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1 “TRODUCTION
This paper presents results of the field test of Achievement Directed
principals; and teachers use research knowledge to improve basic skills

instruction; and,; ultimately, student achievement in elementary schools.

impacting on classroom processes/conditions; and consequently on studeiits'

basic skills achievement.
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

Recent research findings on effective classrooms; schools; and school
districts provide a powerful new resource for educators: Research has

Shown that certain classroom behaviors of students are critically important

to achievement iﬁ'BQSié ékillé,éé.g., Brophy & Good; 1974; Dunkin & Biddle,

these behaviors are managed by educators at all levels of a school system
that largely accounts for differences in student achievement. Research for

four year period to develop ways and iieans for géttiﬁg this research
knowledge into practice. The result of this collaboration is Achievement
Directed Leadership; a Stéff'deveibpméﬁt program aimed at preparing school
administrators and teachers use the effective schools féééaféh‘td improve

student achievement.



The ADL program has four main elements: (1) a focus on a set of
classroom variailes (i.e., prior learning, student engaged time, academic
performance/ success/mastery; and coverage of criterion-relevant content)
that seem important to basic skills achievement; (2) a variables management
strategy, or "improvement cycle;" (3) a "leadership plan" for coordinating

hierarchy;  and; (4) a staff development program to provide training
racessary for installation and maintenance of the leadership plan. A
detailed description of the ADI, approach is.available from Research for
Better Schools, Inc.

STUDY PROCEDURES AND DATA SOURCES

Achievement BiréCtéd Leadership was field-tested at eight elementary
schools and a middle school ifi an urban schiool district in New Jersey
during the 1981-82 school year. The district's student body had much in
common with other large urban ireds: low SES, high dropout rate (50% in
1979), low achievement scores, and a high percentage of miﬁorify}and ESL
students (90%). In an effort to reverse the pattern of 16w achievement;
the superintendent indicated that the district would endeavor to reasonably
replicate all elements of the ADL program. | :

i

The field test was designed to document implementation and ﬁssess

program impact at five levels: (1) external agent (i.e., RBS); (%) centratl

office staff/district; (3) principal/school; (4) teacher/classroom; and,




activities for that level that are deemed necessary for implementing the
ADI. approach.

Multiple data sources were used to :ddress field test objectives at
cach of the five levels, including periodic field interviews with the
superintendent, district staff, primcipals, and teachers, end-of-year
surveys of the above groups; various ADL implementation forms; structured

documentation files, and standardized achievement test results. Efforts
were made to triangulate qualitative data wherever possible:. The resulting
information base was quite large: \

Analyses of qualitative data were primarily descriptive: Interviews

and observations were abstracted using structured formats and general
themes were reported:. Numerical indices of level of program implementation

program implemeritation at the different schools were examined.
It should be recognized that the field test was not designe

experimental study. Although the assessment of student outcoie




particularly principals and teachers; to establish the proper conditions in

schools and classrooms which research indicates will ultimately facilitate

tmprovement in student learning. The final report for the field test

design issues, analytic issues, and data quality issues. Although these
factors emphasize the meed for caution in interpreting the results; the

consistency of the observed data trends and the scope of the information
7
e o . _ _ _ _ i . R
base provide a accurate picture of the implementation and impact of
/

/
~ RESULTS /
/
,,,,,,,,, T A
Results at each of the five field test levels are '‘briefly discussed

/
/

below.

i

Basic Skills Component (BSC) Level
The primary role for RBS was to provide the @ééééééiy support; in
terms of training and technical assistance, to sqéééssfuily install the ADL
program in the district. Overall; initial iﬁstgilatibﬁ of the program in
the district was regarded as a success by central office staff. Training

was well received and administrators were confident that they had acquired
’ ’ : /

- - — - — - - = - - / . - -
the necessary knowledge and skills needed to successfully implement all
components of the program. Observations by BSC staff indicated that there

was variation among principals in their skill development and initial



.provided throughout the year to supplement initial training and to assist

in prograr pianning; problem-solving; and maintenance: Follow-up

more respbnsibiiity for program maintenance and implementation and the BSC
role diminished as suggested by the program modei.

bistrict Level

of ways in order to strengthen the principal's problem solving abiliti

and to reinforce their work with teachers in the ilmprovement cycle.

Overali; central office leadership inm the lmproveiient effort w
strong with the superintendent taking a very active role in most aspects of
pianning and actual implementation. The sﬁﬁerintendent, along with |assis-

tant superintendent for curriculum and inétructibn; engaged in coopgrative

problem-solving with all DOI staff and principals at each of the te%t
- \

schools. Jointly, the superintendent, DOI staff, and other central bffice
l
staff were réépbnéiblé for district-wide planning and traiming; Tﬁe\ﬁbi

staff cooperated with individual principals in planning and teacher Arain-
!

ing and monitored principals' progress throughout the year.

e
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Extensive planning was carried out for tasks such as: preparing
program budgets, allocating resources, scheduling tfaiﬁing sessions,
defining staff roles and responsibilities, determining
participatory-supervision procedures, specifying training content,
solving problems. The superintendent developed a comprehensive "mission
statement" that guided improvement efforts throughout the year. District
goals were set, staff roles and responsibilities were explained, and
procedures for reaching goals and assessiﬁg performance were detailed.
Monthly leadership seminars were held with the superintendent assuming the
primary role: A major planming effort resutted in a district wide

Guide for Reading, Language Arts and Mathematics Grades K-8):. This guide

represented an overall plan for instructional content to be covered by each

classroom teacher during the course of the school year:

Major vehicles for training and participatory-supervision were the

teadership seminars and district-principal conferences (tﬁb conferences
with each principal). In addition to the district/principal conferences;
DOI staff assigned to each school monitored program implementation and
worked with principals to solve problems and make sure that program
operations were following plans.

Participation of central office staff in the improvement program
rapresented a considerable change in their roles and responsibilities as
instructional leaders. Table 4 summarizes information relating to

perceptions of these role changes. All central office staff and most



test year supporting basic skills instruction than in the previous year:.
Aithough many teachers agreed with this, several did not see a change in
the amount of time since they had worked with DOI curriculum coordinators
previously; although in substantially different roles. Principals and

in supporting basic skills instruction Were more effective than in the
previous year. 'Maﬁy teachers were not sure of the effectiveness of central
affiéé suppbré since they had not seen the district's test results at the

time of the survey and had minimal access to district-wide information.

' Principal Level

essentially the same as those of central office staff: planning; training,
and supervising. Principals are a critical link in improving schools.

dction plans for guiding and monitoring instructional improvement at their
schiool. Planning tasks for teacher training included scheduling,
determining faculty participants; setting agendas; handling logistics, and

preparing for actual presentations: During the school year, planning
focused on impieméﬁEéEiéﬁ issues concerning the two major focus variables
(student engaged time and instructional overlap) and on the participatory
supervision process: Examples of these planning tasks were identifying
prior learning data; assisting in curriculum matching activities,
identifying appropriate instructional materials, identifying appicpriate
improvement strategies; arranging necessary iﬁsérvice activities,

developing schedules for classroom observations and principal/teacher



confererices; and aigfifyiﬁg procedures for conducting observations and
conferences. Principals provided teacher training at six of the nine field
~ test schools. Overall, teacher éféiﬁiﬁg was generally regarded as
Successful in providing the prerequisite knowledge and skills needed for
progran implementation at the classroom level. However, some problems were

expectations at certain schools. This suggested that variations in

teachers regarding the quality of participatory supervision suggest that

the activities were beneficial and fostered improvement in basic skills

instruction. Almost all teachers and priﬁcipéié welcomed the opportunity

to talk together on a one-on-one basis about classroom instruction, and

several principals reported that they were glad that the structured

observations "forced" them to visit classrooms.

Principals varied in their attitudinal reactions to the prograi.

Their attitude appeared to influence their participation in teacher

training; but not the number of principal/teacher conferences and classroot ;
_ observations they conducted.

Variations in principal level implementation for each school are

indices indicate for each variable whether level of implemertation can be

described as high, medium; or low with respect to program expectations.




(4]

The overall principal implementation index summarizes the indices of the
four variables and reflects the variation between schools in the degree of
principal level implementation. As indicated in Table 5, implementation at
the principal level was rated high at one school (School E), medium at five
schiools (Schools A, D, F, G, and H), and low at three schools (Schools B,

C, and I).

involves using the improvement cyclz to guide planning, classroom
management, and instruction. Teachers are expected to use the improvement

cycle to set instructional goals, identify opportunities for improvement,
and make necessary changes in instructional procedures: 1In the improvement
cycle; teachers attend to several targeted classroom variables: prior
learning, student engaged time; instructional overlap, and academic
performance.

Overall, program implementation at the teacher level was regarded as

successful in terms of expected instructional activities in the classroom:
Field test teachers,; inm general, reported that they used research
information to guide the ‘instructional improvement ﬁfaéééé and indicated
that they attended to targeted instructional variables. A majority of them

implementation was observed between schools. Teachers' reports of their
dctivities indicated that overall implementation was relatively high in

relation to the program model at some schools, but relatively low at other



schools: Table 6 represents information on teacher implementation in terms
of summary indices: The overall teacher implementation index Suggeésts that
teachers engaged in the Improvement process to a high degrec at two schools
" (Schiools A and G); to a medium degree at four schools (Schools B; D; F, and

1), and to a low degree at three schools (Schools C; E; and H).

Summary of Program Implementation,; By School

A summary index of level of program implementation was derived by

The results suggest that level of implementation varied widely actoss
schoois with two schools (Schools A and G) having "high" indices, four
schools "medium" indices (Schools D E, F, and 1j, and three schools "low"
indices (Schools B; C; and H). The source of the variation is not readily
apparent: Some variation occurs as the 1ﬁ§ravaaéﬁt process flows through
each Successive level of the hierarchy. However, ié should be noted that

The probable major source of variation is level of commitment of
principals and t&achers, an area that was not formally assessed during the

field test. Scriven (1973) and Lipe and Havenas (1977) suggested that

Various levels of commitiment were observed by BSC staff in one or more
of the field test schools. Where the principal and teachers were either

actively or passively resistant, school implementation seemed to be low.

o
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implementation appeared to be mediumi. Where there was group commitment,
school implementation was regarded as high. Thus, level of commitment

seemed to be a major factor in implementation behavior.

Student Level

The hypothesis of the field test was that installation and
implemientation of Achievement Directed Leadership at the four levels
described above would affect students' classroom behaviors and academic

I}

/

achievement. The actual degree of implementation at each school would
logically affect the degree to which student cutcomes at each school are
influenced. The relatively high level of program implementation seemed to
result in positive outcomes in terms of targetted student behaviors and
instructional processes. Teachers reported that they dttended to students'
monitored students' success in daily work, mastery of skills, and review of
content. Reported resuits indicated that students daily success and
mastery rates weié:iéiéEiGéi§ high across the district.

Assessment of éEﬁ&éﬁE engaged time (SET) indicated that high levels
were achieved in most classes throughout the district. SET levels were of
sufficiently high magnitude to predict that students test scores would
exceed expected achievement levels (in accordance with the research of
Stailings and Kaskaéitz; 1974 and Fisher, Filby, Marliave, Cohen; Dishaw;
reading classes fell in the range where achievement gains would be expected

to exceed normal growth according to national horms:



i

Findings in terms of instructional overlap (i:e:; match between
classroom instruction and test content) wéfénéiﬁiiéfiy positive. Results
indicated that the coverage of curriculum content matched almost all basic
skills objectives assessed by the California Achievement Test (CAT). From
this, one would expect growth in student ach?evement to exceed the normal
range (i.e:, equivalent pétééﬁtiiegj;

Student achievement results im both reading and mathematics are
impressive. Students at all schools progressed at rates at least
consistent with aéﬁiévéméﬁc expectations based on the national norm roup,

and at many schools, gains exceeded achievement expectations. In most

cases; these gains reversed trends exhibited during the baseline year. At
the end of the 1981-82 year, achievement in most field test schools was
around the national average in reading; and éigﬁificaﬁtiy higher than the
national average in mathematics. Likewise; performance relative to
tatewide basic skills standards improved; with almost all students in the
aiétiié; meeting state standards appropriate for their grade levetl.

rable 7 summarizes CAT resuits; by school, for the program year (1982)
45 well as for two baseline years. In addition, the degree of program
implementation is indicated: The results are graphically iltustrated in
Figures 1 and 2 for reading and mathematics, respectively. The findings
demonstrate relational trends between level of program implementation and
student achievement. The two schools (Schools A and G) with a high degree
of prbéram implementation exhibited tﬁé largest increases in achievement in
teading and mathematics over. the course of the fieid test: In addition,
their gains from 1981 to 1982 were in contrast to their gains over the

baseiine year (1980 to 1981). On the other hand; the three schools

,m- ; .1‘4 |



(schools B; C, and H)Y with a low degree 6fliﬁ§iéﬁéﬁtéti6ﬁ éxhisitga little
change during the field test year and this change was basically consistent
with the change over the baséliﬁé‘§éaf. The three schools (Schools D, E,
and F) with medium levels of implementation exhibited varying achievement

gains during the field test year and in comparison to the baseline year.
in some cases; their gains (e.g.; School F for mathematics) approached

implementation schools. , ;

in summary; a relationship between level of program implementation and
student achievement in reading and mathematics were demonstrated. Although
all schools implemented the program to some degree and all exhibited

improvement at least consistent with expectations, achievement gains were
most positive for those schools with the highest levels of implementation:
Although the field test evaluation design was non-experimental, this

Sy

relationship lends considerable support to the hypothesis that Achievement

achievement.

roles of school administrators from management-type functions to those of
instructional leaders can have significant effects on the improvement of

achievement of educationally disadvantaged students. The study illustrates

T



the recent Commission on Excellence report which calls for sweeping policy
changes regarding factors éﬁéh as iﬁétfﬁéfiaﬁéi'ééﬁEéﬁE; time, teaching and
leadership. Achievement Directed Leadership exemplifies an approach for
implemienting Some of these changes and tﬁé field test illustrates

achievement outcomes when school districts adopt such an approach.

4. 16
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_ Table | - |
Field Test Framawork |

Meld et Field Test T

Levl Rumctions ———  Qbiectives o Methds
BSC ' P;anign@ conduct district @ Docimcat the process of  » Observe orientation and training
| erfentation to the improve-  initially instatling the sessions
ment approach | improvement approach

] ~ » Observe Implementation Seminars
o Plan and deliver initial o Docutent the outcomes of

training to district staff installing the improve- o Interview participants (1.2, dis-

in Eﬁe use of the approach ment approach in terms trict leadership and supervisors) |
of acquired knowiedge; e

o Provide folton-up tectinical kil and attitades o Survey participants’ reactions

assistance to district to : to orfentation/training

fac*ixtate Implementatlon of
the approach

District o Plan and conduct principals' o Docirent the process and ¢ Observe orientation and training

Pobdmm ox el f e i

~ orlentatfon to the imtove-  Giitcowes of spaff develop~  sessions

. ment poroach ment for principals
5 ) o Interview district staff and prin-
¢ Plan and conduct trainwng ¢ Docunent the process and cipals zbout. dist;icL/Drincipai

of principals in use of the  outcomes of participatory-  supervisory conferences

approach (1.e., their role-  supervision

related functions) o Analyze Bistr:ct/?ri1cipa1 Con=

ference Form
¢ Engege in partxcipatory-

|

l .
i . o
| superviston with principals o Survey principals' reactions to
|
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‘Tadle | {continued)

Field Teat Frazmework

Field Test

Cojective

- Methods

| level  Functions

ment- approach

¢ Planand conguet training of o Docuzent the process and
teachers in the use of the
improvement cycle/focus

vatiables
/

o Engege in participatory= o Document principals’ use
of the improvement cycle

Principsl o Plen and conduct. tezchers'  w Docenent the process aad
crientation to the improve-

ment for teachers

supervision

it the prot 9 Obseive orientation and training
cuteeres of staff develop- '

outcomes of participatory

sessions

¢ Interview principals and teachers
about district/prineipal ewpervi-
sory cenferences

# knalyze the Prinpijal/Teacker
Cotifeterice Forti /

o Survey teschers' reactions to
orientation/training

o Validate classtoon obServaticas

¢ Plan lessons and classroom o

activities

» Manage the clagsroon

1nstruction

o Deliver instricticd

Document teachers' use of

the improvement cycle/focus
variables to guide planning;
nanagenent, and delivery of

¢ Tnterview teachers about use of
the improvement cycle and its im-
pact on planning, managevent, and
delivery of instruction

o Obtain confirmatory rescrts frop
principats; distriet staf®; and
BSC field staff of teackers' use
of cycle

o Survey teachers' use of icprove-
ment cycle




‘Teble | (continued)
Field Test Pramework

o L Field Test Field Test
~Level Firiction§ - - — Objective Nethods

IStudent o Demionistrate studeiit class- o Document impacts of the fm- o Analyze student behaviors: student
roon behaviors identified as  provement approach on criti-  engaged time; instructional over-
critical to achievement cal student behaviors lap; acadenic performance; w.d
_ B - pifot learning

o Demonstrate apotopriate o Docusent impacts of the ‘ o
levels of achievement in iproverent approach o o Analyze studeats' achievement
basic skills subjects students' achievement in based on standarized achievement

|  reafing/tangoage arts and  tests used in the district

fathematics




Table 2
Descriptio 6 Principal Level Inplementarion Indices

- Decision Rulé for Tndend

) o | Dara lov | edlm | Eigh
| Veriables | Description ‘ Sources 1 2 3

Number of fverase tiumber of tiries principal | Teacher questiomaire | %<6.0 6.0¢x<1.0 | H7.0

classroon observed eal tearher $ ¢lassroom;

observations Six were plenned .

Number of Average munber of conferences with Teacher questiomnaive, | x<3.0 3.05323.7”‘ %3,

principai/teacher | each teacher; three vere planned p“lncxpai,teacher
wonfarences (urferonce form

of six specific indices, thres for | questionnaires
the content workshop and three for
the time workshop These workshop
indices include measures of (1)
overall reaction to training, (2)
e\pectatlohs regardlng llkellhood

ot success “and (3) percelveo

Trafning vesults | Total imdex represesits the average | “eacher training | %34 5.35;@4.0 4.0

T S ——— B I — —.
attitude tovard ! General affect, enthusiasm BSC contacts/observa- | 3SC | BSC | 3
Progran | tlons, interviews, | judgment | judgrent | judgeent

] principel questionnaire

® Por cratning g results; che deelsion vules were applied to the six specific indices sich meke v the
overall lvhe\

O




Table 3

Description of Teacher Level Implementation Indices

Decision Rule for Index

o - Data bow Medium | Bigh
Variables Description Sources 1 2 3
Research use Conbination of measures of teachers' Teacher x<30% 50%<x<70%. |x>70%

reported use of research/classroom data questionnaire | positive |positive |positive

to set improvement goals and improve responses | responses |responses

teaching
Instructional Combination of measures of teachers' Teacher Same Same {Same
itiprovements reported improvements in student engaged iuééfioﬁnaxre

time; content overlap, prior learning,

student succass, mastery; and content review
Success in Combination of measures of teachers' Téééﬁéf Same Same Same
implementation reported success in implementing Achieve- | questionnaire

ment Directed Leadership components

related to: student engaged time; content

overlap, prior learning, student success;

rastery, and content review
Changes in Combination of reasures of teachers' Teacher Same Same Same
teaching reported chenges in instructional plamning; | questionnaire '
behavior classroom | managemnnt and teaching

techﬁlques ;
liiproved class- Téébhété' overall perception of effective- | Teacher | Same Same Sare
roon eifective~ | ness of basic skills instruction relative | questionnaire
1658 to prior year .
\rtitude toward | Teachers' overall reaction; mean rating; Teacher T%<3.07 T R0<3.5 3
rogram scale of 1 {very negatlve) to 5 {very questionnaire

positive) .. .

;




Summary

Achievement Directed Leadership:

Table 4

of Central Office Staff Impiomentation o[

Rééﬁbﬁdéﬁt Ctbﬁﬁ

Perccived Change

office staff spent support-

ing basic skills instruc-

tion in thé schools,

relative to prior year

Central Office Staff

Principals

Teachers

Increase (all indicated increase
in ‘working directly with schools)

Increase (82% indicated increase
in working with ﬁhem)

Uncertain (42% reported increase

others not sure)

I
!

J ]

Perception of effective-
ness of district in
supporting basic skills
instruction, relative

to prior year

Central Office Staff

Principals

Teachers

Increase (all indicated marked
increase in effertiveness)

, F
Increase (all indicated increase
in effectiveness)

otherq not qure)

Data sources:




Tabie 5

Swimary Indices® for Principal Implementation
of Achievement Directed Leadership: New Jersey Schiool District

. i Indices2 for
- Principal Level Variables. b S -
T " T - Overall _
Attitude # Principal/ [ Sum Principal
o Towards [Classroom | Teacher - Training| of Implementat ion
Fzschbdl Program [Observations | Conferences| Results | Indices Index
A 3 3 1 2 9 - Med
B 1 2 1 L2 6 Low
C 2 2 2 1 7 Low
D 2 2 2 S 8 Med
E 3 2 2 | 3 10 High
F 2 3 2 2 9 Med
G 3 2 1 3 9 Med
i 1 3 3 2 9 Med
I 3 1 1 2¢ 7 Low
aIndices describe whether implementation ls considered relatively high (index = '3")
medium (index = "2"), or low {index = "1'").

bpaca Sources: end—of—year questionnaires, surveys, and principal/teacher
conference forms.

“Data not available, assigned average value:




Table 6

Sumnary of Indices? for Teacher Implemontation of
Achievément Directed Leadership: New Jersey School District

1 Indices for Teacher T.evel Variables ’ Qver?ii
Instruc-| o Tmproved . | Teacher
- | tional Success | Changes in| Classroom |Attitudes | _ |Implemen-
o Research| Improve- | in Imple- | Teaching Effective~| Toward Sum of |tation
School | Use | ments | mentation | Behavior ness Program Indices|Index
A 3 3 3 2 3 .2 16. [High
B 3 1 2 2 1 1 10 |Med
C 2 1 2 1 1 1 8 |Low
D 3 3 2 2 2 2 14 [Med
E 2 2 2 1 ;3 1 9 |Low
F 2 2 2 2 2 12 |Med
G 2 3 3 3 .2 | 3 16 High
H 1 ] 1 1 1 1 6 |Low
1 3 3 2 1 2 2 13 |Med

ind:ces describe whether’ implementation is considered relatively high (index = "3")
mcdium (index = "2"); or low (index = "y,

b pata source: End-of-year questionnaire.




Table 7

Summary of

School Imple-

meiitation

4=
81-82

1980

-

81

-8

High

+

54

Low

Low

Med {um

48

Med Lo

46

Hé\i ium

4s

High

47

,, ] ) B - — ,,

56 57 +2 +1 64 66 . 69 +2 +

47 48 +1 +1 53 57 58 +4 +1
46 49 =2 % 54 57 59 +3 +2

Y )

44 44 -2 0 s1 s1 s1 ) o

40 43 -5 +3 53 49 54 -4 +5
4z s5. -3 +1 50 51 61 +i +

Low

61

SEAN 48 47 50 | -1 | 54 56 59 SRR

Mote:

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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