where highly-developed technologies are not available to resolve

|

|

|

. ‘ :
strators and teachers Work together in adapting policies and analyzing w
i

curricular problems, administrative discretion and teacher discretion |
; |

together have to solve them, and this will happen only in regular
face-to-face interaction such as is provided by faculty meetings, . ﬂ

gurriculum committee meetings, and indivjdua]ized staff development programs.

- o Admﬁnistrators.aré probably\we]] adyfsed to approach the evaluation
, of classroom work.structures from the perspective that directives about ‘
improvement are possible, they must also be prepared to recognize the . ’
necessity'of delegation as’well. The main que§tiqn mustra1Ways be wﬁether;

the teacher work structure in question could be managed better by the -

teacher than by the administrator. Given the likelihocd that, teaching
practices will always have to be adapted to the strengkhs and weaknesses

of different teachers, they may be in a better position to JUdQF the ov;;all
satisfaction of_the necessary functions than a&;?nistrators. However,

they will only know to do this (or be motivated or equipped to do it) as

a result of trying to do it for an evaluator. fhus; the attempt to

evaluate not only informs.the administrator about weaknesses in the progkam,
but it also informs the teacher about ways to analyze é]assrodm practices.

If administrators and teachers can discuss thesg matters,'they may be more
likely to approach program improvement in the collaborative spirit‘

described by Johnson (1981) than.to ha!g recourse to forﬁé] §anct}ons

baéked up py district policy, on the one hand, and union support in stating
grievances, on the other hand. . .

Ultimately, teachers have to internalize the evaluation process

and the management approach to classroom work structures. They
. U




. ) ‘*‘-—
have to articulate their tasks, crfteria, outcome samplies, and appraisals.

They will do this only if it‘Brings no- threat to personal statﬂz-and
.the results not only improve their own efficacy bnt also, where needed,
Tead to modification in administrative practices and poiicy " The role

: of administrators in managing ciassroom work is thus primariiy catalytic.
These administrative work skiiis require personai resources that must
be developed by district leadership and administrative training programs
First, the administrators must be knowiedgeabie about the way that agenda,
resources, and incentives combine in different ciassrooms. This means
regniar observation of instruction and training in the}éenera] curricuiar
principles involved. Administrative inservice programs are 1ihe1y to be
necessary and must be endorsed by district leadership. Where specialists are
employed in schools or distiricts, there needs to be clear understanding
about the comp]ementarity of administrators; and specialists' evaluations
“and advice to teachers. Second, administrators must be jnst in the distribution
of work and criteria, fair in observation practices (e.g., allowing for
unforeseen variation in teacher or student energy from‘day to day), and con-
structive in evaluation. Third, administrators must be able to trust teachers
where delegation of authority is indicated and\must communicate this trust.
We conclude this essay with a summary of the paradigm as it incor-.
porates the points made in Section iII. Administrative work is effective ™
in improving student- achievement when -it establishes work structures
?or teachers that in turn Tead teachers to establish effective work struc-

tures for students. This adminiscrative function-reflects the administrative

work structure established by policy formation processes involving community,
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teachers, and higher governmental agents, Effective administrative work

includes interagting witﬁ teachers Eo;cerning the iﬁp]ementation of-thé‘

teacher work structure and assistfng teachers to modify that work 4%

structure as‘necessary. We encouraée research on different approaches °
" to supervision (directive, delegative), on administrative supports |

for teacher vork, and on the interaction of informal pérsuasion, personnel _

evaluation, and.program evaluation—ﬁn~proy1&ing feedback to.teachers and

redirécting_their éfforts. Finally, we emphasizé'the importance of

administrators® transﬁitting the needs of teacher work structures back

to policy formation and argue that -this will be most effective where f*

administrators work closely with teachers in managing those structures. i

The final -amendments to the paradigm are shown in Figure 5 on the following K

T

page.

The impact of policy on student achieyement and the efforts of

-

teachers to improve such achievement depend on the administrative work

-

practices discussed herein. Without better knowledge about the effects

of variations-in such praétices, administrators will fail to realize their

potential as instructional leaders.
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