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Administrators spend most of their time on
noninstructional matters. Because they excuse this by claiminggthat

. nothing is known of the learning process, ‘they need a systematic
ordering of the basic, verified knowledge on learning. For instance,
findings in learning research show that the capacity to learn school
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However, most research and training in educational administration has
focused on administrative behavior and fiatters unrelated to classroom
learning rather than on school effects, student social patterns, and
classroom-level variables. Amoug the implications of learning
research findings are that administrators should reassert
instructional leadership, foster staff developinent, and implement new
_ school and classroom organizational patterns based on the research.
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LEAD FOR LEARNING
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In the 1980 Cocking Lecture at Old D?minion University, Luvern
Cunniﬁéham spoke of some urgent needs 1ndthé area of educationﬁl policy.
None struck me as more urgent than the need for school boards and school
administrators to redirect their energies to matters that are vigibly and
fundamentally related to what’ is basic in education, studen:‘leéin;ng.lg.

This is not a startling revelation since most of us have obse;ved
or e;pbfienced this phenomenon 1n‘our own educational activities. Onme
m;ght carry the observation even further and note that much of what pre-.
occupies building level adminis -  vs is also visibly anﬂ»fundam;ntally

3

unrelated to classroom effects. .
in a recent study of how.rrincipals ﬁse their time, Peterso; concluded .
- that principals spent the greatest proportion of their time workini!with stu-
dents who represented discipline problems and with teachers who had non-in-
structiongi.needa.z Although this was a small sample, “the findings seem to
be supported by much thaE appears in the lgterature. .
What is startliné, however, is the relative complacence with which this

L4

defiﬁition of administrative role has been accepted by the profession. This

role set has been fostered by a number of developments. The process of
collective bargaining has resulted in some redefinition of administrative - <
" role. While teacher participation in decision-making has expanded, the

principal's rqle has commensurately contractéd. Perhaps this is aan in-

o alterable and desirable development. However, the exercise of administrative

leadership in the instructional pr&gram has been blunted by other factors

e -

less desirable, and quite alterable. I would like to suggest that oue of .

these factors has been referred to as the perceived state of innocence by .
- \
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educators. Bloom notes that "after at least 5000 years of educating the _

young L& the homé, in schools, and in the work place, educators frequeatly
complain that almbst.nothing is reallylynown about the educative process."3

This has become at once a rationalization for failure, and a jostification .
for preqccupagion with non learning related activities by e&ucators.

" Bloom concludes that a basic need in education today is a systematic’
ordering of our basic,ﬂverified Fnowledge in such a way that what is now -
known and ﬁrue{ can be acted on while what 1is supgrstition, fad, or myth can
be recognized as such. He also asserts that a number of striking, Eausal
links ;n the educative proces§ have recently beeﬂ established. These are
areas in which educators can no longer convincingly claim innocence. ‘He
notes that administraéors and teach;rs may ;érsist fn outdated practices,
but they can no longer do so as 1nnocents.' 1 wouid liie to discuss scme qf
tlrese fiuding;, ;iong with observations about appropfiat; administrative
implications: B

1. Until very recently most.educators accepted the idea that human
capacity for school learning differed greatly, from learner to )
learner, and that oniy a relatively small proportion of students
could really master the materials that schools teach.

. More recently studies'are demoustrating that as many as 90%
of students, under. appropriate learning conditions, can learn

these school subjecfs up to the same standard that onl} the top

10% of students hive been learning under usual conditions.% There

is growing evidence that much of what we have termed individual
. differences in school learning is the effect of particular school

condiiions rather than basic differences in the capabilities of




’ ' our students.s_ Administrators and teachers are now being

chal%gnged-to perceive themselves nst as identifiers and
T sorters of‘talent, but a; talent developers.

2. Dduring the pﬁii two decades there has beevgyn%h research -
focusing upon the relation between school conditions, school
achievemeut, and effects on student personality; There is con-
siderable evidence that repeated success {n school, over a
number of year;, increases th; probability of the student
gaining a positive view of himself and high self-esteem. The
opposite is equally true, so that a schedule of success and
approval, or failure and disapproval over relatively long periods
of time will lead to gemeralized attituﬁes toward school and
'schoolllearning.6 Because of the prevalence of deficiency models
of learning ln our schools, we pave not fully ittended to thé
affeutive prerequisites for new learning, but recent studiestare

*

demonstrating that achievement and subject affect are 1n£er-related .

Mastery lea:ning groups tend to increase in interest in subject,

while non-mastery groups remain the same or decline in ;nterest.7

) Educationul‘leadership has done little to translate this available

knowledge into viable school practices.

3. 1In the pasc, we hévé permitted testing to dominate education and
to serve as the primary basis. for decisions about studenta, teachers
and curricula. In the past decade we have discovered ways in which
testing and evaluation can ;e helpful to teachers in: improving the

processes of teaching and learning rather than being used simply

v
-
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" of the art" conditionn. Cunaingham's recommendations on ”bolicy abcut policy,"

-~ N - "

for sorting, claseifying and certifyins student:s.8 Yet, the

use of formative evaluation in schools 1is virtually unknown

> outside. of research and development projects.

E

Other areas irc which our innocence is being challenged includes the
research parodigms which shift attention from the teacher as a person to
the teaching act iself., Joyce's research on models of Eeaching calls

attention to the varieties of wayaein which teaching-learning can take place,

‘and stresses optimal fit between the goal(s) of instruction aﬁd the teaching

model selected.? - -
In the past we have been innocent of the furnctioning, and of the effect

of the latent curriculum upon the achievement of the school's statcd purposes.

.* ‘During the past decadéﬂ sociologists, anthropologists and social'ésychologists=

have been studying the strupéure of the school and relationships smong admin-
istrators, teachers and students. 10 They have discovered that children learm
much in the way ?f attitudes, values, concepts of justice, etc. from the
;ttuctures and relationships that they observe and experience in thc school.
The evidence is accumulating and school administrators can ro longer-
maintain that our failﬁi. to focus upon the fundamental issues in education -

that 1is, those bearing directly upon teaching and learning - is due to "state

if implemented, can serve to Cree up administrative cnnrgies, but educational
ICldqrs must also free themselves up from thc sense of innocence about learning ;
phenomeaa, and take on the new responsibilities that are implicit e tﬁai lost
1unoc¢ngg.

1

In a vecent review of research in educational administration, Ericilon

places some of the responsibility for misplaced emphasis in educational




leadership upon the ‘training and research thrusts of the universities.ll He

notes the field's preoccupation with "sdiinistrator behavior" and "endless“
addiction to administration of the LBDQ, and 0CDQ_despite massive evidence

of 1itt1e effect upon student outcomes.

Y

Boyan notes that the dominant research paradignms which have guided
inquiry into educational organizations typically treat administrators as

nonftechnical specialists (Parson's model). This has perpetuated a research

bias toward intervening variables, and aw&?‘from end-result gariablesi}z

Bloom sqpports Erickson's conclusion by noting that variables such as

school organization and administration rarely yield correlations with student

achievement which account for more *haa 5% of the-variation.l3 .

Erickson contends that the current leading edge in the research domain

? -

is the work on school effects, and classroom level variable«; areas which he
ﬁmaintains are largely ignored ny scholars in educationa;_administr;tion. _

. ~l;rickson'slso notes that certain'organizational tsctors at tne school and

district level have been neglected in educational administration.research. )

Curricular tracking, student social patterns, and discipliue structures are

among these.
H

LY

‘What I have attempted to do here,, in & very short paper, is to pick up
on the cue that Cunningham gave us last Summer, namely that positional isader-

. ? ]
ship in education today at all levels is preoccupied with matters largely un-

related to learning in the classroom. i‘hswe maintained that some of this bias
is a kind of self imposed pre-occupation, stemming from widely held viewa thet
the state of the art does not $ermit us to exercise pold initiatives in the
critical teaching-learning areas. I Eivefalsocattempted to show that recert

research and developneut are braaking down this professed innocence. thrusting




v upon positional leaders the obligation to translate these research: findings

-
7 4

' +  into operational programs. ) . L »

§ - If these findings are validf the impligationd are §road aud challenging.

‘ The implications for district ievel leaders are somevhat different from those

of buildirg level leaders,.but‘:h;y are parallel. Le me suggest some:

1. Administrators, particularly at the building level must re-
assert their own leadership role in thc area of instructionrl
program. The ambivalence regarding 1ns%ructiona1 leadgrship‘
needs to.be resolved. | ) '

2. Administrators have aﬁ attendant responsibilizy to develop the

necessary competencies in the technical area so as to e;;ablish

- leadership credibility. The so called technical skills.ere
particularly crucial to building level administration. Admin-

4

istrative influence must be earned and based upon respect, not

v merelykanthorit . f A
y N / _
3. The universities have a responaibility to provide the necessaxy
entry level skills and knowl edge to trainees. The task facipg the
uaiversities is to broadcn renearch and practice in educationnl»

ddministration touatd a primary, although not exclusive concern
. - - P

with pupil effects.

~

4, The administrative reiponsibility.to foster staff development be-

comes crucial. Opﬁottunitic;’and incentives to acquire the new
skills, must be mnde available through supportive networks. ‘
. 5. what is.even more 1mportant, leaders must effectively communicnte
- the need for all of this development aad growth, A difficult task
‘. s will be to ovcrcom. some of the attitudinal impediments to more

effective teaching and learning.




6.° Administrators need £6 develop and implement organizational
¢ ’ ;gatgerna-at the school-wide, ;;d classroom lebéls that are con-
sistent, with'tﬁes; research findings, fnd which promise :é‘gake
a difference in classroom eéffects. This will rsquire skill ‘in :

" flexible resource management, based upon instructional needs,

as opposed to static resource allocation. - (s

-

7: .Adﬁinistratgr,and teaéherorole perceptions need to change fgom
hthat of'lab;ling talent in the school te that of develnping talent.

8. A fin;l suggestion p;rtaina fo the nead-£6.exercise leadership
~in the design and utilization of teacher'evaluati&n.systems :ﬁat
will foster desirable behawioral change and groﬁtﬁ. The concept

of formative evaluation needs to be applied to teachers as well

Y

as stucents. ¢

b

*

L4




lctmniughlm, Luvern L.; "Policy About Policy: Some Thoughts and
‘Projections,” The Walter D. Cocking Lecture, 1980. NCPEA, O0ld Dominion
University, Norfolk, Virginia. - .

2l’eteroon, Kent D. '"The Principals Tasks," Administrator's Notebook.
vol. mI 1977 78 No. 8. ’ . -

3BIoom, Benjamin S, - "Innocence in Educacion," \School Review, Vol. 80
'NO. 3 Mly, A97‘2’ P. 333. <

l‘Dola.n, I.eernce. ""The Status of Mastery Learn:tng Research "and Ptactice,
Adminietrator s Notebook, Vol. XXVI, 1977- 78 No. 3.

: BE— A

5BIoom, Bepjemin S. Human Characteristics and School Learning. (New Ycok, .

McGraw-Hill Book Compauny,. 1976, p. 57.) Bloom summarizes the findings of seven
studies comparing school achievement of wtery and non-mrery learning
. environments.

Y

6Il:i.o:l p. 91. 'Bloom summarizas the results of a number of studies showing .

the relation between affect toward school, and academic-self-concept on the one
and and school achievement on the other. He concludes that these variables
account €for about 25 percent of the variation in school achievement after the
elementery school period. :

- -
-
A . /

Tbid. p. 101. . .

8Bloé)m B.S.; Hastings, J.T.; and Madaus, G. Handbook on Formative end
. Summative Evaluation of Student L:arning, (New York: Hccrew-nill Book Co.,

1971).

Glaser, R., and Nitko, A.J. 'Measurement in’ Leerning and Instruction."
In Educational Measurement, edited by R.L. Thorndike (Washington, D.C.:
Americen Council on Educatiom, 1971.)

Lindvall, O.M. and Cux, R.C. IPI Evaluation Program. AERA Monograph
Series on Curriculum Evaluation. (Chicago: Rand McNally and Co., 1970.)

Scriven M. "The Metiodology of Evaluation."” In Petspectives of
Curriculum Evaluation. AERA Monograph Series oa Curriculum Evaluatiom.
(Chicago: Rand McNally and Co., 1967.)

9Joyce, Bruce and Weil, Marsh.:- uodelo of Teaching. (Englewood Cliffs,
New Jersey, Prentice Hall, Inc., 1980). ¢

-

1°Dreeben, Robert. tht is Learned 1n School. (Reading, Mass., Addison
Wesley Publishing Co., 196g$
Jackson, Philip W. Life in Classrooms. (Nev York: Holt, Rinehart end

Winston, 1968). .
Overly, Norman V., ed.’ The Uastudied Curriculum, (Wuhington, n.c.,
; Association for Supervision and Curriculum Developmeant, National Education, ~
Association, 1970.;

uEricluon, Donald A. "Research on Educational Administration: The State
of the Arct." Educational Resesarcher, Vol. 8, No. 3, March, 1979.

. 10




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

c e

.

Educational Administration.”

lznoyan, No

A

.

N\ -

2 .

ran J. "Foliow the Leader: COmﬂénggry on Research in_ +,~

February? 1981, p. 9.

N ’

- 1] (4
\
ity
A ]
. T
// - h
T
// .
e .

L38100m, B

Characteristics and School Learning. pp. 110-11l.. ;..

¢

Educational Researcher, Vol. 10, No. 2,

I

o
.. } .~
") R
.'
v ,
. .
»
. ) .
- . .
. -
Y
.
2 '] A )
‘ ¢
L 2
.
. - -
o
B
,
.
.
.
o
“
.
¥
.
»
)
.
)

7

-
:
- X
. .
° 4
s
. .
- [
.
1
A -
~ -
.
' .
'I,' - -

a




