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Introduction

Researchers from the Research on the Imprcvement Process (RIP) program at
the Research and Development Cernter for Teacher Education are in the third
year of a three phase study c¢f the change process in American high schoois.
During Phase I, the 1982-83 school year, one or more staff members visited 12
high schools in Texas, Oregor, Maryland, Indiana, New York and Florida. These
exploratory visits were made to become more familiar with the organizational
structure of high schools and the change efforts taking place, and to examine
possible sources of information and strategies for future data collection
efforts. In each visit, school administrators, department chairpersons,
teachers and students were interviewed to gain their insight related to how
change occurs, what innovations were present, and how to best conduct research
on change in high schools. Special attention was devoted to understanding the
role and function of department chairpersons in school improvement effcrts.

Phase II of the high school study, which occurred during the 1983-84
school year, was a descriptive study designed on the basis of the findings
from the previous year. Four major research questions provided the focus for
this study:

1. What are the types, sources and purposes cf change in high schools?

2. What are the key units (school, department, etc.) of change?

3. What are the situational factors that most influence the change

process?

4. How is the change process managed in high schools?

To answer the questions it was deemed important to look at high schools
located in different size and type communities and at schools with varying
change dynamics, that is, schools with much change and those that were more

typical for each district. Community types were rural, urban, suburban and




mid-¢ ‘ze cities; the higih school size varied with the type of community. Nine

sites were chosen in 9 states geographically distributed across the nation.
At earh site 2 high schools were selectec as study school (N=18), one a
typical school and the other with much change ongoing.

The third, and current, phase involves 2 school districts and in each
district 2 high schools and 3 elementary schools. The purposes of this phase
are:

1 To determine the role of the district office in school change,

2. To compare the change process in elementary and secondary schools,

3. To investigate the management of change over the long term, and

4. To study how leadership affects the change process.

The objective of the papers in this set is to isolate and explore the
roles of particular participants in high school change: teachers, department
heads, principals and central office personnel. A subsequent goal for future
writing is to reassemble the participants in order to describe their
relationships and to produce an integrated set cf papers that answers the four
study questions cited above and that speaks to effective district change.

Each of the four papers that follow has drawn on the data from these
three years of research in different ways. For example, the report on
department heads has made extensive use of data from all three phases as hes
the report on principals. The most detailed information on district office
personnel came out of the third year data but it was richly supplemented by
data from year two. Data for the report on teachers came primarily from the
second year data.

In all three phases of the study, a face-to-face, structured interview
was the principal technique for data collection. Thus, self-report data

provides the primary data base for the four research papers. It should also

it



be noted that the validity of the data is enhanced by extensive triangulation
of data from the various interviewees. Those persons interviewed included
local school administrators, department heads, teachers, students, counselors,
activity directors, athletic directors, music directors and multiple line and
staff personnel in the district office.

Certainly the research results reported in this symposium do not provide
the ultimate understanding of the change process in high schools but they,

1

coupled with previous reports®, do contribute to advancing our knowledge of

high schools. Furthermore, these findings, plus the proposed hypotheses and

future research studies and for change efforts ir high schools and district

offices.

William L. Rutherford
Research & Development Center

tentative recommendations, provide a sound basis for the consideration of
for Teacher Education

1

Hall, G. E. et al. The improvement process in high schools: Form, function
and a few surprises. Papers presented at the annual meeting of the American
Educational Research Association, New Orleans, April 1984. These may be
requected from the Research and Development Center for Teacker Education, EDA
3.202, The University of Texas, Austin, Texas, 78712.
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Change in High Schools:

Roles and Reactions of Teachersl’2

William L. Rutherford
Sheila C. Murphy
Research and Development Center for Teacher Education
The University of Texas at Austin

For the past two decades the most certain and consistent feature of
American public schools has been change. It would be difficult, if not
impossible, to find a school that has not been engaged in at least one, and
usually more. change effort every year for the past 15 to 20 years. In fact,
change has become a status symbol for some districts. This fact was vividly
portrayed by the pubiic relations brochure of one district that described 16
recent or current changes in the schools of that district, as an indicator of
the quality of the educational system.

dhile 16 recent or current changes may seem excessive, it is not at all
atypical for schools to be engaged in a number of changes at the same time.
During the past few years, the flow of changes into schools has slowed, Jut it
certainly has not ceased. Variety has marked these changes as collectively
they have focused on virtually every facet of school and schooling. Yet,
amidst this variety there have been several commonalities.

Most of the hhanges have been initiated in direct or indirect response to

real or perceived societal expectations. After Sputnik there was great

1Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Educational
Research Association, Chicago, I1linois, April, 1985.
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The research described herein was conducted under contract with the
National Institute of Education. The opinions expressed are those of the
authors and do not necessarily reflect the position or policy of the National
.nstitute of Education and no endorsement by the National Institute of
Education should be inferred.




emphasis on science and math, foliowed (not necessarily sequentially) by
attention to the disadvantaged learner, the special needs of gifted and
talented students, bilingualism, greater student freedoms and choices,
restricted student freedoms and choices, and "back to the basics," which
includes a renewed focus on math and science as well as communication skills.

Linked with the response to societal expectation is a second common
element. That is, most changes have as their ultimate target the student. In
one way or apother they are intended to have a beneficial influence on
students.

A third commonality is that teachers are the intermediate target of
changes and the ones initially impacted by most of them. A number of studies
have verified the significant impact and influence of change on the concerns
of teachers (George & Rutherford, 1980; Hall, 1976; Hall & Rutherford, 1976).
Teachers, in turn, represent a crucial link in any effort to change schools.
"Educational change depands on what teachers do and think -- it's as simple
and compiex as that." This statement by Fullan (1982, p. 107) is hardly
subject to cdispute. Teachers are crucial to change, but what is their role?

Fullan concluded that " . . . because of their culturai conditions and
practicality concerns, most teachers do not take the initiative to promote
change beyond their own classroom" (1982, p. 119). Consequently, most changes
that enter schools do not come from teachers but from other sources such as
school administrators, district office personnel, or state or federal
officials. These conclusions present a clear picture of the teacher being
primarily a recipient of change rather than an initiator of change. This
means that in a typical change process changes are "handed down" to teachers
from some "outside" source, and the teachers are expected to "make them work."

Changes that are "handed down" to teachers are often referred to as




mandated changes. That term is not used here because m2ndated means or infers
the change is officially required. Actually, many "handed down" changes seem
to "float" into the schools. Teachers don't know from where the changes came.
Why, if, or when they are to start using the changes and how they are to be
implemented. Under these circumstances, teachers often do not perceive the
change as mandatory.

This depiction of teacher involvement in change would appear to be
accurate for elementary schools which have been the target of the bulk of
change research. However, comparatively little is know about the role of
teachers in change in high schools. Yet, there is agreement that high schools
and elementary schools are different. One difference often noted is that high
school teachers view themselves as experts in their field; thus, they are more
autonomous than elementary teachers. The existence of subject area
departments in high schools represents another major difference. Many believe
the locus of power and decision-making resides in the departments.

Because of differences between elementary and high schools, are the roles
of high school teachers in change different from those of elementary teachers?
Will teachers be active in the initiation of changes for school improvement?
Finding answers to these questions about the role of high school teachers in
change was one priority in a national study of American high schools (Hall, et
al., 1984). Findings from that study related to the role of teachers in

change and their reactions to change are reported in this paper.

Purpose
An earlier paper (Rutherford & Hul<.g, 1984) reported the kinds of

changes that had recently occurred in the high schcols and the units involved

in change -- individual teacher, department, school, dicirict, or statewide.
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Thiz paper continues the investigation of change in high schools but with the

focus on teachers and their role in and reaction to change.

Specifically, the paper addresses three questions:

1. What was the source or impetus of changes that influence or have the
potential to influence individual teachers? Of the total number of reported
changes, how many were: a) initiated by an individual teacher; b) initiated
through the collaborative efforts of teachers; or c¢) came from other sources
such as local school administrators, school district administrators, or state
or federal impetus?

2. Is there a relationship between the source/impetus of chaenge and
teachers' reaction to the change?

3. Are tchere other factors in the change process that are re.ated to
. teechers' reactions to change?

As will be noted in the methodology section that follows, the study
findings are based on interview data. Thus, the answers to these questions

represent teacher perceptions rather than observed behaviors.

Methodology

The nature of tha changes »ccurring and the factors which influence the
change process in different high schools across the nation has been the focus
of research conducted by *“e Research on the Improvement Process (RIP) Program
at the Texas Research ai. Jeve' .ment Center for Teacher Education (Hall, et
al., 1984). The High School Study described the types of changes taking place
in sample high schools, the management of change efforts, and the key
situational factors influencing these efforts. Rather than starting from a
preconceived notion of what the high school was or should have been, the RIP

High School Stucy was based on qualitative, descriptive data of change as it

6 L1




occurrea in a high school. Each high school visited represented a unique set
of information.

This study of change in high schools was planned to cover a range of
schools and situations over a 3-year period. Phase I, conducted in 1982-83,
was an exploratory effort in which researchers visited 12 selected sites
across the United étates to become familiar with the high school context and
to pilot cdata collection methodologies and specific interview questions.
Phase II, conducted during the 1983-84 school year, was a descriptive
investigation of 18 selected high schools in nine sites geographically
dispersed across the nation. The study is currently in Phase III, an
intensive year-long investigation in a small number of selected districts to
determine how the change process is managed in high schools and how that
compares witn change management in elementary schools, with special emphasis
on the role of district office personnel.

This paper preseints data from all 18 Prase II schools. These schonls
were locatea in sites encompassing a range of community types including urban,
suburban, mid-size city, and rural. The size of the high schools visited
varied with tha nature of the community type. In all except the rural
setting, two high schools were studied in each site. One high school each
from two comparable communities was selected for the rural site.

A sample of taped teacher interviews wa~ drawn from all teacher
interviews completed in Phase I1 (n=380). Three taped teacher interviews were
selected from each high scnool (n=54). Two criteria for tape selection were
specified: (1) the teacher must not be in his/her first year at the school,
and (2) each of the teachers within a school was drawn from a different
subject area department. Two researchers divided the tapes for aralysis after

establishing interrater reliability.




listening to each tape in its entirety, the researchers recorded data
following ar i{dentical scheme (Figure 1). Only those changes which had
occurred during the past 2 years were recorcded and analyzed. Included were
those changes which influenced or had the potential to influence teachers. It
an individual teacher made a change which touched only his/her own classroom,
i.e., added new materials to a unit or changed the order in which content was
introduced, it was not included in this analysis. This was done for wo
reasons. First, the taped interviews did not thoroughly probe for surh
changes. Second, the intent ot this repert was to determin> to what extent
tcachers were involved in initiating changes that influenced the school beyond
their classroom.

After ¢11 the tapes had been analyzed, the researchers compiled the data
from the tapes. Information from each district was synthesized so changes
were enumerated only once, but multiple reactions to the same change were
maintained on the data reduction sheets after all screening was completed. If
the multiple reactions dJdiffered, they were coded as Mixed. A total of 155

changes remained for analysis.

Data Reduction

One part o€ the interviews identified how many and what kinds of changes
teachers had been involved with during the past 2 years and elicited
information about the purpose, source, and scope of the change. In data
reduction, a first step was to determine whether the source or impetus for t
change came from teachers or some other source. If it was teacher initiated,
the next step was to aetermine if it was an individual teacher or two or more
teachers working collaboratively. The code sheet was marked accordingly.

When the source or impetus for the change was not teachers, it was coded

"Others," and an effort was made to pinpoint that source. As will oe noted in

13




figure 1

Initial Analysis of Changes

Teacher Tape # School

Subjects Taught

Change --
Involvement
initiated by teacher(s) individual
collaboration
Reaction
positive neutral

by others
who

unknown

negative




the findings, many times teachers did not know the source. Teacher responses
led to the 11 subcategories of Others under Category 13 in Figure 2. With the
exception of the subcategory context, the others are self-evident. An example
of context &s a source of change would be a teacher who reports increased
class size this year (the change) due to rapid population growth in the
community and the school (the source/impetus).

Here it should be noted that many times when changes are initiated by
Others, teachers are involved as collaborators with the Others. No attempt
was made to capture these data since the focus of the study was on
teacher-initiated versus other-initiated changes, not on collaboration.

Once the source of change was established, teacher reaction to the change
was coded as being Positive, Negative, or Neutral. Positive reactions were
reflected in statements such as, "It is good," "I am pleased with the change,"
"Teacher input is listened to and this change is a good example of that," or
"I only wish we would have made this change a long time ago." Negative
reactions were included in comments such as, "Who needed it; it only makes
work harder," "Had anybody asked teachers, they would never have made this
change," or "The whole thing is just a mess and a nuisance to me."

When teacher reactions were positive or negative they were typically
expressed in clear and certain terms such as those above. In those cases
where teacher reaction was not evident or when the teacher stated he/she had
no particular feeling about the change, it was coded as a neutral reaction.
It is possible that some nonexpressions of reaction were more a reflection of
indifference than neutrality, but no attempt was made to develop such a
distinction.

To respond to the third stated purpose it was necessary to conduct an

Expanded Analysis of Changes (Figure 2). All changes are not equal, of

10
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Figure 2

Taxonomy for Expanded Analysis of Change

Nature of change

Responsibility to Degree of change Requirements for
implement required of teachers use
1. Required a. major d. rigid
b. moderate e. flexible
c. minor

2. Optional

Primary target of change

3. Teacher behavior/practice

2. to correct & deficit

b. to enrich/improve ,
c. N/A or unknown

J. replacement

4. Curriculum/course Schedule

a. to correct a deficit
b. to enrich/improve

c. N/A or unknown

d. replacement

&. Student performance/practices

a. to correct a deficit
b. to enrich/improve

c. N/A or unknown

d. replacement

6. Organiration, procedures/processes, administration

a. to correct a deficit
b. to enrich/improve

c. N/A or unknown

d. replacement

7. Contextual factors (class size, school climate, school/community
relations, teacher benefits/welfare)

a. to correct a deficit
b. to enrich/improve

c. N/A or unknown
d. replacement

L6




Figure 2 Continued -- Taxonomy for Expanded Analysis of Change

Scope of Change

8. Affects teachers and students

a. all
b. many
¢. portion

9. Affects students primarily

a. al
b. many
c. portion

10. Affects teachers primarily

a. an
b. many
c. portion

11. Primarily affects others (community, administrators, etc.)

a. -an

b. many

c. portion
Source/Impetus

12. Teacher(s)

a. findividual
b. collaboration

13. Others
a. local school administrators g. parents/community
b. district office h. unknown
c. superintendent i. context
d. state J. private foundation
e. federal k. accrediting agency
f. students

Teacher Reaction

14, Positive 16. Yeutral
15. Negative 17. Mixed
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course, bt how do you assign significance to a single change? We concluded
that no one scheme of analysis would be sufficient; rather, the scheme must
“fit" the intended purpuse. In this study the purpose was to investigate
those factors that might relate to teachers' reactions to change. The
literature on change (Fullan, 1982; Hall, et al., 1984) and our own research
experiences led us to believe that the categories in the Expanded Analysis of
Changes were most 1ikely to be related to teachers' reactions to changes.

To reduce the size of the task, a random sample of 100 changes were
chosen from the total sample of 155 and subjected to the expanded analysis.
Complete and final processing of these data has not veen accomplished at this

time, but initial findings are presented in the next section.

Findings

Question 1: Of the total number of reported chznges, how many were
initiated: a) by an individual teacher; b) through the collaborative efforts
of teachers; or c) came from a source/impetus other than teachers?

A summary of the findings related to this question is presented in Table 1.

Approximately 71% of all the changes came from a source other than
teachers. Of the almost 29% of the changes initiated by teachers, 18% were
the result of collaborative teacher efforts, and an individual teacher was the
impetus for 10% of the changes.

To gain a more precise understanding of the source or iwipetus of change
within the Others category, the various sources were separated into the
classifications shown in Table 2. These classifications emerged from the
data. 1In 342 of the cases, teachers did not know the source of the change
they described. It is possible that some of these chances came from teachers
rather than others, but there was no way to know that. Among the known

sources, district administrators (31.6%) and 1local school administrators

(23.4%) were those most frequently identified. Collectively students,




Table 1

Source of Changes

Number of changes

Percent of total

Individual Teacher 16 10.2
Collaboration of Teachers 28 18.1
QOthers
(including contextual) 1 71.6
TOTAL 155 100.0
19



Table 2

Changes with Others as Source

Source Number Percent of Total
Local School Administrators 26 23.4
District Administrators 35 31.6
Qutside district 5 4.5
Parents/Community 2 1.8
Students 2 1.8
Contextual 3 2.7
Unknown 38 34.2

100.0




parents/community, context, and outside district sources accounted for only
11% of the changes.

When all the known sources were considered (Tables 1 and 2), district
administrators were the impetus for the largest number of known changes (35),
followed by collaborative teacher efforts (28), local school administrators
(26), and individual teachers (16).

Question 2: Is there a relationship between the source/impetus of change
and teachers' reactions to the change?

Data in Table 3 show the pattern of teacher reactions to change. More
than half (52.3%) of their reactions were positive, with the next greatest
number being neutral (24.5%). Only 17.4% of teacher reactions were negative.
When teacher reactions were analyzed by source, some distinct differences were
found (Table 4). When the source of the change was an individual teacher
(n=16) o teacher collaboration (n=28), positive teacher reactions were
significantly greater (87.5% and 85.7%, respectively) than either Negative
(6.25% and 7.15%) or Neutral (6.25% and 7.15%) responses. In contrast, wher
the source of change was Others, teacher reactions were 3£,7% Positive, 21.6%
Negative, 31.6% Neutral, and 8.1% Mixed. In summary, it was found that when
the source was Others, a smaller percentage of teacher reactions were positive
than when the source was teachers, either as individuals or through
collaboration.

A prevailing belief exists that teachers are more receptive to change
when it comes from the bottom up rather than from the top down, but rarely are
data presented to support that contention. These c¢-~ta provide concrete
support for the claims, at least as it pertains to high school teachers.
However, it should not be overlooked that wher. the change was top down (Others

as source), teacher reactions were Positive more than 52% of the time. It

21




Table 3

Teacher Reactions ro Changes

17

Positive 81 52.3
Negative 27 17.4
Neutral 38 24.5

" Mixed 9 5.8
155 100.0

212




Table 4

Teacher Reacticn to Change by Source*

Source/Reaction Positive Negative Neutral Mixed Total
Number  Percent Number  Percent Number  Percent Number Percent

Individual 14 87.5 1 6.25 1 6.25 0 0 16

Collaboration 24 85.7 2 7.15 2 7.15 0 0 28

Others 43 38.7 24 21.6 35 31.6 9 8.1 111

155

*
Percentages based on row totals

(o)
o




should also be remembered that out of the total number of changes in the
sample (n=155), in only 17.4% of the cases did the teachers react negatively.

Questions 3: Hew are other factors in the change process related to
teacher reactions to changes?

The subsample of 100 changes was analyzed using the factors presented in
Figure 2. Data derived from that analysis are displayed in Tables 5-8.

Out of the 100 changes 58 were Reauired and 42 were Optional (Table 5).
Required changes were those teachers perceived or knew to be reauired of them.
If the teacher felt she/he had an option of using or participating in the
change, it was coded as Optional. When teacher reactions to Required and
Optional changes are compared {Table 5), required changes had a lower
percentage of positive reactions and a higher percentage of negative and
neutral reactions than Optional changes. When the change was perceived as
optional, two-thirds of the teachers reacted positively and fewer than 5% had
a negative reaction. When the chanye was required, the positive and negative
reactions were 41.4% and 25.9%, respectively.

Relationships between the degree of change and teacher reactions are
displayed in Table 6. Each change was coded as requiring a Major, Moderate,
or Minor degree of change. This was based on the amount of change the
individual teacher felt they had to make in their practices. An example of a
minor change was a teacher beginning ise of a new textbook that didn't differ
much from the old one. When a teacher had to adjust to a revised scope and
sequence that was introduced into the English curriculum, that was coded as a
moderate change. A change coded as Major was the expectation that the teacher
would change her classroom teaching procedures to pattern them after Madeline
Hunter's instructional approach.

In the interviews teachers were not asked directly to indicate the degree

of change they fe.: was required of them, so the coding was based on the

19
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Table 5

Reactions to Required and Optional Changes*

Positive Negative Neutral Mixed
Number Percent Number Percent Nuvaber Percent Number Fercent Total
Required 24 41.4 15 25.9 18 31.0 1 1.7 58
Optional 28 6€.6 2 4.8 10 23.8 2 4.8 42
> Percentages based on row totals
7




Table 6

Degree of Change and Teacher Reactions*

Positive Negative Neutral Mixed
Number  Percent Number Percent Number  Percent Number  Percent Total
Major 1 33.3 1 33.3 0 0 1 33.3 3
Moderate 13 43.3 9 30.0 8 26.7 0 4.8 30
Minor 38 56.7 7 10.4 20 29.9 2 3.C 67

nN
(o)

*
Percentages based on row totals
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various statements the teachers made about the change. Although the degree of
change was frequently evident from teacher comments, the reader is cautioned
to be aware of the inference involved in these ratings.

When considering the data in Table 6, it should be noted first that more
than two-thirds of the 100 changes (n=67) requirea only minor changes on the
part of the teacher, and only 3 required a major change. As the degree of
change moves from Major to Moderate to Minor, the percentage of positive
roactions dincreases. Inversely, the percentage of negative responses
decreases. When the degree of change was Moderate or Minor, approximately
one-fourth of the reactions were neutral.

Table 7 presents the data comparing requirements for use of the change
with teacher reactions. When teachers perceived that they must use or
implement the change in a particular manner, it was coded as a Rigid
requirement for use. If teachers feit they could adapt the change, then it
was coded as a Flexible requirement. When the requirement was Rigid, the
percentage of positive reactions (47.2%) was somewhat less than when the
requirement was Flexible (57.4%). For negative reactions, the pattern was
reversed. Rigid requirements elicited a much higher percentage of negative
reactions (26.4%) than did Flexible requirements (6.4%). Neu.ral reactions
for the two use categories ranged from 24.5% (Rigid) to 31.9% (Flexible) of
the sample.

Targets of change and teacher reactions are the final set of
relationships reported in this paper. Data are displayed in Table 8. No
doubt most changes that occur in a school have a ripple effect that cause them
to touch many persons and levels within the school. However, for this study
each change was coded according to the unit that would be first and primarily

affected, e. g., student performance/practice is the first and most immediate
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Table 7

*
Requirements for Use and Teacher Reactions

Positive Negative Neutral Mixed
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Total
Rigid 25 47.2 14 26.4 13 24.5 1 1.9 53
Flexible 27 57.4 3 6.4 15 31.9 2 4.3 47

* Percentages based on row totals

)
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Table 8

Target of Change and Teacher Reactions*

Positive Negative Neutral Mixed

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Total
Teacher
behavior/
practice 3 25.0 4 33.3 4 33.3 8.4
Curriculum/
Course
Schedule 21 60.0 4 11.4 9 25.7 2.9
Student
performance/
practice 15 71.4 3 14.3 3 14.3 0
Organizational/
Administrative 9 34.6 5 19.2 11 42.3 3.9
Contextual 4 66.6 1 16.7 1 16.7 0

*
Percentages based on row totals
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target of a new school attendance policy. Contextual factors are a bit more
elusive but nonetheless real. For example, a teacher reports that the climate
in the school is better than it has ever been before, and she feels it is due
to the change in the student body and greater school success in athletics. In
this case the target of the change is contextual since the overall climate
(context) of the school is the first factor impacted.

In the target data (Table 8), of the 100 changes only 12 were targeted
first at teacher behavior/practice. When changes were targeted to t~achers,
that drew a lower percentage of positive responses and a higher percentage of
negative responses than did any other targets. The teacher target also drew
the second highest percentage of neut:ral responses.

Teacher reactions to changes targeted at Organizational/Administrative
were 34.6% positive, 19.2% negative, and 42.3% neutral. When changes were
targeted to Curriculum/Course Schedule, or Student Performance/Practice,
approximately two-thirds of teacher responses were Positive and less than one

quarter were Negative.

Summary and Discussion

As a part of a national study to investigate change in American high
schools, 380 high school teachers were interviewed. From these taped
interviews, 54 tapes were selected for study of the role of teachers in school
change, their reactions to changes, and the factors tnat influenced those
reactions. The 54 teachers reported a total of 155 changes which had
influenced them in some way during the previous 2 years. These changes formed
the basic data base for this analysis.

A first purpose of the research was to determine to what extent teachers

are initiators of changes that have influence outside their own classrooms and
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to what extent changes are "handed down" to them. Teachers, as individuals or
working together collaboratively, were responsible for initiating 78.4% of the

change-, while 71.6% were initiated by local school administratr.> or sources

outside the school. These data indicate that high school teachers are more

likely to be recipients of change than to be initiators of change. These

findings seem to confirm Lortie's (1975) conclusion that teacners focus move
on their individual responsibilities and less on the school as a whole.
Whether it is feasible and desirable for teachers to be more involved in the
initiation of change is a question that needs to be addresced in future

research.

In their reactions to changes teachers were much more likely to be

positive than negative. Their response was Positive to 81 changes, Negative
to 27 changes, Neutral to 38 changes, and Mixed in 9 instances. Thus, in 77%
of the cases, teachers had a Positive or Neutral reaction to the changes they
had experienced during the previous 2 years. It is possible that some of the
Neutral responses were an indication of indifference and should be grouped
with the Negative responses. If, for purposes of speculation, the 38 Neutral
responses were assigned equally to the Negative and Positive columns, the

Positive responses would still be much larger in number. In relation to

school change, there seems to be a common assumption that teachers are quite

resistant to change. These data do not support that assumption.

Five factors were investigated as possible 1influences on teacher
reactions to change: 1) source of the change; 2) required or optional change;
3) degree of change; 4) requirements for use; and 5) target of the change.
Data from these factors indicate that to develop the greatest numder of

positive teacher reactions, the changes should be initiated by teachers, use

should be optional (rather than required), use should involve only a minor
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degree of change, the requirement for use should be flexible rather than
rigid, and the target of the change should be some group or thing other than
teachers. When change was initiated by someone other than teachers, was
required, called for moderate or major change on the part of the teacher, and
st.pulations for use were rigid, teachers were more inclined to have negative
reactions.

Of the five factors investigated, tne one that had the greatest influence
on teacher reaction was the source of change. When change was initiated by
teachers, their reaction was positive approximately 86% of the time. When
change came from other sources, teachers reacted positively only 38% of the
time. This might appear to be a "so what" finding since it is a commonly held
belief that teachers are more receptive to changes when they participate in

their development. But there is more to the issue. True, teachers react more

~ positively to changes initiated by colleagues, but it is also true that in 77%

of the cases teachers react either in a positive or neutral manner to changes
that influenced them. Furthermore, some of the negative reactions are

responses to teacher initiated changes. This suggests that future research

and development in high school change should not focus on reducing teacher

negative reactions to change, for they are already fairly limited. A more

important jssue to pursue is to determine what role teachers can and should

assume that would enhance school improvement efforts.

The involvement of teachers in change presents somewhat of a dilemma.
Teachers are more satisfied with changes they initiate, but they do not
initiate many changes that influence the school beyond the classroom. Fullan
(1982) concludes from his review of research, " . . . that the culture of the
school, the demands of the classroom, and the usual way in which change is

introduced do not permit, point to, or facilitate teacher involvement in
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exploring or developing more significant changes in educational practice" (p.
120). Perhaps this explains why high school teachers do not initiate more
changes.

This study focuses on the role of high school teachers and their
reactions to chaunge, however, change strategies cannot be established solely
on the basis of teacher reactions. Actual use of the change is essential if
it is to have influence on school improvement. This means the change must be
implemented and institutionalized.

Miles (1983) has found that successful institutionalization is dependent
on a set of conditions or factors that are somewhat different from the factors
associated with positive teacher reactions to change. These factors include
strong administrative commitment to the change which leads to pressure and
support for the change effort. Additionally, institutionalization is greatly
enhanced if the 'change 1is mandated rather than left optional. Finally,
changes in the organization may be needed to protect and stabilize the change.

The responsibility of those who would facilitate change in high schools

is to utilize strategies that attend to teachers in a personalized way and, at

the same time, provide for implementation and institutionalization of change.
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The High School Department Head:
Powerful or Powerless in Guiding Change?l’2
Shirley M. Hord
Sheiia C. Murphy

Resea~ch and Development Center for Teacher Education
The University of Texas
What is the major focus of your Department Head role?
“My role includes the responsibility of staying alert to the most recent
research findings, to the development of new techniques and instructional
strategies, to the availability of new programs and products; followed by
disseminating the information and materials to the staff of my department
and facilitating utilization by the teachers."

(Department Head A).
"In my mailbox I receive memos about meetings, scheduling and other
school calendar information from the district office or from the

principal; I screen it quickly to determine what needs immediate
attention, duplicate “t and distribute it to the mailboxes of my

teachers."

(Department Head B).

The perceptions and reality of high school department head roles are as
diverse as the examples above suggest, not only among those occupying the
position, but also among those who relate closely to heads and among those who
are removed from them in the school organization. Because the department heac
roie has not been the focus of much research, it is not well understood and is
lacking in definition, especially regarding the functions of leadership and

facilitation of change.

1Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Educational
Research Association, Chicago, I1linois, April, 1985,

zThe research described herein was conducted under contract with the
Natisral Institute of Education. The opinions expressed are those of the
authe.. and do not necessarily reflect the position or policy of the National
Institute of Educatior, and no endorsement by the National Institute of
Education shnuld be inferred.
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In this paper, which is based on the results of a tnree-year study of

change in high schools, we describe popular perceptions of the department head
role and review related literature on the topic. We then rep~-t the study
findings, first the behaviors of uepartmert heads grouped in functions and the
varizus combinations of the functions found in practice in high schools, that
constitute six unique roles. To enhance the reader's understanding and to
enliven the text we include short descriptive pictures or brief vignettes of
department heads as we perceived them in our study. Second, we identify
factors from the study that seem to have some impact on the department head
role or infiuence its operationalization. And third, we describe the
relationships department heads have with other high school and district level
participants found in the study.

In the Implications and Recommendations section, we attempt to suggest
from the data why some heads are active and effective in facilitating change
and school improvement, and others a e not, and develop some propositions as a
result of our analysis. We conclude this section with recommendations
regarding the department head role for policymakers, researchers and

practitioners.

Background Research and Popular Perceptions of Department Heads

In our search to undersitand the role of the high school departmernt head,
we found a very limited literature base related directly to high schools.
However, we found a number of widely held, data-free perceptions vhat seek to

explain the role.

Review of the Literature

Institutions of higher education (IHE) have been the setting for many

detailed department head studies. Direct transfer of information between the
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two contexts does not seem practical. Of the literature specifically drawn
from high school departments, only a fragment is based on research.

Reports of heads' suggestions. A portion of the literature specifically

addressed to high school department heads seems to be composed of suggestions
based on the author's years of experience in the position. This literature
tends to be subject matter specific and deals primarily with "How To Be A Good
Science/Mathematics/English Department Head." For example, Adams (1983)
offers advice to English department chairs on the behavior of academic
departments. Durbury (1984), based on his own years of experience as a
department head, discusses the main features of the department head's role in
determining the success of girls in physics.

Small narrow studies. Another portion of the department head literature,

“while based on research, utilizes samples limited by either the smali number

- of subjects or the narrow focus of the sampie population. Free (1982)

describes the way one principal invcived teachers in the selection of a
department head. Fellows zrnd Potter (1984) generate recommendations for job
descriptions based on ¢n examination of Job specifications found in
advertisements in "The Times Educational Supplement.” Davies (1983) presents
data and makes recommendations concerning decision making gathered from a
limited survey of secondary department heads in Great Britain. Weaver (1979)
makes recommendations for inservice education based on a survey of 76
department heads. Papalia (1970) offers suggestions to department heads based
solely on a survey of foreign language departments. While the information in
these reports is interesting, it is difficult to generalize.

Leadership and principal literature. There is a substantial body of

literature concerning high school department heads which draws on general

leadership literature and on studies of the role of the principal. Turner
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(1983) encourages school administrators to develop leadership competencies for

department heads and suggests readings from the leadership literature. While
at first glance this may seem like a logical horizontal transfer, on closer
inspection the information may not be generalizable to high school department
heads. High schools generally function within a context that specifies the

goals and objectives of programs, thus reducing the base of influence of

heads. Department heads are further restricted by the nested

compartmentalized environment of high schools. it is clear that the role of
high school department heads does not have the scope of the principal’'s role.

To suggest that guidelines for effective functioning of principals are easily

transferable between the two seems to be an overgeneralization. Department
heads without the power of teacher evaluation, hiring, and firing simply do
not own the power of a principal with those options.

Application of higher education studies. Finally, a large part of

department head literature comes from research based in higher education
settings. For example, Marcial (1984) attempts to apply the conclusions from
Bennet's (1982) IHE-based department head research to high school department
heads. Sergiovanni (1984) attempts a similar transfer. But, because of
contextual differences, IHE findings may not be directly applicable to high
schools. Among the observable differences between IHEs and high schools are
community expectations, contractual limitations, and the nature of the student
body. Generaily, the expectations of a community about the educational
outcomes of high school students and IHE students differ. High schools are
seen as a place for learning "the basics," while IHEs are often perceived as
places for specialized, professional training. Auditionally high schools not
only must be concerned with the academic development of students but also are

expected to attend to the day-to-day realities such as student attendance
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policies. Because student attendance is mandated throughout most of the high
school experience, heads must often struggle with a lack of motivation. That
is not to say that IHE faculties are blessed with classrooms full of highly
motivated students. Rather, part of a high school head's responsibility is
motivating students. That norm is not as prevalent in the IHE teaching
culture. Another direct limitation on high school department heads are
contractual constraints. Department heads usually fall under teacher, rather
than administrator, negotiations. Because of this classification, the
potentially more powerful functicns of the role, such as evaluation and hiring
are often outside of the high school department head's realm of

responsibility. IHE department heads generally negotiate such powers into the

role {Douglas, 1983).

The generalizability of most department head studies is limited. Use of
small or subject matter specific samples restricts a broad application of the
findings to the more general focus on department heads. Many recommendations
generated from the department head literature are based on opinion rather than
grounded 1in a researched data base. Studies from IHE settings and
recommendations elicited from the leadership literature do not acknowledge the
unique characteristics of the role of the high school department head.
Indeed, gaps in the current literature illuminate the need for extensive
research specifically targeted toward understanding the department head's role
in the high school setting. Some of these gaps seem filled by "popular

perceptions” rather than grounded research findings.

Popular Perceptions

The role of department chairperson or department head can be portrayed as
one of "paper pusher" at the one extreme and as "commander in chief" at the

other, depending on who is describing the role. Because there has been little
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study that defines and describes the role, a wide variety of data-free
perceptions abound. A very popuiar belief about heads reiates to the way high
schools are structured as departments.

Perceptions influenced by departmerital organization. The typical high

school, unless it is quite small, is organized in a cellular fashion into
subject/academic discipline groupings or departments. These groupings have a
specific academic or topical focus which tends to result in small, closed
social systems that serve as rallying points in an otherwise large and loosely
coupled organization. Given this departmental organization of high gchools
and related situational factors, such as teachers' identification with the
department rather than with the school overall, it is widely assumed that the
chairpersons of departments are a leverage point for change.

Principals, associate principals, and other administrators all too
frequently are viewed by teachers, because of their lack of experience and
subject-related intellectual credentials, as quite isolated from them. This
experiential and intellectual issue is theoretically solved in the person of
the department chair. The academic resistance that teachers hold about
principals is absent in their relationship with their departwent heads. The
head's academic expertise provides cement which can hold the department's
teachers together, promoting its insulation from outside influence, its
autonomy, and its opportunity for self-direction, thus providing leadership
possibilities for heads.

Alfonso (1983) posits that the point of entry with secondary school
teachers, if not always, most frequently is through their subject area
department. Thus, in addition to the organizational structure, expertise in
the subject area provides a ready-made possibility for the department head to

perform as leader and change facilitator. This rational view of the
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department head's potential role seems widely held by the professional
community and by the public at large.

Perceptions by school administrators and teachers. Like those who view

the departmental structure of high schools as a positive factor that supports
departmental change, many high school principals and assistant principals
concede leadership and decision-making power to the department head. They see
the head as one who manages personnel and a budget and distributes resources,
thus deriving power to influence teachers. There s, of course, a wide
variation in the amount and degree to which the head utilize§ this
distributive power and exercises leadership, management, and decisionmaking;
however, many principals report that their department heads have a great deal
of responsibility for "making things go right" in their departments, without
intervention from administrators. Administrators also view heads as subject
- specialists who know their subject and who know their teacher colleagues. For
these reasons, many administrators tend to view the department head position
as a locus of power and influence, although the power may not be formalized.
Teachers hold a mixed view of heads. While some teachers accede
significant power to their department heads, others view them more as teaching
colleagues. But because of the heads' differentiating title, many teachers
look to this person as responsible for making the system work and for
facilitating the work they must all do. Many teachers report to the head in
the event of their absence. If school leave is to be sought, it is done
frequently through the office of the head, rather than through the school's
central office. Since most heads hold the keys to the supply room, the
requisition forms for materials, and the budget, teachers view them with a

measure of authority. It should be noted again that this view is not

uniformly held by all teachers.




Perceptions by the department heads. Before we began our high school

studies, several department heads we knew expressed their views. "Actually,
I'm just a conduit for sending management and logistical messages to
teachers," one department head expressed. Heads s2w their typical
responsibilities of communicating and coordinating as a poor platform for
exercising leadership. On the whole, they did not tend to see their role as
carrying any power or authority that would support their activity as an agent
for change ir their departments. These early expressions reinforced our
curfosity and intensified our interest in department heads because there were
some heads who were guiding some change in their departments by utilizing the

informal "cement" power, provided by their coordinating responsibilities.

Consistent Role Inconsistency: Preview of the Department Head Study Findings

Our study has not confirmed any one pre/ailing view. Despite the general
perceptions that department heads, by their placement in the particular
organizational design of the high schoo', are in the driver's seat, reality
does not parallel these perceptions. Even though principals believe that
heads have power and can demonstrate leadership, and even though numerous
principals could and do think they give heads power, we have not identified
many examples of department heads that reflect these views. Some teachers
describe their heads as associates and peers; others suggest that the role
provides real possibilities for leadership activities. Teachers are not
unanimous in their assessments. The most appropr .te characterization of the
department head role is its inconsistency in the way it is operationalized
across heads within a school, within a district, and across all the districts

we have studied. We have found great variability, and that is an accurate

catchword for the role, we believe.




A Study of the Role of Department Heads in Change in High Schools

The findings we present in this paper are derived from 3 years of
research in 30 American high schools, studies conducted by the Research on the
Improvement Process (RIP) Program at the Research and Development Center for

Teacher Education, The University of Texas at Austin.

An Overview of High School Change Studies

The RIP high school research has focused directl on the study of change,
the kinds of changes taking place, and the role and influence of the various
constituent groups on the change process in the high schcol context. The high
schools included 1in the study were selected to represent the U.S
geographically and to represent all sizes of schools, including large urban,
suburban, medium city, and small rural schools. These schools were located in
school districts that represent a cross section of American school systems.

In Year One, the Phase One study was exploratory in nature. Research
staff visited in high schools to gain a sense of how the schools were
organized, of the contextual factors that appeared to have importance for
change efforts, and to ascertain if and what kinds of changes high schools
were attempting.

The Year Two, Phase Two study was more focused in its design and conduct,
wherein nine pairs of schools were investigated to learn where changes were
originating, how change was managed, and where leadership for change efforts
was supplied. This descriptive study provided a great deal of data that
answered the study questions (Hall, Guzman, Hord, Huling-Austin, Rutherford,
Stiegelbauer, 1984) and on which hypotheses could be generated.

The Year Three, Phase Three study was conducted to explore the roles of

specific constituent groups in high school change and to understand the
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interrelationships of the groups as they engaged in the process of school
improvement. These groups included principals, assistant principals,
department heads, teachers, and central office personnel. The €indings
related to the role of deps 'ment heads across all three phases of the study

provide the central messages of this section of tne paper.

Data Sources and Analysis

This paper represents data accumulated from 30 schools involved in Phases
I, II, and III of the study. The sites included department heads from a wide
variety of academic and technical disciplines. In addition tc the math,
English, science, and social sciences heads, data were collected from the
heads of business education, vocational education, industrial arts, performing
arts, and many more. Some of these departments ranged in size from 22 English
teachers to 4 business education staff. pData about department heads were
collected not only from self-report interviews with the heads about their
role, but also from interviews with teachers, principals, district office
personnel, and students to gain their perceptions and to cross verify the
data. All interviews were tape recorded. From this pool of data, behaviors
of department heads were identified and grouped into categories based on
functions. Conversations with staff of Montgomery County Public Schools,

Maryland, about their materials and policies regarding the rele and

expectations of Resource Teachers (their title for department heads)

contributed significantly to the framework developed for this paper and the
analysis of these data. The categories of functions developed were:

Serves as communication 1iaison

Serves as department manager

Assists teachers irn improvement of their instructional
performance




4. Participates in program improvement and change

5. Fosters cooperative relationships.

To further refine the data, a subsample was selected for additional
analysis. Four districts, chosen to represent community types, comprised the
subsample drawn from Phase II of the study. Tapes of department head
interviews from these districts (eight high schools) provided the base for
additional data analysis. The data were coded according to department head
functions, school level and district level policies, and relationships of
heads with others. Additionally, the number of chaages initiated By each
department head was noted. Relevant comments by individual department heads
were also recorded. This analysis provided data from which a continuum of the
powerfulness of the department head in change was initially developed. The
validity of the continuum was confirmed through data retrieved from the

complete Phase I, II, and 111 samples.

Findings: What Is The Role?

This part of the paper describes the array of functions, noted above,
that can contribute to the department head role. We examine the various
behaviors in these functions that were found across the 30 high school sites
studied. (See Figure 1 for complete inventory of behaviors in all functions.)
Then we explain how the functions and their inventory of behaviors are put
together to form six configurations of the department head role.

The majority of department heads are classroom teachers. Thus, it is
important to keep in mind that for most heads there is a dual responsibility.
On the one hand, there are department-related obligations; ard on the other, a

significant amount of the head's time, attention, and energy must be direc*ad
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Figure 1
Inventory of Behaviors by Functions

Function I. Serves as communication liaison

Communicates across the members of the department

Links the department and members upward to school administrators
Meets with principal and other school administrators

Links department upward to the district level

Carries infcrmation down to department

Coordinates course schedules

Places students in appropriate classes

Function 11, Serves as department manager

Tonducts department meetings on management issues

Designs the budget

Selects textbooks

Maintains material and equipment systems for procurement, storage,
distribution, retrieval, and security

Assists teachers in use and care of equipment

Supervises clerical and instructional aides

Obtains, monitors, facilitates work of substitute teachers

Provides leadership in various areas

Interviews prospective teachers with administrators and makes recommendations

Assists priicipals in teacher evaluation

Assists priacipals in teacher evaluation conferences

Evaluates teachers

Hires and terminates teachers

Function III. Assists teachers in improving performance

Ubserves and assesses classroom teaching

Confers with teachers about observations

Assists teachers in instructional activities

Assumes leadership in planning inservice for department

Participates in planning school-level inservice activities

Supports, encourages, and creates opportunities for teachers' growth and
development

Function IV. Participates in program improvement and change

Appraises program quality

Reviews and evaluates materials

Stays informed of new trends and programs

Stimulates teachers' awareness of research and program development

Provides leadership in curriculum development, implementation, revision
Assists in curriculum improvement and impiementation of curriculum policies

Function V. Fosters cooperative relationships

Supports the relationships of colleagues, students, and parents

Fosters cohesive and cooperative interpersonal relationships

Confers with other departments informally

Develops cooperative relationships with other departments

Expresses acceptance, humor, praise as appropriate

Responds positively to challenges

Assists principal in public relations

Communicates with the community about the local school and school district
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to classroom teaching duties a..1 students.

Function I. Serves as a communication liaison. Department heads engage

in communication that 1s buth horizontal, across the members of the
depar“ment, and vertical, up and down. Vertical communication, directed
upward, can be observed through a variety of 1linking behaviors: +to the
school's administrators, to the district level subject supervisor to whom the
department is responsible in matters of curriculum programs and instruction,
and possibly to other district office personnel. To do this, some heads meet
reqularly with the principal and other school administrators and with Qubject
supervisors. The purpose of upward communication is to keep the principals
and others informed about the department, its administration, and programs.

The head is a liaison for dowrward communication in that messages from
the school level and district level administrators and supervisors are carried
to the department members by the head. The head may also coordinate the work
of the department, school administration and counselors in the development of
course schedules and the placement of students in appropriate classes.

Function 11. Serves as department manager. In this part of the

department head's role, it is expected that the head will conduct department

zetings that focus on matters of management importance to the school and the
department. Such items would include the design of an acceptable budget and
accommodations of department teachers' budget requests, and selection of
textbooks. The head also maintains a system for procurement, storage,
distribution, retrieval, and security of materials and equipment. Assisting
teachers in the use and care of equipment is another dimension of this
function. Supervising any clerical or instruciional aides that may be
assigned to the department is another dimension, as is the procurement,

monitoring, and facilitating of *he work of substitute teachers. In this




latter case, checking and interpreting the ‘esson 9lans of the regular teacher
to the substitute would be typical.

Some heads participate with administrators 1in {nterviewing and
recommending preospective teachers for the department. Additionally, some
assist their principal ‘t . e evaluation of teachers and may participate in
teacher's evaluation c¢. ierences. Other department heads, though few in
number in the sample, hold the rank of administrator and, in this case, may
very likely have the responsibility to hire teachers for the department and to
be the teachers' official evaluator, soliciting advice and counsel from the
principal when needed.

Function III. Assists teachers in improvement of their instructional

f2rformance. To fulfill this function, the head visits classes for the
prenose of assessing instructional quality and confers with teachers about the
observations. The head participates with teachers and/or district level
subject supervisors in planning school level inservice activities and assumes
the leadership role in planning thcse of the department. The head works
directly with teachers tc assist them in a host of instruction-related
activities: interpreting diagnostic test results to assess each student's
abilities; adapting the district program tc the needs of the local school;
helping to plan for each classroom instructional group through adar*ation of
the curriculum to the needs of the individual students; developing daily and
long-range plans; organizing and managing the classroom; developing .kills and
techniques of instruction; making procductive use of aides, volunteer pa. :nts,
and others; selecting, locating, obtaining, and using instructional materials
and equipment. developing ski in self-evaluation and self-improvement;
establishing positive relationships with students, and involving students in

*Yeir program planning ar:d selection. The head supports, encourages, and
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creates opportunities for teachers' ongoing professional growth and
deveiopment.

Function IV. Participates in program improvement and change. In this

function the head acts in a variety of ways tc contribute to improvement. One
of these activities is in providing leadership in departmental curriculum
development, implementation, and revision. Heads stay informed of new trends
and programs in their subject field. They stimulate their teachers' awareness
of research and program development in their discipline. Heads may review and
evaluate instructional materials at the school and district levels, and
appraise program quality. Heads assist in district and local level curriculum
improvement efforts, and in the implementation of policies regarding
curriculum.

Function V. Fosters ccoperative relationships. The hea. works in this

area to support the relationships of colleagues, students, and parents.

" Helping to -oster a cohesive and cooperative pattern of interpersonal

relationships within the department is a dimension of this function, as well
as developing cooperative relationships with other departments. The head
confers frequen.iy with members of the department on an informal basis, and
expresses acceptance, praise, and humer as appropriate. To  oster heaiiny
department morale, heads put problems in perspective; they respond positively
to challenges and work effectively with peoj .. For reaching the goals of
good working relationships, they reach out to make parents and the community
feei a part of the school. 1hey communicate with the community about the

local school and about the other s :hools in the district.

Findings: Cumulative Function Configurations

In the preceding section we presented an array of department head

behaviors that we have seen. We organized the behaviors that were related to
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each other into functions, but all behaviors in a function group may not
necessarily be present in a particular department head's operationaliza.ion of
the role. We now present groupings, or configurations, of the functions that
we have observed in the department head role in kigh schools. Each
configuration is a description of an actual department head, used as an
example. We present six configurations that seem to be reasonably different,
but that also appear to capture all the heads in our three-phase study.

Each of the six department head configurations (Figure 2) seem to lie
along a continuum composed of less and more of the functicns. llore fuﬁctions
appear to contribute to a larger and more inflvential role and add to the
power and status of the head. We discuss the six coafigurations below.

Communicator. Dr. Wesley Michaels is the chairman of the math department
at Solar Beach High School. The high school is 1 of 15 high schools in a
large southeastern district that has a very active staff development
department designed to provide both district-wide ard school-based inservice
programs. These programs seemed not to touch the teachers in the math
department at Snlar Beach, and no efforts were initiated for making inservice
available, e:.ther by teachers, by Michaels, or by school administrators of
this suburban school.

As a department head, Michaels was given one class period per day to
devote tc math department duties. In addition, a stipend determined by the
number of teachers in the department was provided. There was no Jjob
description of the department head role at the district 1level, and
expectations from the school administration were ambiguous. Michaels served
his department as a liajson, Function 1. He received memoranda from the
district administrative office and passed these on to teachers, as weli as

communicating with them regarding school level matters. He attended meetings
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Figure 2: Configurations of the Department Head Role
Roles

Coordinator Emerging Teacher Program Evaluating
Communicator Manager Assister Improver Improver Adminis-
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The distinction botween the Program Improver and Evaluating Administrator is in

The Evaluating Administrator holds hiring/Tiring authority, not
Program Improver.




with other heads at the school chaired by the principal or assistant
principals; he attended district meetings of all the math heads. He
disseminated information from these meetings down to teachers. The principal
relied on him to communicate to him about what was happening at the district
Tevel.

Michaels also engaged in vertical communication up the channel by serving
as an advocate for teachers. He listened to their needs, was a mediator
between teachers and school administrators, and was the voice box of the
teachers at the district level regarding district priorities and plaﬁs, and
expressed their opinions and concerns about such matters. He called meetings
of the department's teachers to discuss policy and other issues, to relay
information, or to solicit their input in order to transmit it up the line.
His total repertoire of behaviors came from Function 1 (Serves as
communication 1iaison).

Like his fellow teachers who were receiving no professional development,
Michaels received neither preparation nor training for his department head
role. 3Since there was no district policy for selecting heads, he was selected
by the principal and confirmed by the teachers.

Coordinator Manager. The English department at Washington High School is

chaired by Elizabeth Bostick. Bostick has her iaster's degree and has been
head of the department for the 3 years since the principal asked her to serve
as head. She believes she is a good manager for her department, in terms of
inventorying and surveying teachers for equipment and materials needs. These
she orders, in addition to texts and other resources. She discards outdatec
t2xts and materials, and arranges and stocks the storerooms.

Bostick is 1in charge of decisions about which teachers get first

priorities of materials and of deciding who gets how much of what paper,
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tooks, media, and other resources. In this regard, she has some vestige of
power.

Like Michaels, she attends school level meetings of all department heads
and communicates the results to her 20 teachers. This she does by written
memoranda, as sihe seldom calls meetings of all her teachers. “They don't have
time," she says, and she tries to protect them against meetings. This
midwestern medium city district does not call all department heads together;
thus, there s no horizontal sharing among English heads. Vertical
communication s limited to serving as a pipeline up and down the school
organizational chart.

There is no release time, no extra salary, no job description at any
level, and no training to prepare heads in this district for this managing
role. Bostick rejected any notion of the role as involving substantive work
on instruction with teachers. She said she would be very uncomfortable
observing or assisting teachers since she did not have the privilege of
evaluating teachers. Clearly, her configuration is made up of Functions I
(Communication liaison) and 11 (Department manager).

Emerging Assister. Phillip Davies is a head in the same system as

Bostick, a school system that provides no time, stipend, policy, or training
for department heads. Davies is a well-seasoned head of the social sciences
department and close to the principal's ear. He is regularly sought by the
principal to give advice and counsel about matters at Washington High School;
thus, he feels quite secure in his position and utilization of Functiens I and
I1. He spends some considcrable energy locating opportunities for his
students to attend events and to participate in activities that will enhance

their social sciences learning. Similarly, Davies finds possibilities for
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some of his social sciences department teachers to attend meetings and
conferences that will contribute to their growth.

The teachers have indicated their interest in learning new ideas and
techniques through peer observation. Davies has seized this opportunity to
establish a formal procedure whereby teachers inform him when they will be
teaching particular topics and using specific instructicnal strategies. He
then informs the other staff of upcoming oprortunities, and those who are
particularly interested and can be free of their class responsibility go to
visit and observe their colleagues.

Davies has a history of behaviors in Function V (Fostering cooperative
relationships) as he brings students together to attend social science
educational functions. Related to this he works with parents and encourages
their pariicipation in the social sciences progranm, particularly as it relates
to providing opportunities for students to experience expanded activities
outside of class. Now, recently he has been wcrking on fostering
relationships within the department as a stronger basis for peer teacher
visitation. The social science teachers are housed in the high school in a
common wing of the building and Davies encourages teachers to regularly stop
by the departmental office which serves as a common meeting place. He feels
this will contribute to more department cohesion. Many of the social science
teachers have a common lunch period and converse nearly daily on some
department topic.

Davies and the teachers are hoping to do some visitation in otler
schools. Unlike “he otner heads in this school, Davies actends district-wide
bi-monthly meetings of the heads of social science departments, an anomaly in
the district. Davies has baen active in promoting these meetings which occur

after the duty day, but which give heads the opportunity to share and compare
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experiences and activities. As a result of these relationships and developing
network, Davies is hopeful of making cross-school visitation a reality.

Teacher Improver. In the science department Robin Hedges is chairperson.

He is supported in the role by 1 hour a day release time from class and a duty
day lengthened by 1 half hour and 2 extra weeks added to the duty year. He is
compensated by an increased salary. District policy articulates the
expectations for the department head role, and inservice is provided for
department heads. Some of Hedges' colleagues who are chairs of other
departments regularly observe teachers and have feedback sessions, but
typically develop no improvement objectives with teachers as a result. "I
hope they take suggestions and do it voluntarily," they say. "Even though the
district cells us to act to help teachers improve, we really have no clout
because we don't hire or fire them." Many heads say that they have a concern
about disturbing good relationships with their teachers, and this causes them
to be quite moderate in their approach to teachers. Other heads invite
teachers to observe them or other teachers teaching, to gain understanding
abuut a teaching problem. The head may serve as a model in this case.

Hedges seems to have found workable techniques with his teachers. He
provides .nem thoroughly with "down" travelling information and serves them
visibly and tenaciously in their point of view up the channel, Function I
(Communication 1ljaison). He has built their science “»cility into a
well-equipped and managed laboratory/workplace, Function Il (Department
man. Jer). He exemplifies Function III (Assists teachers in improving) by
using various strategies. With some teachers he introduces new ideas,
demonstrates frequently how to teach and team teaches with them. With one
teacher he has been spending alternate days teaching her a new computer-based

course so that it will continue to be offered to students. He is working
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closely with three teachers in planning, organizing, and structuring lessons
so that higher level thinking skills will be inclu’~d.

One particular teacher is receiving a considerable amount of Hedges'
attention. This biology teacher has been identified as in need of help in
instruction. Hedges has been working with him in a focused way, developing
plans, observing his classroom teaching performance, identifying in feedback
sessions "poor" teaching. Together, they make a plan for improvement that is
based on a strategy of incremental change over time. With the biology
teacher, Hedges is careful to specify areas to be attended to and proQides a
time line of expectatio's. He monitors to ascertain if change has occurred,
and then continues to coach depending on the results of monitoring. Hedges
says this is a slow process, requiring his patience and abundant persuasion.

Program Improver. "As department head I can encourage, teach, lead,

foster, but I cannot demand." That's exactly what language arts department
head Beatrice Benson does -- leading, fostering, teaching, encouraging, in
that order -- preceded by recognizing students' difficulties in reading and
analyzing the secondary school reading program. In this district one of the
department head's responsibilities is to be the person responsible for making
research findings and new and different approaches to teaching accessible to
the department's teachers. Thus, new knowledge is typically sought and shared
by Benson. She found the "experience story approach" at the elementary school
and thought it could be a pussibility for helping high school youngsters read
better. A seconn znd equally useful, resource was a local university
professor of curricu.um theory. Collaboratively Benson and the professor
developed a writing =~ cgram built on the assumption that writing and reading

are inextricably linked, and the one would impact the other.
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Having exercised leadership in developing & new program, Benson's push
now was to foster, teach, encourage its use. "A difficulty that reflects how
high schools work is I cannot now say, 'You will teach this.'" 4alf the
teachers were persuaded to volunteer the first year, and they were provided 10
weeks of after-school, hour-long inservice in how to teach the program. "You
can't give one 3-hour shot and think you've done it. Training must be
incremental and spread out and taught l1ike you would teach anyone anything.
Staff development is crucial." An experimental/control group study was done,
with pre/post reading and writing scores of students as the debendent
variable. The substantial differences in scores of the treatment group was
celebrated, and all but a couple of the remainder of the faculty received
training and began use of the program. Now it's old hat and now new; it's an
institutionalized part of the language arts program.

Benson serves as the link between her department and a wide network of
" administrators, district curriculum supervisors, university consultants, and
others. Benson views herself as the departmens's pipeline to the world,
Function 1 (Communication lijaison). She keeps them informed and in touch.
Since she teaches only two classes a day, she has abundant time to keep the
department well managed and running smoothly, Function II {Jepartment
manager). Functions III (Assists teachers in improving) and IV (Participates
in program improvement and change) are expressed, for instance, in the
development of the reacing/writing program and in the inservice program she
supplied to train her teachers in the new techniques of the new program. The
foundation of this department head's work rests on her continual relationship
building across her department and with other department heads in the school.
She believes that collegial relationships can help her sell her programs to

teachers, Function V (Fostering cooperative relationships). This department
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head is rewarded for her efforts by a salary commensurate with tne ass’stant
principals. She came to her department head role through a rigorous but
clearly articulated procedure of qualifying examinations and interview.
Assignments, promotions, and role expectations are precisely set forth by the
district.

Evaluating Administrator. Clear school and district policies enumerate

Jozh Kendall's department leadership status. He is classified as an
administrator and as such he provides leadership for the department's
educational programs. He does this during his one period a day release time
designated for departmental responsibilities. He hires and terminates
teachers in his department. He provides the communication network for the
department, Function I (Communication 1liaison). He does the accounting,
ordering, and inventorying of materials and equipment and is also responsible
for repairs, Function II (Department manager). He works with teachers on
instructional problems, Function II1 (Assists teachers in improving). He
monitors teachers progress through observing instructiocn and using stated
criteria for assessing teacher pertormance. A feedback conference follows the
observation. Out of this process teachers are clearly evaluated in terms of
instructional improvement. Josh provides comments and suggestions to teachers
in the feedback session. He looks for improvement on his next visit on those
items specified as current problems. He recommends frequently that teachers
videotape themselves so they can have a self-evaluation technique.

Developing and delivering curriculum and new programs for special student
populations is another part of Kendall's work, Function IV (Participates in
program im>rcvement and change). He is responsible for the development of a

philosophy of curriculum evaluation and change. Kendall states that

department heads provide services as well as leadership, and that, in any




case, they are a strong group. In his position as a line rather than a staff
person, he has a special relationship with teachers, which he is careful to
nurture and attend to, Function V (Fostering cooperative relationships).

It is important to note that there is not an equal frequency distribution
of department heads across the configuration types. In our sample, frequency
decreases across the continuum of configurations, left to right. This means
that the Communicator heads are most abundant while the Evaluating
Administrators are quite rare. The continuum also reflects the amount of
power provided to department heads in guiding change (Figure 3).

In Figure 3 we have indicated by 1labels how the accumulation of
additional functions increases the power of the role. We have chosen to label
the Communicator and the Coordinator types of department heads as "Powerless,"

regarding the facilitation of teachers' work and guiding their change of

“ practice. Heads in these roles quite 1ikely are in schools where policy that

would define the department head role as that of an agent for teachers' change
is lacking.

For the Emerging Assister, Teacher Improver, and Program Improver
Configurations, we classify these as "Persuasive." To explain, in the case of
the Emerging Assister, Davies is taking some steps to facilitate teachers'
interest in changing their practice, though he is not supported in his efforts
by school or district expectations. The Teacher Improver and Program Improver
are clearly guiding and facilitating change and they do this with infinite
skill and a policy that charges them to do so. But each says that in the
final analysis, the teacher can reject their help or give little attention,
since they have no real power to back up their assistance efforts.

The most powerful department head role is the Evaluating Administrator.

This configuration looks identical in its functions to that of Program
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Figure 3: Accumulating Power of Role Configurations
Roles

Powerless Persuasive Powerful

_ Coordinator Emerging Teacher Program Evaluating
Communicator Manager Assister Improver Improver Adminis-
trator
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1The distinction between the Program Improver and Evaluating Administrator is in
Function II. The Evaluating Administrator holds hiring/firing authority. not given
to the Program Improver.
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Improver. However, the Evaluating Administrators' behaviors are defined by

policy and these persons have the resporsibility and privilege to hire and
fire. This makes them a line administrator and gives them direct authority
over teachers; undoubtedly, an incentive to listen, consider, and probably act
on department heads' suggestions for change of practice. Such a policy and

its linked behaviors were rarely presenc in the data.

Findings: What Shapes The Role?

. 59

While the department head might wish to engage in particular behaviors
and functions, there are situational factors beyond his/her control that
influence the possibilities oi the role. The principal's policies or discrict
policy, for instance, may shape the role in ways which mandate certair
behaviors while discouraging others. For example, a principal may appoint
department heads in the school and then restrict them to communicator/liaison
activities. In another case, district policies way enumerate specific
responsibilities which promote and encourage department heads to take an
active role in program improvement and change. The principal, district and
other influe: _es external to the school may represent the sources from which
fiscal rewards, training, and other influential factors come (Figure 4). In
Figure 4 the functions of the six configurations are nnted, as are situational
factors that are part of the context of the heads of that type.

Situational factors. Situatiomal factors can include many things. In

our analysis of the head's role the presence or absence of three factors --
policy, monetary compensation, and slack time -- seemed to be particularly
influencial related to specific role functions. Policy can be formulated at
either the district or building level. The exiscence of policies that clearly
define the job as an instructional helper supports the development of the

department head's role as an improver of programs and teachers. However, in
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Figure 4: Factors That Influence The Department Head Role
Powerless Persuasive Powerfu:
Coordinator Emerging Teacher Program Evaluating
Communicator Manager Assister Improver Improver Administrator
Role
Functions I I, Il I, 11, v I, I1, III I, I1, III I, 11, I11
Iv, Vv IV, v
Situational Time provided No time No time T<me provided Time provided Time
ractors (teaches only provided
1 or 2 classes)
Stipend No No Stipend Stipend Stipend
provided stipend stirenc provided provided provided
No policy No policy No policy Policy clear P,licy clear Policy clear

No training

No training

Mo training

Training
provided

Training
provided

Training
provided




the absence of formal policy, a department head took action in providing
inservice to teachers. This function of assisting teachers emeijed and
developed because the department head had high energy, credibility with
faculty, and the principal allowed the head to develop and implement such
programs. T;e principal did not actively support the activity, but his lack
of resistance served as passive acceptance. To rely on passive acceptance in
order to do those things necessary for guiding change cannot realistically be
supported. Districts and schools must formalize policy in order to shape the
role of department head in quiding change.

When the department head¢ significantly participates in guiding teachers'

instructional change, monetary compensation seems to be present. The

compensation ranges from a few hundred dollars in one district to a district
in which a department head receives only $50 less than an assistant principal,
Even more important thian monetary compensation, however, is the inclusion of
slack time in the schedule for a department head. 7 time is crucial in
making it possible for the department head to do such things as observe
teachers' performance in classrooms. Time is crucial for department head
activities that foster teachers' professional growth and development, and for
developing the viability of the department head as an instructional leader and
improver. It is extremely difficult to do these things unless time is
provided in which to do them. This is an obvious fact.

An additional factor that may influence the department head role is
trairing or lack of training for the role. The study revealed few training
opportunities specifically designed for department heads. Usually individuals
were placed in the position with few gquidelines, no preparatio~, and only a
vague jdea of the purpose of the rcle. More tha. any other factor, the

paucity of training probably allows the r to be idiosyncratically shaped.
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A1l too frequently the dep_rtment head operates within parameters that
are loosely defined and difficult to articulate. Numerous situa‘ional factors
influence the head in ways that foster or inhibit the development of the head
as a facilitator of teachers' instructional practices. Yet, a few individuals
emerge under the worst of circumstances as influential department heads.

Selection. The process determining who enters the department head role
can significantly ir“luence who is placed in the role and thus what the role
can become. In some districts persons are typically able to actively seek the
department head position either through examination or volunteering. fn other
districts, the road to the department head role includes election by peers and
a 3-year rotation cycle. A principal may appoint an individual who does not
truly desire to function as a department head, or who is not credible with
other teachers. The selection process may discourage some individuals who
would be very capable from pursuing the role because of perceived entry
difficulties. On the other hand, informal selection procedures may encourage
individuals to enter into what is perceived as an undemanding role. These
same selection circumstances may foster entry of truly competent individuals
in the roie. In either case, selection can be a critical factor in the
development of the department head role.

Summary. With no time, no fiscal remuneration, and no formal job
description, teachers conferred with the title of department chair or head are
typically able to assume the role of communicaior, Function I. Witk no
benefits whatsoever, including no allocated time in the duty day or extension
of the duty vear, they may also serve as Manager, Function II. Some
individuals are also able to provide informal instructional help and quidance
to other teachers without this fur.:tion being designated in their role.

However, because it lacks formalized power, the impact of such assistznce may
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‘be extremely limited and offered only sporadically. Therefore, if Functions
111 and IV, those of assisting teacher's improvement and growth, and
facilitating program improvement and change, are to be sicnificantly
developed, two things are essential: 1) formally provided time, and 2)
policies which enunciate the expectations and which confer authority to engage

in these functions. Fiscal remuneration adds the authority aura and status.

Findings: Relationships With Others

As with other phases of the data analyses, the relationships of
department heads to cthers are wide ranging. Of particular interest are the
relationships between department heads and district office personnel, the
principal, teachers, and other department heads.

Other department heads. In our intensive subsambple of 8 and the broader

sample of 30 schools, we found that department heads related with each other
on two levels: building and district. Across the district some department
heads met as part of district requirements to coordinate eazh school's
curriculum to larger goals, or they met in rasponse to tasks associated with a
specific innovation. For exemple, business heads met in order to update their
district goals and objectives from a vocation orientation to more rigorous,
academic standards. Within buildings, department heads rarely met with one
arother without an outside impetus. For example, as part of a principals’
cabinet, department heads communicated with one another. On their own,
department heads seem not to coordinate with or seek help from other
department heads outside cf their academic speciality.

The district office. The department head often serves as the

communication link between the district office and teachers. For this
purpose, several districts held monthly department head meetings in which

information was shared for dissemination at the building evel. Some of the
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meetings were decision making and others were merely for transmitting

information. On the other hand, in several districts department heads had no
direct, regular communication with personrel in the district office at all.
In these situations information was usually passed through the principal to
the department head, then to the teachers.

The principal. OQur data suggest that department heads have an either-or

relationship with the buildé - principal -- either they are part of a team
that meets on some regular basis with the principal, or they see him/her only
as specific need arises. Regular meetings with principals may be truly
powerful decision-making and decision-sharing sessions, or they may serve only
for funneling informatis= from the top down -- two very different
relationships. Some principals who do not engage in formel, regular meetings
with department heads as a group may still include some heads in the
decision-making process. Some department heads, because of longevity or
particular ability, became invaluable parts of the principal's information
management team. For example, in one school a department head became a
principal’s trusted advisor after persisting in asking the principal for
numerous chzrges in departmental course offerings, although this was not the
standard procedure for such requests. The changes were implemenied with
minimal demand on the building administrators and were accepted by students
and staff. The principal perceived the department head as successful and came
to rely on the head's input in other areas usually not delegated to the head,
such as hiring and scheduling.

The department teachers. The relationship of the department head with

teechers in their department seems to hinge on the heads' perception of their
own role. If department heads considered themselves to be primarily

managers/sunply orderers, then their relationships with teachers were usually

64




e |

described as "friendly" or as, "I get along with my teachers and everyone."
However, if the department heads perceived their role as being instructional
assistants, their relationships with teachers were generally described as
"professional," and interchange was portrayed as more formal. It was
interesting when analyzing teachers' interview data to note that no department

heads were described by teachers as autocratic.
Implications and Recommendations

We have presented some ideas about the way department heads go about
their work. We organized their behaviors as groups of functions. we
described some configurations of the functions and provided examples of the
ways the department head role is expressed in schools. We have discussed the
influence, or lack of influence, of various situational factors. What are
some messages from these data about the department head rcle that serve to
inform us, pique our interest, cause us to speculate, or stimulate us to

additional inquiry?

The Department Head As A Guide For Change

Even within the ‘“powerless" configurations, there are additional
contextual factors that can foster the department head's role in charge. In
the *persuasive" configurations, these same contextual advantages cculd
strengthen the head's role in guiding change.

The department as a community. Of interest to school admini- trators who

wish to build cohesive departments is a clue about supportive contexts. In
our studies, the location or placement of the department members within the
building appeared to be a factor in department heads' influence. We noted
that those departments whose teachers were housed in close proximity and that

had an office or workrooms specifically for their teachers' use had more
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department member interaction and exchange. Further, the department head in

this situation seemed able to exercise influence because of frequent and
regular contact. There were some departments scattered vertically and
horizontally across the building. This resulted in department individuals
rarely seeing each other. Some heads whose departments were separated
spatially, regularly delivered messages and ..aterials to teachers' rooms in
order to take the occasion for quick monitoring or to interact personally.
Under tt se circumstances, the opportunity for guiding a change process faded
away in the time between "circuit" runs by the head.

Teacher growth. There is a widely held view in high schools that

teachers are subject-centered experts. Many have mast:r's degrees, long years
of teaching, and thus have earned their "terminal" degree. These notions seem
to suggest to teachers that they require no further attention to professional
development. This view is reintrorced by heads who appear to lack a common
language to wuse 1in talking with teachers about instruction. In their
comments, department heads expressed no commca image of effective instruction
and appeared to know little (and have not been trained) abcut instructional
supervision and improvement. We would suggest that heads need as a group to
discuss 1instruction, in addition to content. By providing this type of
support, the scope of the head's role could expand.

The department head as a school improver. In “ost cases, the department

head is a responder to other change initiators. Heads lament their lack of
time to engage 1in the planning and implementation of change. This
unavailability of time {s supported in our data. Monitoring, supporting, and
facilitating all take time. Many heads lack not only time to fill their roles
effectively, but also any policy, or broad-based expectations that they will
be an initiator or facilitator of change in teachers' practice. To become an
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active guide for change the department head must be Seen by administrators and
teachers as responsible for improvement in the sct 1.

Policy Development

Among the most significant findings in our study was the influence of a
formalized policy that articulates the scope of department head's power to
guide change. While policy does not insure that heads will embrace the
function of change facilitator, it does promote the function as the norm.

* Policy development is needed in many areas. We discuss a few policies that

could realistically be implementnd and which promote the 1mprovemént of

practice.

The absence of teacher inservice. Few heads report the existence of

inservice programs within their department. They do report providing teachers
with an overview of new curriculum, doing master lessons and being a

~ "cheerleader." Many heads are not seen as instruction-oriented nor as being
concerned with teachers' professional development. Given that many heads have
only one hour for the assessment, planniry, design and operation of inservice
sessions, in addition to their other duties, it {s understandable that little
is occurring. There also appears to be little expectation that heads will be
responsible for teacher growth. If heads are to become involv2d in change,
they must become involved as leaders of their fellow teachers in pertinent
inservice presentations. Policy development is needed to insure the time and
authority necessary to participate in this function.

Authority to act. Several principals suggected that in order for heads

to have a real role in school and teacher change, they need the clout to
support their assistance efforts with teachers. Mcre specifically, this

probably means moving department heads into an administrator category with




line authority to evaluate teachers. Many observers of high schools see this
arrangement on the horizon.

Time to act. If department heads are to become active in guiding the
change process, Functions III (Assists teachers in improving performance), IV
(Participates in program improvement and change) and V (Fosters cooperative
relationships) need to be incorporated into existing configurations. However,
simply delegating these functions will not insure action. Time must be
provided as a matter of policy formulation, along with authority to act. Then

department head action in change is more likely to occur.

Tne Critical Elements

The implementation of policies that clearly define the role of the
department head as a facilitator of change sets the stage for action.
Unfortunately, establishing the policy does not guarantee that heads will
develop into change facilitators. Rather, specific training to clarify
expectations and to provide models will increase the 1ikelihood. Coupled with
monitoring to insure role implementation, the stage will be set, roles will be
developed and change will have more chance for success. This means that staff
development and monitoring must be provided to department heads after “he
formulation of clear policies.

Staff development for department heads. The department heads in our

study articulated numerous suggestions concerning their own needs for
inservice. Among those emphasized were training in the observation of
teachers and methods for collection of meaningful data. Heads wanted to be
able to look into classrooms, identify existing problems and support the
identification with data. Additional nomirations for inservice were workshops

on interpersonal relations and how to be a change agent. There was a
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reoccurring suggestion to combine the two skills in order to learn how to work
together with a teacher to bring about a meaningful professional change.

Department heads expressed a need to learn to nurture departments'
capacity to work on common goals and to foster cooperation in work.
Problem-solving skills for working in groups was another dimension of need.
Staff development through independent learning and growth (not always in a
group setting) was cited as another specific department head need. Finally,
time and training for contemplation and reflection on the issues and problems
of “e department was an often heard plea.

Monitoring of department heads. From change process research it is now

clear that training is one essential element in helping people to develop new
knowiecdge and skills and to perform in new ways. What is also clear is that
training alone is not enough (Hord, Huling & Stiegelbaue,, 1983). This, we
believe, applies also to department heads in high schools.

We 1identified sites where department heads functioned as teacher
assisters and program improvers, where these roles were defined by policy and
supported by staff development. Staff development that targeted such role
definition appeared to increase the probability that neads would acquire
skills and insights and work with teachers in more influential ways, resulting
in improved teacher performance.

However, there is no unequ” ocal assurance that department heads will be
able to carry out these functions even though they are supported by policy and
encouraged through inservice programs. Critical to the implementation of
these functions may be additional attention that combines regular monitoring
that serves to assess heads' needs and the provision of coaching and
consultation (Joyce & Showers, 1982) that supports the development of the

expected role configuration, i.e., teacher and program improver.
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Who supplies the monitoring and support for the head:? Obvious persons
at the school site are high schoc! principals or assistant principals. In
some of our study schools, the principals and the two (or three) assistant
principals divided the departments among themselves and identified those
departments with which they would be more closely aligned administratively.
Such administrators are in a key position to provide proactive monitoring,
supporting, and facilitating to heads as they are changing their role
practice. A monitoring and nurturing facilitator is as necessary to heads as
they change their role as a facilitator (the department head) is to teachers
as they strive to make improvements. Other persons who could supply the
support role to heads are district office curriculum coordinators or subject

specialists for the particular head's discipline.

Research Needs

It is clear that studies focused on the department head are needed. The
findings of this study provide a broad overview or mapping of what heads do
and of the factors that seem to be relevant. ¥. studies are needed that
explore the relationships of the various factors to the behaviors of heads,
and relate these tu effects on teachers and change. Such studies should
further illuminate the role, answering the questions: What functions do heads
use in particular contexts with what effects? What selection processes are
used and how does the selection process influence the role? What factors
should be considered in the selection process? What are the training and
professional development needs of heads? What kinds of policy and resources
support and contribute to effective "headmanship"? How best can heads, schoo!
administrators, and teachers relate for purposes of change and improvement?
In particular, what are the significant contextual factors related to the

Evaluating Administrator department head role, and what effects are gained
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from this role? What strategies can be recommended to heads for working with
teachers to bring about their continuing growth and development?

Useful qualitative data that provides new insights into the department
hea¢ role have been acquired from this study. What is required now are
quantitative studies that provide more specificity and precision to inform
questions about needed policy and resources for the development of the

department head role.

In Conclusion

From department heads, classroom teachers, school and district level
administrat- s, and a small number of students in 30 schools, data were
collected abuut the roles that department heads play in change in high
schools. From thece data, behaviors of heads were identified and organized
into functions that were then combined to describe the varying roles, from
- powerful to powerless, that department heads play in change.

We believe the department head role is a very viable one for facilitating
the ...nge process, and, consequently, a verv promising one for assisting
secondary school teachers and administrators in school improvement efforts.
It behooves practitioners, policymakers, change researchers, and others
studying high school reform to understand the possibilities. Just as
important will be consideration of the preparation and support of individuals

responsible for this role. We believe these issues warrant our immediate

attention.




References

Adams, H. S. (1983). How departments commit suicide. ADE Bulletin, 76,
7-13.

Alfonso, R. J. (1983). Supervision in the secondary school: An analysis of
problems and potential. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the

American Educational Research Association, Montreal, Canada.

Bennet, J. B. (1982). Ambiguity and abrupt transitions in the department
chairperson's role. Educational Record, 63(4), 53-56.

Douglas, J. M. (1983). Salary and compensation methodology in academic
collective bargaining. National Center for the Study of Collective
Bargaining in Higher Education and the Professions NewsTetter, 11(1).

Duxbury, J. (1984). Girls and physics - the role of a head of physics.
School Science Review, 65(233), 648-654.

Fellows, T. J. & Potter, H. L. (1984). Characteristics of job specifications
for heads of science departments in secondary schools. Research in
Science and Technological Education, 2(1), 31-35.

Free, R. (1982). A method for the seiection of department chairmen. NASSP
Bulletin, 66(455), 123-125.

Hall, G. E., Hord, S. M., Guzman, F. M., Hvling-Austin, L., Rutherford, W. L.
& Stiegelbauer, S. M. (1984). The improvement process in high schools:
Form, function, and a few surprises.” Papers presented at the annual
meeting of the American Educational Research Association, New Orleans.

Hord, S. M., Huling, L. L. & Stiegelbauer, S. M, (1983). An analysis of
interventions in school improvement efforts. Paper presented at the
annual meeting of the American Educational Research Association,
Montreal.

Joyce, B. & Showers, B. (1982). The coaching of teaching. Educational
Leadership, 1982, 40(1), 4-11.

Marcial, G. E. (1984). Department supervisors - are they line or staff
administrators? NASSP Bulletin, 68(472), 87-90.

Papalia, A. (1970). The department head: A survey of duties and
responsibilities (ED 042 389).

Sergiovanni, T. (1984). Effective department leadersiip. Boston: Allyn and
Bacon, Inc.

Turner, H. E. (1983). The department head - an untapged source of

instructional leadership. NASSP Bulletin, 67(464), 25-28,
Weaver, F. & Gordon, J. (1979). Leadership competencies for department
heads: Needed areas for inservice education (ED 168 197).
72
51




HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPALS: THEIR ROLE
IN GUIDING CHANGE

Leslie Huling-Austin
Suzanne Stieg-lbauar
Deborah Muscella

Research and Development Center for Teacher Education
The University of Texas at Austin

Paper presented at the ann.al meeting of the
American Educationa) Research Association
%icago, 1985

73




HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPALS: THEIR ROLE
IN FACILITATING CHANGE}*2

Leslie Huling-Austin
Suzanne Stiegelbauer
Deborah Muscella

Research and Development Center for Teacher Education
The University of Texas

Almost everyone, including researchers, agrees that the role of the high
school principal is multifaceted, multidimensional, highly fragmented, and
very busy. It is clear that if high schools are to improve and constructive
change occur, someone must assume responsibility for guiding change efforts.
While there is significant debate over wh~ther it is realistic to expect high
school principals to be instructional leaders in light of all of the other
demands and responsibilities whizn must be handled by them, for better or
worse, a large portion of the responsibility for guiding change in the high
school falls squareiy upon the shoulders of the buildirg-level
administrator(s).

This paper reports findings related to the roles of rrincipals in guiding
and facilitating change derived from a study of the Dyramics of Change in High
Schools. This three-year study of more than 30 American high schocs has been

conducted by the Research on the Imprrvement Process (RIP) program of the

1Presented at the anrunl meeting of the American Educational Research
Association, Chicago, April, 1985,

2The research described herein was conducted under contract with the
National Institute of Education. The opinions expressed are those of the
authors and do not necessarily reflect the position or policy of the National
Institute of Education. No endorsement by the National Institute of Education
should te inferred.
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Research. and Development Center for Teacher Education at the University of
T.xas at Austin. The various change facilitating roles of principals fourd in
the study schools are identified and discussed in the paper. In addition to a
description of the various configurations of leadership found in high schools
a description of how principals interact with other change facilitators in the
process of school change is provided. The paper toncludes with suggestions
and recommendations for how the change facilitating rules of high school

principals might be refined to increase the effectivrness of change efforts.
Related Literature

While a significani amount of literatire has developed about the high
school principal, the literature that is based on the research conducted on
high school principals is really quite limited. Much of the research that has
been conduc’ed utilized paper and pencil surveys to focus on the demographic
characteristics of principals and on self-assessments of how they spend their
time.

Several recent studies, most of them sponsored by professional
organizations for principals, offer descriptions of a variety of demographic
characteristics of principals (Byrne, Hines & McCleary. 1978; Gorton 8
McIntyre, 1978; Pharis & Zakaiya, 1979; Valentine, et al., 1981).
Generalizations that can be drawn from these findings are that the
principalship continues to be a white. male-dominated profession, with most
individuals having completed formal study bey~nd the moster's degree. Most
principals are between the ages of 45 and 54. K number of researchers have
done small-scale studies on the personality chara~ieristics of principals and
have mentiored qualities such as initiative, confidence, security in

themsclves as persons, a high tolerance for ambiguity, and analytical ability.
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Other studies have addressed the issue of hew principals spend iheir

time. One such recent .tudy (Martin & Willower, 1981) reported that high

school principals averaged 149.2 tasks in their work each day. These tasks
were classified by Martin and Willower into 13 types of activities observed

during the study. They reported the total time, average duration and

percentage of total time for each activity. Howel? (1981) compared the time
spent by elementary, middle school anc high school principals on tasks in
various categuries and found that all three groups spend significantly less on
instructional leadership activities than on administrative activities.
Another of Howell's findings was that principal's in each group consumed the
most time in office responsibilities. Sentor high principals reported that
they spend less time with office responsibilities and more time with student
- relations than do principals in the other two groups. Earlier research by
- Blumberg and Greenfield (1980) an. Wolcott (1973) also investigated the daily
routine of the principal. The one common element that a,pears to be true of
almost all princirals, whether elementary or high school or whether city,
small town, or suburban, 1s that their workday is very busy and highly
unpredictable (Huling, Hall & Hord, 1082).

Another strand of research on principals focuses on the leadership role
of the principal. A number of researchers (Deal & Celotii, 1977, 1980;
-Martin, 1980; McPartland & Karweit, 1979; Peterson, 1978; Sproull, 1977;
Wolcott, 1973; Wolf, 1979) have found that instructiona! leadership is not a
central focus of the real life practices of most principals. McNally (1974)
noted that principals are not exercising to any considerable degree the
instructional and program leadership function that is widely agreed to be

their most important responsibility. kowell (1981) concludes that today's
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principals are not and cannot be "instructional leaders" in the conventional
sense.

Other researchers, while acknowledging the difficulty of the principal's
situation, believe the answer to su 2ssful leadership lies in the principal's
ability to make the best possible use of the discretionary time and resources
that are available. Sarason (1971) found that principais do have considerable
authority over how they use their time and resources, but differ in their
knowledge and appreciation of its utility. He further contends that the
degree of authority that principals have depends very heavily upon the use
that they are able and willing to make of decision-making opportunities that
do exist. In similar vein, Isherwood (1973) concluded from his observation of
15 secondary school principals that opportunities for the development and
exercise of "informal authority" seem to exceed by far the formally designated
powers and responsibilities of the principalship. Morris (1981) found from
his research that there is much discretion available to the building
administrator in education. He further concludes that there is much room at
the school site level for flexibility and adaptability in the application of
school ,ystem policy. Stewart (1982) claims wnat every job has demands and
restraints, but that within these, leaders have many choices they can make.

Again, a large majority of the research on principal effectiveness and
their role in leadership has been conducted at the elementary level. For
e-ample, Cotion and Savard (1980) reviewed 27 documents concerned with the
principal’'s role as instructional leader. Out of these they located only
seven studies that they judged to be both relevant and valid investigation. of
instructional leadership, anc¢ six of these focused on elementary schools.
Cotton and Sayard'¢ study and others like it (Persell & Cookson, 1982;
Leithwood & Montgomery, 1982; Little, 1981; Stallings & Mohlmon, 1981) have

e



resulted in lists of behaviors that principals display which are believed to
be associated with effectiveness. The Principal-Teacher Interaction (PTI)
Study (Hall, et al., 1982) investicated the role of elementary principals in
the facilitation of curriculum innovations. Unlike previous stuzies, this
work provided a detailed description of the day-to-day interventions ot
principais and others involved in specific change efforts in elementary
schools.

These recent studies are offering much needed insight into the activities
of principals. dowever, they tend to focus mostly on elementary schools and
tend not to provide the level of specificity nezeded by practitioners for
planning and implementing change in high schools. Thus, more in-depth
understanding of how high school principals might guide change in their

schools was an immediate need.
The Change Facilitating Roles of Principals

The Dynamics of Change in High Schools study involved three phases. The
data base for this paper was a set of 36 researcher reports from Phase II. In
Phase 1 of the study researchers visited 12 high schools in various states to
become more familiar with the organizational structure of high schools and the
school improvement efforts taking place and to examine possible sources of
information and strategies for data collecticu. In Phase II of the research,
two high schools were visited in each of n.ne districts during the 1983-84
schonl year. Currently in Phase III a small number of districts are being
visited in order to further investigate the similarities and differences in
the change process of elementary and secondary schools, with special emphasis

on the roie of Central Office personnel.
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Each of the nine Phase II districts was located in a different state in
order to proviue a wide geographic representation of the lUnited States, and to
include a variety of settings including urban, mid-size city, suburban, and
rural districts. Two researchers worked in each high school and developed a
detailed report of their impressions and findings (see Huling-Austin, 1984,
for a description of the researcher reports). The reports consisted of four
parts in which researchers documented the changes taking place at the school,
no~inated critical interventivas in the change process, gave their impressions
of a series of situational factors and their influence on cnhange, and wrote a
report on the leadership and management of change in the school. A secondary
analysis of two of the four sections of each report was conducted for this
paper. These sections were the situaticnal factors section and the ianagement
of change portion of the write-ups. In the first section the researcher
provided a description of various situational factors that had a potential
influence on the school and then described the role each factor played in
change in the school. One of the situational factors was the school's
administration, therefore, this item was included in the data base for this
paper. The maragement of chanye section required each researcher to compile a
two to three-page report on how change was managed in the school and the role
the principal played i.. facilitating change. These reports provided the most
in-depth information related to the change facilitating roles of principals,
the various configuraticns of leadershi, teams found in high schools, and how

principals and othe change facilitators interact.

Methodology
In order to analyze information about the change facilitating roles of

principals, a coding scheme wac devised and used to code the approximately 110

pages of typewritten text generated by study researchers in their desc)iptions
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of the school zdministrators and their role in change. The coding scheme was
derived from the data itself in that researchers first reviewed the data and
compiled a 1ist of the various roles of the principal and other school
administrators in change. Roles that were highly similar were combined into a
single role, and after this process was completed, a total of 15 distinct
roles in change remained. The data were then coded into these 15 roles and
the frequency of each role was tabulated.

Researchercs then began to consider whether these roles could be
classified in.. meaningful categories in order to facilitate the display and
interpretation of the data. Several classification schemes were considered
but the one selected as the bes{ suited for this particular purpose was a
framework that was developed in earlier research conducted by the RIP program
(Ha11, et al., 1984). This framework classifies behaviors related to the
principal’s role 1in school improvement into six ' rger dimensions or
competenc; areas that are similar to those frequently described in the
literature and among practitioners. The six categories included in the
framework are vision and goal setting; structuring the school as a workplace;
managing change; collaborating and delegating; decision-making; and guiding
and suppcrtiny. The change facilitating roles of principals identified in
this data set as classified into the six categories are:

Vision and Goal Setting

Establishing vision for school/communicating school priorities and goals
Iritiating school-based change
Approving/disapproving proposals for change (gatekeeping)

Structuring the School as a Workplace

Defining Roles
Setting expectations for change
Determining the substance and trequency of faculty meetings
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Managing Change

Serving as the in-house facilitator for changes which originate from the
outside

Evaluating teacher performance and/or implementation
Protecting staff from overload

Collaborating and Delegating

Delegating recponsibilities for change
Coordinating the work of the school-based administrative team

Decision Making

Functioning as a participant and facilitator in group decision making/
participatory management
Staffing the school

Guiding and Supporting

Providing teachers with <upport, materials. supplies, etc.
Serving as the PR person for the schoo}

Fiadings

A totai of 215 statements related to the 15 change facilitating voles cf
principals were identified in the analysis of the researcher write-ups, and to
illust:-ate, examples cf each role are taken directly from the data and
displayed in Figure 1. Some of these examples demonstrate how the principal
iy not addressing or fulfilling these roles, and these examples are shown in
backets.

0f the 215 staiements identified, 36 were ciatements about the princip !
not addressing or fulfilling certain roles. or purpose of this next
analysis, these "non-examples" were removed from the data set leaving a total
of 179. The number of examples of principals addressing each of the various
roles in each dimension is shown in Figure 2. It is important to remerber
that the numbers of examples shown in Figure 2 do not .flect direct

nbservations or principal self reports, but rather are the researcher's




Figure 1
Examples From The Data of Various Change Facilitating Roles of Principals
DESCRIPTION OF ROLE EXAMPLES
Vision and Goal Setting

Establishing virion P. expressed overall <chool
for school/communicating goals: 1) improve literacy
sctool priorities/goals skills; 2) give attent:.on to

weak areas of curriculum; 3) to
help individuals with their
instruction

P makes clear that respect, task
engagement, and seli-discipline
are everybody's business

[P is not sure of himself, has
few visions, does not see pushing
teachers, students or community]

[no sense of priority is
being conveyed to teachers]

Initiating sc1001-based Incorporated work study

change vocational education program
with industry so students w-uld
have marketable :kills

Sought out program from dist ict
& brought program/training t¢
school--viewed as important
leader

Initiated parent communication
system

*[P initiated only two changes in
7 yrs. & these were to eliminate
existing programs. ]

*[] indicates that the role is not being addressed or fulfilled.
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DESCRIPTION OF ROLE

EXAMPLES

Approving/disapproving
proposals for change

Changes go through the principai
in some way: either from
department head for approval or
from district for school-wide
implementation

A$¥ change--even from district
office --goes through P and
vice principal for approval

Regardless of the source of
change or propused change, the
principal had knowledge of it
and opportunity for approval or
disapproval

[Change within their classroom
does not require special review
or permissicn, though depending
on the magnitude of it, they
night discuss it with the
principal]

Structuring The School As A Workplace

Defining Roles

P is redesigning the role of the
department heads to be more of an
instructional leader

[In regard to department heads,
they were senior persons in the
department and there was no
expectation on their part or the
principal's that they do more
than attend to administrative
details and communication]




DESCRIPTION OF ROLE

EXAMPLES

Setting expectations
for change

He reviewed results of achieve-
ment tests over the last 3 years
and drafted a memc to department
heads and teachers outlining his
expect: .ons and suggestions

P says, "I do not plan to give my
people a lot of harmony,
happiness_ or contentment"--he
will keep pressing his staff to
get things done

[He heaves teachers to their own
resources, but is open for
discussion and approach if

they solicit it]

Determining substance/
frequency of faculty mtgs.

A faculty meeting is held once a
month

Academic Council (department
heads, Principal, vice principal)
plan agenda for faculty meeting
Faculty meeting held once 2
month

Serving as in-house
facilitator for changes
which originate from
outside

brings in changes from district
but supports them as if own
creation

P uses district goals for change
to influence her goals for change

[superficially responded to
district initiatives for change
but he had no overall plan]




DESCRIPTION OF ROLE EXAMPLES

Evaiuating teacher Two vice principals share equally
performance and/or with P in evaluation of teachers
implementation

Two formal evaluations of each

teacher are made each yzar, one
by the principal and one by the
assistant principal

[He does not seem to do any
formal esvaluation of teachers,
but said the school was small
enough that he had a good idea
what everyone was doing and sees
all teachers in some capacity at

‘ least once a week]

\

Protecting staff € om P is sensitive to teacher over-

overload load; thus, is unwilling to add
his own changes in addition to
those in district

P questions what he does not like
from district initiators

[P expressed a concern to us that
he feared the teachers might
already be near overload and
wanted us to try to get a feel
for that as we talked to teachers

Ccllaborating and Delegating

Delegating responsibilities P maintains school-wide

for change persistence on tasks through:
expectations of faculty,
delegation of tasks, recognition
o€ job well done

Everyone has assigned
responsibilities and is asked to
carry out tasks without someone
Tooking over their shoulder

[No responsibilities to anyone
for change; only routine tasks
assigned

&6

94



DESCRIPTION OF ROLE

EXAMPLES

Coordinating Work of
School-Based Administrative
Team

P meets with department heads on
a regular basis to work out
problems

Vice principals have differing
assignments and staff seem to
know just whom to see about
what

[P is isolated from operation of
school; school runs itself]

Decision Making

Functioning as a
participant and
facilitator in group
decision making/
participatory mgt.

P consults with individuals or
groups before making a change
that would affect pattern of work

Department heads, vice
principals, and principal are
planning and decisicn-making team
for school

Two structures: Senate and
department head groups

[Changes decreed by principal]

Staffing School

In first few years: reassigned
department heads, replaced all
vice principals, and secretary so
as to staff school with strorg
people

P makes all hiring decision.,
looks for self-starters who have
self-starters who have creative
approaches to problem solving and
demonstrated professiona’
competence

[P realizes tne need to fill
upcoming vacancizs with strong
people but is concerned about how
others might feel about his
staffing choices]




DESCRIPTION OF ROLE

EXAMPLE

Guiding and Supporting

Providing teachers with

support, materials

Teachers characterize him as
approachable and firm

Teachers approach the principal
and the board for financial
needs for equipment, etc.

If teachers legitimately needed
something, the principal would
see that they got it

Serving as Public
Relations Person

Principal is front man who puskes
academic progress by gaining
positive publicity inside &
-utside the school

Announces accomplishments to the
media, Rotary Club, other
community groups

Views primary role as that of PR
person
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Figuie 2: Change Facilitating Roles of Principals

Vision and Goal Setting

Establishing vision for school/communicating school
priorities and goals
Initiating school-based change
Approving/disapproving proposals for change
(gatekeeping)
Subtotel

Structuring the School as a Workplace

Defining Roles
Setting expectations for change
Determining the substance and frequency of faculty

meetings
Subtotal
Managing Change
Serving as the in-house facilitator for changes
which originate from the outside
Evaluating teacher performance and/or
implementation
Protecting staff from overload
Subtotal
Collaborating and Delegating
Delegating responsibilities for change
Coordinating the work of the school-based
administrative team
Subtotal

Decision Making

Functioning as a participant and facilitator in group
decision making/participatory management
Staffing the school

Subtotal
Guiding and Supporting
Providing teachers with support, material.
supplies, etc.
Serving as the PR person for the school
Subtotal
TOTAL

Frequency

13

25
9

47

—

[
IU" W O~

~

179
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perceptions of the principals' change facilitating roles based upon the data
gat  ed during the site visit which included reports from the principals,
teachers, and other school staff. For this reason, one must be cauticus about
making strong statements or comparisons about the numbers or pe:.entages
involved. However, keeping this caution in mind, trends in the data can
provide wuseful insight into the various change facilitating roles of
principals.

The two roles found most frequently in the data were coordinating the
work of the school-based administrative team (N=34) and functioning as a
participant in group decision-making/participatory management (N=25). Both of
these roles relate to the managing and coordinating aspects of the
principalship. In combination, these two roles account for approximately
one-taird of the total examples and it is the impression of the authors that
this is an accurate reflection of what was encountered in the field by the
research s*iff. The third mct frequently found role was initiating
school-based change (N=25). While earlier analysis of the data revealed that
most of the changes found in high schools originated from outside the school
rather than within (Rutherford & Huling-Austin, 1984), of those changes that
originated within the school, a substantial number were initiated by the
principal. This being the case, it is not surprising that the frequency for
this role was as high as it was.

The role which had the lowest frequency was determining t»e substance and
frequency of faculty meetings (N=3). While certainly principals conduct many
faculty meetings, it appears that *hey do not often use them as a means of
promoting change, but rather more often meet with smaller groups of other
school administrators, department heads and selected representatives of the

faculty. When this was the ci.se, this role was coded as coordinating the work
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of the school-based administrative team or functioning as a participant and

facilitator of group decision-making (depending upon the nature of the
activity), the two most frequenily cited roles. Three other roles were
seldomly identified in the data--setting expectations for change (N=5),
providing teachers with support, mate.ials, supplies, etc. (N=5), and
evaluating teacher performance (N=%). Each of these findings is noteworthy.
It is often assumed by educatcrs and others that the principal plays a primavy
role in establishing expectations for the faculty and staff (Along this same
line, the number of examples found of defining roles (N=7) was also quite
small contributing to a very low total (N=15) for the category of structuring
the school as a workplace.). In regard to providing teachers with support,
materials, supplies, etc., the support aspect of this type of activity which

is sometimes referred to as coaching (Joyce & Showers, 1982) or consultation

*and reinforcement (Hord, Huling, & Stiegelbauer, 1983) is often linked to

implementation success. Finally, the low frequency of evaluating teacher
performance and/or implementation is surprising in that evaluating teachers is
frequently one of the first tasks mentioned by persons who are asked to

describe the principal's job.

Configurations of Leadership

In addition to examining the ckange facilitating roles of principals, a
second purpose of this paper was to investigate the various configurations of
leadership teams found in high schools and how principals and other change
facilitators interact in the process of school change. Therefore, the data

base was examined in a different way in order to address these issues.
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Methodology

In this analysis, researchers reviewed the same sections of the
researcher reports for descriptions of who was involved in facilitating change
and if that facilitation constituted a kind of "leadership team." Secondly,
researchers looked at the role of the principal in relation to these teams, if
they existed, and how that role differed from the principal's role in
administration. L.st, researchers 1lnoked at the different patterns of
operation present in the teams that did emerge from the data. The patterns
discovered through this process were then grouped according to the major
functior they fulfilled. Some "teams" seemed to have mainly an administrative
function, 1i.e., change facilitation was a part of numerous other
administrative tasks. Otner "teams" appeared to be created specifically to
aid the change process and had no other responsibilities. The label,
configurations of leadership, is used by researchers to indicate the variety

of leadership teams and their functions.

Findings

As noted in the previous section, the two principal roles found most
frequently in the data were coordinating the work of the school-based
administrative team and functioning as a participant in group decision-
making/participatory management. Thus, it is not surprising that some
leadership team existed in almost every school visited. In many schools more
than one leadership team was operational, given the function, or raison d'etre
of the team. All, however, were dependent in some way on the principal --
some for personal sanction, some for active involvement, some for budget
approval, some for consulting and reinforcement of their activities. Many of
the individuals involved in these teams were part of the administrative

structure. Some, however, were teachers and department heads worxing as a



facilitative team separate from acministrators. In still other cases.

teachers and administrators worked together to provide leadership for change

efforts. The term “configurations of leadership" was coined as a general

title for these teams because often the same individuals may have different
leadership roles on different teams dependent on the task. In aimost every
case, these "configurations" involved some combination of administrators and
department heads or teachers.

The secondary analysis described above revealed three major patterns of
leadership configqurations. Of the 18 high schools visited, 44% could be
classified as having one of the patterns shown in Figure 3. This figure
reflects four variations of the traditional hierarchical model} for leadership
with the principal at the head and assistant principals, department heads, and
teachers in descending order. The major function of this pattern is to attend
to the administrative tasks necessary to the running of the school, to provide
- for communicative channels from principal to teachers and students, and also
te provide a chanrel for the delegation of other tasks or responsibilities,
including any change efforts in the school. In other words, facilitating
change was a part of, or laid on top of, all of their other responsibilities.
Variations such as 3a and 3c in Figure 3 reflect larger schools of different
sizes, cften where responsibilities are strictly designated -- for example,
the principal may be responsible for public relations and general supervision,
while actual work with teachers and students is done by one or more assistant
principals. Figure 3d shows a pattern where the most significant interaction
for change in the school occurred between the scheol board and the principal;
than between the principal and the teachers. Teachers in the school felt they
had input to the board's decisions and were able to initiate as well as

respond to change. Not surprisingly, it was a small school.
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Figure 4 shows a number of patterns of leadership more specitically
related to change facilitation. 1In this case, they are patterns existing
separate from administrative structures. The leadership team facilitating
change may not involve the principal directly, though it may be formed through
delegation by the principal or under the principal's general supervision.
Figure 4a describes a pattern where select groups of teachers, department
heads, and administrative personnel, often an assistant principal, work
together with the intertion of planning and implementing a change that is in
process in the school. For example, if the change is to occur within a
department the department head and teachers from that departmert work as a
committee for change in conjunction with the administrator for that subject
area. Another variation shown in 4b has the department working in conjunction
with district staff around a subject oriented change, with the knowledge of
the principal, but not with his/her involvement. Still another variation also
shown in 4a involves the delegation of the task of implementing the change to
a committee of teachers by the principal. In this instance, the committee may

be headed up by a teacher well respected by both principal and peers, and

often one utilized by the principal on other occasions. This committee

orientation also seems to be a strategy employed by some principals and
districts to involve teachers and increase teacher ownership in change
efforts. In the High School Study sample 22% of the schools visited showed a
paitern the same or similar to Figure 4a and 11% under 4b, making a total of
33% in Figure 4,

A third pattern, shown in Figure 5, comprising 22% of the sample, is
related to participatory management and in some ways is a combination of the
patterns in Figures 3 and 4. In this type of pattern, planning and decision

making may be done by the administrative team with some input from an advisory
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CONFIGURATIONS OF LEADERSHIP AFFECTING CHANGE

Figure 3: VARIATIONS ON ADMINISTRATIVE PATTERN
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Figure 5: COMBINED PATTERN
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group, or senate, composed of teachers, department heads, and even students.
Action on cecisions is taken by subgroups of this larger administrative/
advisory team, i.e. by committees. The implementation of any change is then
attended to by one of these committees under *he Jurisdiction of the senate
and the principal.

The patterns shown in Figures 3 and 4 may exist simultaneously in a
school because of their different functions. As noted before, the primary
function of patterns in Figure 3 is administrative whereas that of Figure 4 is
change facilitation. If administrative responsibilities take precedehce over
a focus on facilitating change, a subgroup might be created along side the
traditional structure of leadership to attend to change. The connecting 1ink
in all these patterns, however, is the principal, especially in terms of
change. As described earlier, the principal may only say yes or no to change,
may only provide sanction and support, or may be actively involved in some
way. Yet 1in every instance the principal wis a key figure in the
"configuration of leadership" for change, if only by virtue of his/her role as
primary facilitator or in establishing goals for the school.

A more in-depth look. The principals and schools included in this study

were designated by their own distri:ts as "active" or "typical" (Huling, 1984)
in terms of the changes ~~curring in their schools. The patterns of
leadership emerging in the 1ita analyzed and reported in this paper showed
that those schools designa.ed as "active" had a variety of leadership
configurations existing across the schools in order of frequency -~ (pattern
4a, 3c, 5, 4b). The "typical" schools showed a predominance of the variations
shown in Figure 3 patterns. This might suggest that being active toward
change requires a variety of leadership configuration to best meet the needs

of t'.e school and the staff. Another hypothesis would be that the committee
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pattern allows foir more staff to be involved and therefore contributes to
greater commitment. and action directed to change. One researcher report
stated: "The principal uses committee assignment to get different people
involved in different things in order to spread out power and commitment
throughout the staff." A principal in an active school was cuoted as saying:
"I am an initiator, not a reactor, sometimes my initiation is through my key
staff or even individual teachers, but 1 don't wi ¢ on them always, sometimes
I push. No. -- 1 squander energy or time on those who aren't rcady tc move
with us now. They can join us later. There's just too much to do." Still
another researcher states: "He (the principal) has introduced a woman to work
explicitly with staff development around two new programs. He dvafted a memnc
to department heads and teachers outlining his expectations and suggestions
and he meets wich hic department heads regularly to work on problems. This
principai is attempting to develop those department heads into a leadership
team for curriculum charges and refinements." In effect, these department
heads would become committee heads for change.

The relation of the principal to the leadership team or committee for
change raises issues of the principal's change facilitation style (Hall,
Rutherford, Hord & Huling, 1984). The researcher reports had informally
designated a high number of the principals in active schools as "initiator"
style principais. (Since researcher visits to high schools were of shorter
duration and the principal was not the primary focus of the vis.c, style
determination was more of an "impression" than a classification.) One of the
major defined characteristics of initiator principals is a quality of "push"
and the ability to plan efforts and delegate responsibilities effectively.
The configurations shown for active schools seem to express these

characteristics, especially delegation and planning. The role of the Second
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CF, or second charge racilitator (Hord, Stiegelbauer & Hall, 1984a, 1984b) is
demonstrated by committee leaders who, alcng with the principal, have major
responsibility for implementalion and facilitation of change. The lower
incidence of patterns shown in Figure 4 and Figure 5 among typical schools
suggests that change in these schools occurs :through administrative channels,
perhaps on top of other responsibilities. A Second CF may exist in typical
schools but often without as clearly cefined a role as that of a comm* .tee
leader

Anotter issue related to the choice of a configuration of leadership for
chang. utilized by schools involves other factors such as the size of the
school, the approach taken b the principal toward staff, the degree of trust
existing between principal and statf (as shown in patterns of communication
and general climate), as well as other pressures impacting the school. A1l of
these can influence approaches taken to Change. The data from the researcher
reports indicates that the larger the schocl, or the more traditional or older
the school, the more likely some variation in Figure 3 will occur. This may
be due to institutional complexity, or perhaps, inertia.

In comparing the configurations of an active and a typical school faced
with the same pressure, the difference in success in approaching the change
was one of principal and teacher invclvement directed to the necessary
changes, rather than a reliance simply on normal administrative channels and
roles. In active schools, the principal made decisions and created a
structure for what was to be done, then delegated in some way necessc ,
responsibilities to involve a cross section of staff. The principal was not
necessarily popular n all these active schools, but there was a sense of
involvement and commitment to a.tion that crossed administrative lines. The

principal created the structure, or the vehicle, that allowed change to
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happen. "The principal sees his role as not only as one of facilitating
progrzms but also to make sure there is an orderly setting in which they can
develop and operate" (from researcher reports). Seemingly facilitation skills
or & plan for change by itself is not enough; change also demands some
organization of action.

The first section of this paper indicated cthat principals in the study
most often performed in a role related to vision and goal setting and least
often related to the role structuring the school as a workplace. Reviewing
the research reports, in terms of configurations of leadership for change,
supports this finding, especially in schools classified as “typical." Both
Figure 3 reflecting traditional administrative structure, most common in
typical schools, and Figure 5, Participatory Management, indicate a greater
likelihood that the principal's leuadership will be within traditional
- gdministrative norms rather than heavily involved with staff in working for
change. While .he principal's degree of involvement may not be known by the
pattern alone (without other data), schools in the sampie that were more
actively involved in change also showed more prinzipal involvement with the
structuring of .“= process, both in terms of personnel and in terms of

creating channels in which it could occur eifectively (Figure 4).
Recommendations

The identification of various change facilit>’.ng roles of principals and
different configurations of 1leadership . fer acditional insight and
understanding of the school improvement proces>. Most importantiy, however,
is what these data suggest to the high schocl principal or district
administrator about defining and refining the change facilitating roles of

principals to increase effectiveness of change efforts. A number of
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implications can be drawn from the analyses of the various roles involved in
facilitating change, the configurations of leadership, and the clinical

impressions of the researchers.

Change Facilitating Roles of Principals

Each of the six dimensions included in the framework used for the
analysis of change facilitating roles (vision and goal setting; structuring
the school as a workplace; managing charge; collaborating and delegating;
decision making; and guiding and supporting) is involved in the process of
facilitating change efforts. These dimensions and the roles categorized under
each could be used by principals to do a self-analysis of their own change
facilitating behaviors in order to determine if dimensions and roles are being
attended to in the change process. It might also be helpful to read the
examples provided to look for similarities between his/her own behavior. Such
comparison couid help an administrator identify those areas that may be in
need of attention or that could be addressed in a more positive fashion.
Certainly, not all of the roles are of equal importance. What is important,
however, i5 that the amount of time and attention being devoted to each is
consistent with established priorities rather than a result of chance or
circumstance.

Several implications can be derived from an analysis of the frequency of
behaviors representing the various roles. For example, it appears from this
set of data that additional attention may need to be devoted to structuring
the school as a workplace. Structuring the school as a workplace involves
such activities as consistently communicating expectations for change and
clearly defining roles of various persons involved in change efforts, neither
of which appear to be being addressed to a large degree by the principals in

this study.



Earlier studies have supported the need to provide teachers with

reinforcement and consultation during the change process (Joyce & Showers,

1982; Hord, Huling & Stiegelbauer, 1983), yet it appears that high school

principals are providing very little of this type of assistance. Whether this

responsibility is attended to by the principal personally or whether it is
delegated to another change facilitator, prior research suggests that it is
important that the principal assume responsibility for seeing that this role
is attended to by someone on an ongoing basis.

Formative evaluation of teacher performance in developing proficiency
with a change is also assumed to be a critical element in many change efforts,
yet data reported here suggest that this role is not typically a central focus

of high schoel principals. If in fact the success of change efforts is

partially dependent upon an evaeludtion component, special provisions need to

be made to restructure the principal's role to include more evaluation of
teachers' implementation of changes or again, the delegation of someone else
to this task.

One related observation which is not directly derived from these data can
be noted in regard to the principal's role as the public relations person for
the schcol. while almost 211 principals perceive that they have
responsibility in this area, some principals view this as their top priority
and devote most of their attention to it. It is the impression of researchers
in this study that while those principals may be very popular with the public
and even the district administration, they do not tend to be active change
agents or facilitators within the school. District leaders in selecting
administrators should be 2ware of the trade-offs when they select a principal

who perceives his/her primary role as public relations, in contrast to
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perceiving the role as involving dual responsibility to the public and the

school.

Configurations of Leadership

The idea of leadership configurations for change appears to offer some
suggestions for change management. While the data in this study indicate that
the principal has an impo}tant role in any configuration, the data also
indicate that otrers may play important roles. The principal's role in a
configuration for change might entail a leadership position, the delegation of
authority, or the sanctioning of the work of the team in which he/she is not
directly involved. Others on the team may have a more active role in terms of
working for change. Many principals may not have considered which type(s) of
configuration(s) of leadership they tend to utilize in their change efforts.
For these principals, it may be helpful to use Figures 3, &, and & which
depict the various configurations of leadership in nrder to identify their own
mode of operation or to consider other approaches given the personnel
available to them.

The data also indicate that it is the amount and quality of involvement
of the various players, including the principal, that is more critical than
the specific structure employed. In other words, it appears to the authors
that establishing a structure or configuration of leadership is not enough to
ensure successful change, rather this structure must be operationalized in
such a way as to foster meaningful involvement on the part of the participants
if change is to be implemented.

Variety and flexibility in terms of *“~ configurations of leadership
employed for change appear to be characteristics associated with principals
and schools actively involved in change. One strategy often used by

principals in these schools was to involve a wide variety of persons in
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various change efforts in order to increase ownership of and commitment to the
specific changes being implemented and the change process in general.
Leadership teams were fiexible in that the same people were not always
involved, and the teams were structured to utilize the expertise of the
individuals involved and the demands of the change effort rather than the
official titles or positions of the persons. This type of variety and
flexibility can be contrasted with the situation where the principal always
utilizes the same persons to carry out the same roles, regardless of the
change being undertaken. Therefore, two recommendations fcr principals who
want to increase their effectiveness as change facilitators are: 1) in
designing configurations of leadership, employ a variety of persons for the
different changes being implemented, 2) structure leadership teams based on
available resources and situation-specific needs rather than formal titles or

positions.
Summary

The data related to the configurations of leadership and the change
facilitating roles of principals support Sarasen's (1971) contention that
despite the myriad roles which principals assume, they are capable of
maximizing their time and decision-making opportunities. Involvement in the
change process is one indicator of the way in which principals can utilize
their resources. Principals appear to adopt one of two strategies in
facilitating school change. In the first strategy, the principal communicates
a vision for the school to the school staff. Depending on the configurations
of ieadership in the school, this vision may or may not result in school
change. The second strategy adds principal's involvement to the articulated

vision of the principal. When the principal communicates a vision to the
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school staff and is directly involved in implementation, the probability of
e“fecting school change is greatly increased.

The implications from the descriptions of leadership configurations
suggest that: 1) principals don't do it alone (Hord, Stiegelbauer, & Hall,
1984); 2) change can cccur without the principal but not without some
principal sanction; 3) change leadership does not have to be administrative,
but usually involves administration in some way; 4) a vehicle for change is as
important as a plan for change, and 5) at the high school level, the
involvement of different groups and different leaders cooperating for change
is one way to accommodate for the complexity of the institution and its cross
departmental and administrative lines.

High schooi principals in the study data who were identified by
researchers as being effective in implementing change articulated a vision for
the school, translated this vision into goals and objectives, and devised
strategies for implementation. They not only involved themselves but knew how
to involve others. They saw the task of implementing change and the
meaningful involvement of school staff as inseparable, believing that change
could not be implemented without teachers.

In conciusion, the change process requires attention to a wide variety of
roles and functions. Attention to roles and the functions they fulfill, as
well as the degree to which they are addressed within the school, can
contribute to the effectiveness of change efforts. The data from the High
School Study suggest that there is no one effective strategy for successfully
implementing change and no single pattern for providing leadership. The
demands of situations are different, as are personnel available, and school
priorities. Principals have a choice as to which leadership configurations

they establish, sanction, or foster. They may involve a wide variety of
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persons in leadership roles and structure leadership teams based upon the
available expertise and the demands of the change effort or they may use
estabiished channels. Making thoughtful choices 1is enhanced by an
understanding of the array of possibilities. Indeed, principals can make a
difference in the facilitation and guidance of change. When they im ‘ve
themselves with their staff in the process, the outcomes benefit the change,

the staff, the school as a whole, and, hopefully, the principal's goals.

Wil 5



References

Blumberg, A. & Greenfield, W. (1980). The effective principal: Perspectives
in_school leadership. Boston: Allyn & Bacon.

Byrne, D. R., Hines, S. A. & McCleary, L. E. (197%). The senior high school
principalship. Vol. 1: The national survey. Reston, VA: Natjonal
Association of Secondary School Principals.

Cotton, K. & Savard, W. G. (1980). The principal as instructional leader.
Portland, OR: Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory.

Deal, T. E. & Celotti, L. D. (1980, March). How much influence do (and can)
educational administrators have on classrooms? Phi Delta Kappan, 61(7),
471-473.

Deal, T. E. & Celotti, L. D. (1977). Loose coupling and school
administrators: Some recent research findings. Stanford: Center for
tducational Research.

Gorton, R. A. & McIntyre, K. E. (1978). The senior high school
principalship. Vol. II: The effective principal. Reston, VA: National
Rssociation of Secondary School Principals.

Hall, G. E., Rutherford, W. L., Hord, S. M. & Huling, L. L. (1984, February).
Effects of three principal styles on school improvement. Educational
Leadership, 41(5), 22-29.

Hall, G. E., Rutherford, W. L., Newlove, B. W., Hord, S. M., Goldstein, M. L.,
Huling, L. L. & Griffin, T. H. (1982). Principals as change
facilitators: Their interventions. Symposium presented at the annual
meeting of the American Educational Rasearch Association, New York.

Hord, S. M., Huling, L. L. & Stiegelbauer, S. M. (1983). An analysis of

interventions in _school improvement efforts. Paper presented at the
annual meeting of the American Educational Research Association,
Montreal.

Hord, S. M., Stiegelbauer, S. M. & Hall, G. E. (1984a, November). How
principals work with other change facilitators. Education and Urban
Society, 17(1), 89-109.

Hord, S. M., Stiegelbauer, S. M. & Hall, G. E. (1984b, September-December).
Principals don't do it alone: Researchers discover second change
f?cglitator active in school improvement efforts. R&DCTE Review,

23 » 1-2’ 5-

Howell, B. (1981, January). Profile of the principalship. Educational
Leadership, 333-336.

o
P—
———

108




Huling, L. L., Hall, G. E. & Hord, S. M. (1982). Effects of principal
interventions on teachers during the change p-ocess. Paper presented at
the annual meeting of the American Educationa] Research Association, New
York.

Huling-Austin, L. (1984). Coliecting dat~ in higi schools: Methods and
madness. Paper presented at the arral meeting of the American
Educational Research Association, New Crleans.

Isherwood, E. G. (1973, March). The principa] and his authority: An
empirical study. High School Journal, 56, 291-303.

Joyce, B. & Showers, B. (1982). The coaching of teaching. Educational
Leadership, 40(1), 4-11.

Leithwood, K. A, & Montgomery, D. (1982). The role of the elementary school
principal in prcgram improvement. Review of Educational Research, 52(3),
309-339.

Little, J. (1981). School success and staff development in urban segregated
schools. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Southwest
Educational Research Association, Dallas.

McNally, H. J. (1974, September-October). National elementary principal.
Summing Up, 74(1), 56-65.

* McPartland, J. M. & Xarweit, N. (1979). Research on educational effects. 1In
H. J. Walberg (Ed.), Educational Environments and Effects. Berkeley:
McCutchan Publishing Corp.

Martin, W. J. (1980). The managerial behavior of high school prinzipals.
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Pennsylvania State University,
University Park, PA.

Martin, W. J. & Willower, D. J. (1981, Winter). The managerial behavior of
high school principals. FEducational Administration Quarterly, 17(1),
69-90.

Morris, V. C. (1981). The urban principal: Discretionary decision-makiny in
a large educational organization. Chicago: University of IT1inois.

Persell, C. H. & Cookson, P. W., Jr. (1982). The effective principal in
action. In The Effective Principal; A Research Summary (pp 22-29).
Reston, VA: National Association of Secondary 5chool Principals.

Peterso?.)K. D. (1978-79). The principal's task. Administrator's Notebook,
37(3), 1-4.

Pharis, W. L. & Zakariya, S. B. (1979). The elementary school princinaliship
in 1978: A research study. Arlington, VA: National Association of
tiementary School Principals.




Rutherford, W. L. & Huling-Austin, L. L. (1984). Changes in high schools:
What is happening -- what is needed. Paper presented at the annual
meeting of the American Educational Research Association, New Orleans,
Louisiana.

Sarason, B. (1971). The culture of the school and the problem of change.
Boston: Allyn & Bacon, Inc.

Schriesheim, C. A, (Eds.). Leadership Beyond Establishment Views (pp 11-30).
Carbondale: Southern ITiinois University Press.

Sproull, L. S. (1977). Management attention in new education programs: A
microbehavioral study of program implementation. Unpublished doctoral

dissertation, Stanford Univers ty, Stanford, CA.

Stallings, J. & Mohiman, G. (1981). School policy, leadership style, teacher
change and student behavior in eight secondary schools (Report prepared
for the National Institute of Education). Mountain View, CA: Stallings
Teaching and Learning Institute.

Stewart, R. (1982). The relevance of some studies of managerial work and
behavior to leadership research. In J. G. Hunt, U. Sekaran, & C. A.

Schriesheim (Eds.), Leadership Beyond Establishment Views (pp 11-30).
Carbondale: Southern [1Vinois Un%versnty Press.
Valentine, J., Clark, D., Nickerson, N., Jr. & Keefe, J. W. (1981). The

middle level principalship, Vol. I: A survey of middle level principals
and programs. Reston, VA: National Association of Secondary Schoo
Principals.

Wolcott, H. F. (1973). The man in the principal's office: An ethnography.
New York: Holt, Rinchart & Winston.

Wolf, R. M. (i979). Achievements in the United States. In H. J. Walberg
(Ed.), Educational environments and effects. Berkeley: McCutchan
Publishing Corp.

113

110




DISTRICT OFFICE PERSONNEL:
THEIR ROLFS AND INFLUENCE ON SCHOOL AND CLASSROOM CHANGE:
WHAT WE DON'T KNOW

Gene E. Hall
Scottie Putman
Shirley M. Hord

Research and Development Center for Teacher Education
The University of Texas at Austin

Paper presented at the annual meeting of the
American Educational Research Association
Chicago, 1985

11}'11,




District Office Personnel:
Their Roles and Influence on School and Classroom Change:l’2
What We Don't Know
Gene E. Hall
Scottie Putman
Shirley M. Hord

Research and Development Center for Teacher Education
The University of Texas at Austin

Much has been made in recent years of the importance of school improvement
at the "grass roots" level and of the significance of the local schcol as the
unit of adoption and focus of change efforts. At the same time there has been
increasing initiation of change from thc district level and from agencies
beyond the district. As a part of recent research on the change process the
Research on the Improvement Process Program staff included some exploratory
data collection and analysis activities that focused on the roles and
interactions between district office personnel and participants in the change
process in local schools.

The decision to add the district office focus resulted from the staff's
earlier research in elementary and secondary schools in which dis.r.ct office
personnel were noted as a source of influence on the change process. It was
not always clear what they did nor how extensive their change facilitator roles
were. Interestingly a subsequent survey of the literature did not turn up many

studies, theories, or extensive descriptions of what district office personnel

1 Presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research
Association, Chicago, April 1985.

2 The research described herein was conducted under contract with the
National Institute of Education. The opinions expr2ssed are those of the
authors and do not necessarily reflect the position or policy of the National
Institute of Education, »nd no endorsement by the National Institute of
Education should be inferred.
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do in general. C(onsequently, this new emphasis was added to the data
collection and analysis activities.

The 1limited amount of work to date has focused on describing the
activities and functions of district office persons and on examining their
change facilitator role in schools and classrooms. At this point in the study
we are only able to identify and describe a series of impressions and
hypotheses; specific conclusive answers require more systematic study. In this

pcper a summary of the ,_.lished literature about district office personnel and

tentative findings from our exploratory field work are presented.

What the Literature Offers

About the Roles of District Office Personnel

There is a surprisingly limited amount of literature about tne roles and
activities of school disirict office persunnel. Much that is available targets
the generic role of supervisor and the activities of supervision. These tend
to be theoretical and context-free descriptions of the role rather than pieces
that directly scrutinize real positions and people who work in particular
district offices. As a result, it appears that much of the limited supply of
published literature deals not with the particular real life jobs cf education
professionals, but instead addresses an abstract set of functions that district
personnel are assumed tc use. This lack of concrete connection does not appear
to be the authors' intents; rather, there appears to be a contradiction betveen
the stereotypic assumptions that are widely held about the work of district
office personnel and what district office people actually do.

A review of the existing literature yielded very 1little concrete

information about the roles of district office personnel, and nearly all of the




few studies that are available contain a lament over the lack of data. Fullan
(1982) attributes the paucity of research on second level administrators and
district support staff to the great diversity of roles and organization and to
the preoccupation of researchers with studying superintendents. A similar
concicsion was reached by a recent task force. In October 1982 the Association
for Supervision and Curriculum Development (ASCD) Executive Council appointed a
task force to study the roles, functions, and ?Impact of districtwide
supervisory personnel, An attempt by the task force at reviewing data already
available revealed that there were few objective data about the roﬁe and
importance of district wide supervisors f(Costa and Guditus, 1984). Harris
(1985) who agrees with this summary suggests t..at existing information may be
difficult to find because central office personnel are generally assigned
multipie roles and the literature often masquerades urder several different
titles, such as supervision, supervisory practice, or clinical supervision. He
further suggests that one might need to come about descriptions of the role of
district office people “"through the back door,” which means c¢ne may need to
take an indirect approach to the 1literature search. Still, the basic
impression is that the available literature is centered around the generi. role
of supervisor and supervisory practice. The many cther roles and activities of
district office personnel seem generally to have been neglecte: as topics for
study; although the Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory's synthesis of
the school effectiveness research indicated that there are several actions that
the district can take, such as the establishment of clear and stable policies,
expectations for improvement, and sirong systems of swpport to help schools

become more effective (Goal-Based Educati.: Program, 1984).




Types of Studies Available

Of studies that have been done, most have utiiized questionnaire/survey
methodology. Smith (1983) examined 21 studies or supervisors and found that
eighteen of the 21 studies employed questionnaires, one used an interview, one
combined a questionnaire and an interview f'r data collection, and one was
based on observation. Sullivan (1982), whose study also used observation,
documented 14,753 minutes of supervisory behavior.

In 1984, the 1982 task force appointed by ASCD called for research studies
to be done on district office personnel, and offered mini-grants to encourage
and stimulate research in this area. The results of those studies are just now
becoming available. The task force in the mean time did a study of its own by
surveying the population that responded to the Costa and Guditus (1984) article
announcing the ASCD project and available fundings (Blumberg, 1984). The

survey, they are quick to point out, yielded more questions than answers.

Classic Role Descriptions and Training

The classic description of the role and activities of district office
personnel is well represented in the earlier work of Harris (1963). According
to Harris there are four types of positions suggested under the general
heading, “supervisor”: general, all-level supervisors; general, specific-level
supervisors; special, all-level supervisors; and special, specific-level
supervisors. He lists the tiasks of supervision as developing curriculum,
organizing for instruction, staffing, providing facilities, providi.,
materials, arrangirg for inservice education, orienting new staff members,

relating special services, developing public relations, and evaluating. These
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tasks are implemented by supervisors through planning, organizing, leading,

controlling, and assessing (Harris, 1963).

Glickman (1981), however, prefers to view supervisory behavior on a
continuum ranging from listening to reinforcing behaviors, with three viable
oriertations: directive, non-directive, or collaborative. Sullivan's (1982)
observation of supervisors suggests however that the actual day-to-day
activities of supervisors are incongruent with the classical description of the
role. A functional analysis of her data using Mintzberg's categories showed
that supervisors primarily maintain the day-to-day operations of the school
system, and essentially function as do managers in industry. Ninety-eight
percent of their activities fell into the managerial categories defined by
Mintzberg (1973) with especially high activity in three categories: resource
arlocator, monitor, and disseminator, which indicates that the supervisor acts
as an insider, one who is primarily concerned with internal operations. There
was little activity in areas requiring external contact as an official
representative of the school system. According to Sullivan the supervisor acts
as an information broker and is literally a hub of communication. Sixty-one
percent of the supervisor's time was spent in communications; two-thirds of the
communications were informal, brief contacts with one or two individuals that
lasted usually five minutes or less. The bulk of the communication was
lateral, a small amount (9%) was with superordinants, and only 14% was with
teachers. Supervisors initiated 62% of all contacts.

According to the .eport of the ASCD study (Blumberg, 1984), when
supervisors were asked what three functions seem to consume the majority of
their time during a typical work week, there was a variety of answers.
However, several categories predominated: 1) meetings, 2) paperwork, 3)

planning, 4) curriculum study, 5) staff development, 6) public relations, 7)
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trouble shooting and reporting to the superintendent, and 8) visitations to
schools and observations. Other catego-ies in the 1list 1included budget,
personnel, dealing witk parents, teaching, district wide activities, research,
scoring tests, etc. District office supervisors were frustrated by not having
enough time to do what was needed to be done, and by having to wear too many
hats. The report concluded "central office supervisors seem to be very busy
people, involved in doing many things some of which appear to be more symbolic
than concrete" (Blumberg, 1984, p. 15).

Smith (1983) reports that there is an increased emphasis on administrative
and personnel functions for supervisors and that after having reviewed 21
research studies on supervisors, she still was not able to find a standard
description of the supervisor position. Blumberg (1984) reports that there is
a probability that much of the supervisor's time is taken by activities rot
directly related to the exercise of their expertise. Costa and Guditus (1984)
noted that supervisor's roles, expectations and job descriptions are often
vague. According to Sullivan (1982) job descriptions for supervisors have
traditionally echoed the supervision literature and there is an inconsistency
between the job descriptions and the work that is done. Training also has been
traditionally based on the literature. One general implication out of the
literature is that supervisors are doing jobs for which they were not trained,
or if they were, the training was based on ungrounded theoretical models,

rather than analyses of what they actually do.

Elimination of Positions

Another pattern in the findings is the indication that the number of
district wide instructional supervisors has been slowly but steadily declining

during the last decade {Costa and Guditus, 1984). Approximately one half of
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the respondents to the ASCD study indicated that district office supervisory
positions in their districts had been reduced and the resuit was that they had
to assume additional responsibilities, which reduced schoo! visits and
increased the number of teachers they had to supervise (Blumberg, 1984). About
one third of the sample thought that if their jobs were eliminated the services
they performed would no longer be available to the district, especially if
their jobs were very specific, such as subject matter specialists, as opposed
to general curri-.uium people. Blumberg (1984) reports that "these people, for
the most part, seem convinced of their worth to the school district" (p. 16).
As convinced as they are of their worth to the school district, they receive
little formal credit or feedback about their accomplishments (Costa and
Guditus, 1984). They seem to get a sense of their effectiveness or lack of it
through informal means, such as casual comments and reactions from
administrators and teachers, rather than from any systematic procedures

(Blumberg, 1984).

Result: Confusion

Given the general lack of information about district office personnel, the
inconsistencies between the standard descriptions of their roles and the
reality of the work they are actually doing, and their tendency to be assigned
multiple roles, it is not surpri>ing that there is confusion surrounding the
role (Blumberg, 1984; Harris, 1963). The variety of job titles of the people
who work in the district office also adds to the confusion. The job titles of
the people who responded to the Costa/Guditus article "covered the waterfront"
(Blumberg, 1984, p. 2). Some of the terms or labels given to people who work
in the district office include consultant; coordinator; specialist;

instructional 1leader; advisor; resource teacher; staff developer; subject
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matter specialist; director of curriculum and instructional services, media,

materials, and/or elementary and secondary programs (Costa and Guditus, 1984;
Harris, 1963). To add to the confusion, the term supervisory personnel
includes the superin*endent, supervisors, principals and other administrative
and special service personnel giving leadership to supervisory activities
regardless of their position, title, status, amount of responsibility or formal
authority (Glickman, 1981; Harris, 1963). In theory, the term supervisor is
reserved for those whose primary responsibility 1is supervisory act’vity
(Harris, 1963). Yet the wide variety of titles and labels seems to suggest a
lack of underlying agreement. However, most seem to cluster into two broad
categories or levels--line and staff (Costa and Guditus, 1984; Fullan, 1982).
Unfortunately, little is said in the literature about the differences and/or
similarities between line personnel and staff personnel.

Interviews conducted by the ASCD task force members suggested that “the
role expectations of the positions with which we are concerned were simply
idiosyncratic to each situation" (Blumberg 1984, p. 2). And "it seems to be
the case that even with specific job descriptions the role of the central
office supervisor tends more toward vagueness and ambiguity than toward
concreteness” (Blumberg, 1984, p. 15). Harris (1963, p. 103) suggests that
this confusion over titles of supervisors is indicative of the generally

confused thinking about central staff organization.

vistrict Ofiice Role in Change

As scarce as the district office literature is, it does include references
to district office responsibilities and involvement in change (Cox, 1983;
Fullan, 1982; Harris, 1983). Huberman and Miles (1984) report that district

office administrative commitment is important to the success of an innovation
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and that pressure without district office support and commitment leads to
teacher resistance and failure. They also report that district office people
are most often the early advocates of an innovation. According to Harris
(1963), one of the major responsibilities of school supervisors is to stimulate
change and to develop acceptance of the idea that continued change is
inevitable and can be highly desirable. Fullan (1982) reports that some school
districts establish effective change processes while others follow a disastrous
pattern, and that the district administrator is the single most important
individual for setting the expectations and the tone of the pattern of change.
He admits though that "although there is a fair amount of evidence about the
role of the administrator 1in change..., there is 1little representative
information on what administrators do and think in their total roles” (p. 160).
In an article that describes now principals, external assistors, and central
office staff each contributed to a change effort and the outcomes of their
particular assistance, Cox (1983) reports that the help of the district office
people in a school change effort contributed more than any other single group
of assistors. They can perform critical functions that make school improvement
really work. Cox suggests that district office personnel have emerged as
significant actors in the process of change and that they may well be the
"Vinch pins of school improvement efrorts" (Cox, 1983, p. 10).

In summary, the literature base is surprisingly limited. There appears to
be some inconsistencies between the realities of practice and the ideals
reflected in the literature. More study is needed to understand clearly what
district office personnel do, and what the real possibilities might be for

*heir influence of the change process in schools and cilassrooms. This is

another basis for our emerging focus on these individuals.




Plan of the Study

One objective of the Research on the Improvement Process (RIP) program is
to develop an overall perspective on the change process as it occurs in
elementary and secondary schools by integrating the results of our previous
research in elementary schools with the findings from current research on
change in high schools. Accomplishing this goal has required that at least
minimal information be collected about the roles and functions of district
office personnel.

More specifically, the study questions for this phase of the work are:

1) What kinds of changes are occurring in schools in the district and

how have they been facilitated?

2) How has (school based) leacership affected the change process in

schools?

3) What is the function and influence of the district office as it

relates to school change?

The information and data that have been compiled to address the question
about the district office have been derived from two sources. The first source
is from analysis of the literature and previous studies which were briefly
summarized above. The second source is from analysis of interview data. The
interview data base includes tape recordings of interviews, collected in
earlier RIP studies, that provide occasional references to the district office,
and audio tapes of recent study interviews including specific questions about
district office personnel. Appendix 1 is a summary of the data base.

Appendix 2 is a summary of the interv.ew questions that were used with
district office personnel during the 1984-85 current data collection period.

Appendix 3 is a summary of the subset of questions that were asked of

12212



school-based personnel (principals, teachers, department heads, etc.) regarding
the role of the district office.

Analyses of the interview data and related documentation that was
collected during the two- to four-day trips to each school district have
included systematic, individual interviewer debriefings and self written
debriefing protocols based upon answering structured questions. Additional
reduction and analysis activities included pooled debriefing of the several
interviewers from each site using a set of structured questions that were based
on the study questions; re-listening to the taped interviews for the purposes
of developing cataiogs of types of practices, perceptions of practices, and
descriptions of practices; and staff discussion and speculation among
themselves and with research consultants and practitioners about the role and
perceptions of district office personnel.

The remainder of this paper is a summary of the tentative descriptions,
hypotheses and re.ommendations that have emerged out of these exploratory field

work activities and data analyses.

Description of Findings of Initial Studies

of the Role of District Office Personnel

The findings from the data analyses can be summarized in five categories:
(1) description of the regular jobs and roles of district office personnel, (2)
the role of district office personnel in relation to the change process, (3)
description of particular strategies and tactics that are used by district
office personnel in change, and (4) perceptions of the district office

personnel by others. A subsequent section reports on life in the district

office. 'the descriptions of findings, impressions and hypotheses that follow
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are organized under these headings.

Description of the Regular Jobs and Roles of District Office Personnel

Our findings and descriptions of the roles and practices of district
office personnel are quite consistent with the previous work of Blumberg,
Glickman and others, as described in the literature review in this paper.

District office personnel are fnvolved in a wide range of administrative,

evaluative, and facilitating activities. One useful way to cluster activities

is to distinguish between "line" and "staff" positions. Staff personnel are
those who have no authority over persons for whom they provide consultation,
advice and counsel (i.e. teachers). Line personnel on the other hand are those
who have persons reporting directly to them (direct reports) and are placed on
the organizational chart some where between the superintendent and teachers.
Line personnel supervise and evaluate personnel under them in the organization.
Staff personnel are responsible for programs or projects rather than
"positions."” Some examples of activities that staff personnel are engaged in
are finding and providing materials and ideas, providing staff development
training, visiting classrooms, meeting with department heads, meeting with
other staff personnel, scoring tests, developing curriculum (adding courses,
developing lesson plans), monitoring, evaluating curricula and programs,
initiating, adopting textbooks, and planning. Activities that line personnel
are involved in include attending a variety of meetings daily, establishing
committees, evaluating programs and personnel, completing paperwork, “putting
out fires," meeting with supervisors or consultants, making purchasing
decisions, providing an ear to principals, and initiating ideas.

A wide range of titles is used for district office positions. The

selection of titles that are used in district offices is not consistent across
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districts with a "supervisor" in one district having the same role as someone
called a “coordinator" or "“consultant” in another district. Up to the ievel of
the assistant superintendent there does not appear to be a consistent pattern
to the roles and resronsibilities that are associated with particular job
titles. There is some consistency in the use of the director ti.le, with thesc
persons typically having other personnel report to them and they in turn
reporting to assistant superinte~dents.

Persoiviel in the district office often seem to have relatively little

clarity about the scope and primary purposes of their roles. Further, there is

wide variation in their views about their role. When they do have clear
understanding, it appears to be directly related to the superintendent's
expression of clear expectations for them. If the superintendent does not
articulate a sharp image or does not really provide attention to their role,
then there seems to be a great deal of ambiguity in their definition. In
general, district office personnel appear to have a clearer definition of the
roles of others in the school district than they do of their own.

There is tremendous variation in how much time district office personnel

c-end in schools. Some roles appear to require little or no time in schools,

such as the budget director or personnel officer. Others may require as much
as 80% - 90% of their time in schools (e.g. special education teacher
consultants). Interestingly, there is wide variation in time spent in schools
among individuals filling the same role. For example, a person in the role of
curriculum specialist could work directly with teachers to support their
instructional practices and spend the majority of their time in schools and in
classrooms. While in another district a person with the same responsibilities
may spend little time in classrcoms. There is inconsistency even within a

district. For instance, in one high school, teachers reported never seeing the
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language supervisor while the math supervisor was reported to be in the school
frequently and regularly.

There are different central missions for district office personnel. Cne

responsibility is to help the district in planning, and to fulfill the many
district administration functions, including the basic bureaucratic operations
of the district. These are the budget, personnel, buildings and grounds
directors and other types who manage the supportive and organizational
arrangements for the district's schools. All of these people and jobs tend to
be clustered together within the same label of district office. Another
mission is providing direct support of instruction and school based activities.
Teacher support may be supplied by generalists whose work is generic in nature
with a focus on the processes of instruction. Other teacher support comes from
subject area specialists who supply help within the context of particular
curricula. Yet another mission has to do with contrel and monitoring of school
personnel. Some curriculum specialists may assume this function; however,
monitoring of school administrators is more typically done by higher level
district office staff.

There is a dramatic difference in the amount of real authority and power

individual district office personnei have that is related to whether they are

in line or staff positions. We define line to mean those directly in a chain

of command from the superintendent on down to staff in schools. Persons in
line positions are directly accountable for personnel "below" them, and persons
below 1ine personnel are accountable "to" them. Staff positions are those for
which the job responsibilities do not carry with them formal authority over the
people who must follow through with their suggestions. The power and influence
relationships can become complex, especially given the overlapping array of

organizational and instructional missions.




Many personnel in the district office do not understand the distinction

between line and staff positions in an organizational structure. There seems

not only to be a lack of conceptual understanding, but also a iack of
recognizing the operational differences and what they can mean for
responsibility and potential for influence. Comments such as, "{ don't know, I
guess I'm neither fish nor foul," or, "I'm both," were frequently heard answers
to questions about placement on the organizational chart.

The number of district office staff that are available to work in schools

seems to be directly related to the amount of support from outside the

district. Outside support comes from state, federal or other such external

sources. Those areas of schooling that have special interest support, such as
special education, gifted and talented, compensatory education, bilingual
education, etc., have relatively larger district office staffs and they are
more actively involved with schools and teachers. Further, their ratio of
district office staff to principals and teachers is much smaller than for their
regular classroom counterparts. District office personnel for regular schools
and teachers have to work with larger numbers of schocls and teachers.

The district office personnel in the special interest areas appear to be

more cohesive within their units. These individuals seem to be clearer about

their missions and their missions appear to be more tightly defined. They are
more focused and direct in their work. They are more visible in schools and in
comparison to the regular district office staff they seem to be more
influential politically within the district office.

There is 1ittle congruence between what district office personnel say they

do and what others perceive that they do. These perceptual differences are

particu.arly true of persons in staff positions. For example, it is commonly

believed that a major role of curriculum coordinators in the district office is

34




to assist teachers in classrooms. Yet for many coordinators this is not
possible because there are so few curriculum coordinators in reiation to the
total number of teachers in the district. They are spread so thin that they
cannot be everywhere. Curriculum coordinators spend a lot of their time in
doing district-wide planning, ordering of materials, and other administrative
and strategic activities that are not seen by school pe-sonnel. Most

curriculum specialists state that they would like to have more time in schools

than they do, but the other parts of their job demand that the) be elsewhere.

Teachers view district office people in line positions as being remote

from their classrooms. When line people visit buildings they tend to visit

with the principal, and not with teachers. When staff people visit the
building they tend to deal more with department heads and teachers, thus the
teacher's perception of the line people is that they are much more removed and
distant from personal contact. As one illustration of this percepticn, when
teachers refer to the district office as "downtown," they seemed to be
referring more to the line administrators than the curriculum coordinators.

Teachers have very little understanding of what persons in the district

office really do. As one illustration of this, when teachers were asked about

changes that were taking place in the district office, they were often unaware
of such things as severe staff reductions that had occurred in the district
office. They would be equally unaware of district office personnel changes and
they frequently seemed uninformed about issues that the district was facing.
"I'm not sure what the district administrators do." Fu ther, teachers doubt
that district office personnel know about life in schools. For example,
teachers are aware that the district office has curriculum guide lines but

"they don't really know what goes on in my classroom."
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District office stafr feel successful when they see teachers doing things

that they nave suggested. This indicator of effectiveness was frequently

re-orted by curriculum coordinators. It was not as clear, however, how line
staff knew that they had succeeded. It would seem that their image of success
is more frequently based on the absence of problems or issues to be handled.
However, some line personnel state that higher scores on achievement tests are
an indication of their success.

Once assigned to the district office, most personnel do not wish to go

back to the classroom, and appear to be successful in remaining “downtown".

After personnel move to the district office, they tend to relish th. new found
opportunities and challenges. Those in staff positions tend to move up within
the hierarchy of the curriculum and instruction side of the district office, or
they move on to special projects or to larger districts. The line
administrators' career path mov-s from assistant principal, to principal, on
the way to district upper level adwinistrative positions. Curiously, there
does not appear to be a lot of lateral movement from the district office
curriculum side to the administrative side. Rather, it appears that persons
the district office on the curriculum path who wish to move up on the
administrative side, first have to go back to the school as an &administrator
and then re-enter the district office on the line sidr. The career path to
superintendencies is through the principalship and 1 adn istratien, not

througn the staff and curriculum side.

How They Work in Relation to the Change Process

The limited reses ~h work to date makes it difficu. to derive trernds and

generalizations about how district personnel are involved in change. However,
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the following is a summary of some speculations and hypotheses about this
aspect of district office persons' work.

District office personnel are providing the impetus as well as being the

source of many innovations that are implemented in schools. Many district

innovations are created or required as a vresult of state and federal
initiatives. As a consequence schonls and classrooms are the recipients of a
large number of "outside" innovations. Many of these mandates are seen by
district leadership as an opportunity to reinforce their own aims and goals.
Consequently, district office personnel often "“seize the moment" for
t ansmitting their expectations to schools. There are also many
district-specific initiatives, which in combination mean that district office
personnel tend to be associated with a large number of changes.

District office personiel tend not to be aware of apparent differences in

how they approach elementary schools as compared to secondary schools. It

seems reasonable to hypothesize that district office personnel will approach
and work in change with elementary schools differently from high schools. Much
to our surprise, they do not appear to have consciously thought about these
differences. Of course, some district people come from elementary (or
secondary) schools and are assigned to work only at that level. When we probed
those who were assigned K-12 we were able to identify some differences in their
approaches to elementary and secondary schools. For instance, they typicall:
expressed the idea that seconlary teachers were subject experts and did not
"require” their services. They also noticed that it was hard to gain entry
into high schools to introduce ideas; therefore, they tended to give more time
to elementary schools where teachers were more open to change and interested in

tryi . new ideas. When pushed to explain details of the differences in their

approaches, it was difficult to hear clear distinctions.
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Teachers tend to link the credibility of district office personnel to

their teaching assignment prior to Jjoining the district office. A comment

frequently heard from high school teachers and from people in the district
office was that district office per 7nnel with an elementary background had
less credibility in high schools. However, the picture does not seem to be that
simple. The explanation about lower credibility may be related to a particular
district office person's Tack of adaptive skills or who for some other reason
is not effective in working ir high schools. The lack of credibility may
relate to the lack of subject area speciality, which is generalized by
associating 1t with their elementary background. Clearly there are
coordinators with elementary backgrounds who are effective and credible in high
schools. One question for the future must be to study more closely the factors
that enhance credibility.

A district office person's credibility with teachers 1is frequently

associated with how long the person has been away from the classroom. This

factor of time and distance from the classroom was more frequently associated
with staff persons from the district office than with line persons. Teachers
imply that after three or four years away from the classroom, credibility is
lost. Yet there are many veterans of the district office who are still highly
credible. It appears that teachers use these stereotypes to cover a range of
district office staff weaknesses and sins, or possibly to keep the channes that
district office personnel bring harred at the classroom door.

It appears that the line administrators in the district office make the

adoption decision and then it is the staff persons who plan and facilitate

implementation at the school and classroom level. This makes sense in that

staff persons are more often in schools and line persons are not. Staff

persons have closer working relationships with teachers. And a large




percentage of changes are of a curriculum nature which suggests ancther reason
for staff personnel who are typically curriculum specialists to be more
involved.

The people 1n line positions tend to be more administrative in orientation

and they deal more directly with principals. In the change process, the role

of line personnel becomes one of interpretation of policy (normally only when
asked). They provide administrative communication to school administrators and
link the district office's goals and expectations about changes to the school.
Because they evaiuate principals, and "help principals set goals," they are in
a position to strongly influence principals and therefore the prospects for

change. The follow through with teachers tonds to be left to sta:f persons.

Strategies and Tactics Employed to Facilitate School Change

A part of the research fecuses or identifying approaches and behaviors
that district office personnel employed and found effective in influencing the
change process in schools. fine of the first impressions is that district
J>ffice personnel, as wel! as their school counterparts, have not consciously
thought about the change process techniques that they employ. Therefore the
insights that we have are more inferential than reflective of clear
articulation and examination by school personnel. In spite of this handicap,
ther> are patterns and strategies that district office personnel employed.
These include the following.

There is nearly unanimous aJjreement in the district office that principals

are responsible for change within their buildings. The line persons deal with

their "direct reports,” (principals) in terms of holding them accountable for
what is occurring in their building, and staff persons in the district office

recognize the importance of working with the principal when they want to see
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change in classrooms. In contrast to this perspective, it appears that
principals in general do not perceive the empowering mandate to bring about
change in the building that district office personnel are assigning them.
Delegation of change facilitating duties is sometimes abdication.

A frequently observed strategy for making the initial adoption decision is

down/up/down. The typical scenario for this strategy begins with someone(s) in
the district office coming up with an idea for a change that is needed. It is
then sent “"down" to teachers, and perhaps principals an¢ community
representatives, to get their initial reactions. Their recommendation is then
sent “up" through the chain of command and, with further refinement and
formulation, through the superintendent to the board. There, a fermal decision
is made, and it is sent “"down" to the staff to procede with implementation.
This down/up/down strategy was frequently heard about. Interestingly, teachers
are as aware of their part in it as ure district office personnel. Further,
they tended to see the process as addressing their desire to have “input," but

sometimes say their input didn't change anything.

Perceptions of the District Office Personnel By Others

Establishing credibility of district office staff has been approached in

several ways. When a district office staff person with elementary school

experience becomes involved with secondary schools, there are ways to initiate
their work that enhance potential for credibility. One entry point is to have
that person sanctioned by a secondary teacher, district office person,
principal, or someone else who already has credibility and can certify the new
person. Another approach is to have the (elementary) staff person involved in
initial developments of some new thrust for secondary schools. Then by the

time that person becomes involved in working with the various secondary school
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staff, they associate the person with the innovation. If the innovation is
positive, this gives associated expertise to the district office persun.

The reciprocal doesn't appear to be as significant a problem. Capable
staff persons from secondary backgrounds seem to be more accepted in their arec
of expertise by elementary school teachers. However, staff persons from the
district office with secondary backgrounds also need to be sensitive to the
cultural differences of the two kinds of schools.

Teachers perceive district office personnel in line and staff positions

differently. In terms of teacher's perceptions of district office persons it
has already been pointed out that line persons from the district office are
rarely seen or thought about by teachers. On the other side, teachers know
that staff persons are regularly in schools, and teachers are quick to say,
"They're there when I need them."

Teachers differentiations among the staff persons in the district office

are based on their perceivea utility. "I will call on some, others I will not

call." It has not been possible to determine the specifics of why teachers so
actively seek some and avoid others. In our interviews with teachers, probing
questions were sloughed off with comments such as, "some have forgotten what it
is like to be in the classroom." Occasionally we encountered attitudes or
relationships similar to what Blumberg (1980) referred to as the "cold war"
between teachers and supervisors (p. 5). In terms of teacher's perceptions of
the frequency of district office staff contacts with classrooms, it is probably
best summarized by one veteran high school teacher who said, "She liked what 1
was doing [last fall] so I probably will not see her again." When asked why,
"If they like what you are doing, you don't see them. If you aren't doing a

good job, you see them."
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Staff persons in the district office derive their power from someone with

power. If the staff person needs access to a school or needs to put pressure
on a teacher, they have to work with the principal or someone above the
principal to sanction or to require the kind of change that is being requested.
Staff persons frequently have to spend a great deal of energy and intervention
time in attempts to get support, however there has been no chance to explore
this issue or document this in the work that we've done so far.

District office persons who work with special interest teachers are seen

as highly visible. Because there is a greater number of special program

district office persons to work with a fewer number of teachers, they are able
to be in schools more frequently for greater amounts of time. This gives them
much more opportunity for visibility than those district office persons working
with regular teachers.

Individual teachers do not perceive that they have a great deal of

influence on district policy. Unless they were directly contacted with regard

to a particular issue and remember that they were contacted, they are quick to
point out that they did not have input. In that sense, the down/up/down
strategy doesn't appear to have eyual effects across all innovations and
teachers. If an individual teacher was not contacted or does not associate
some earlier activity that they were involved in as heing a way of seeking
their input, then they are quick to discount that they ever had any input.

District office personnel believe that much of what they do is based on

teacher input. Even though teachers do not perceive that they contribute very
much to the development of district policies, programs and projects, district
office personnel view the input process very differently. They can reoort

about the dates when particular items were solicited and obtained from




teachers. Nonetheless, if teachers did not have a major role, they do not
recall the minor ones. It is not clear how to reconcile these differences.
Perhaps the best summary of the differences in perceptions with regard to
how teachers perceive the role of district office personnel is made in these
quotes. The elementary schools' perception of the district office's purpose
"is to guide Js." The high schools state, "The district office is to
coordinate." In contrast, a teacher pointed out, "In elementary school we are
told to do things they wouldn't even ask a high school to do." Both groups,
teachers and district office personne!, have their own perceptions of what is
happening; however teachers in general have relatively little interest in what

goes on beyond their classrooms.

Life in the District Office

District office personnel do not have a simplistic role. It seems clear

that the role of the district office personnel is more complex and less well
understood than is suggested by the stereotypes held by the public. There is
an assumption that district office personnel and especially curriculum staff
spend nearly all their time actively involved in supervision at the classroom
level. In fact most district office personnel are not doinc this. Our
findings from our interviews are consistent with the research of others such zs
Glickman and Blumberg, who were cited earlier.

Communication lines within the district office do not always work well.

It appears that district office personnel typically do not know what other
district office personnel are doing. In several districts there were few
systematic approaches to communication within the district office, even within

the curiculum area of the district office. In general, the line




administrators appear to be in closer communication around their jobs than are
the curriculum and instruction staff.

District office personnel are consistently in a cross fire of demands and

expectations. It appears that the immediacy of job demands {n the district
office do not allow time for staff to be as actively involved in supervision of
schools and classrooms as they would 1ike, and as others expect. There seems
to be a constant barrage of demands for meetings; writing and reviewing
planning documentc; filling out forms for the district, the state and the
federal government; and responding to individual requests of administrators and
teachers. This in combination with the various legal jssues, policy decisions,
moment-to-moment crises such as leaky roofs, litigation, and textbook adoptions
consume so much of their time that many line and staff persons are not
regularly involved in schools.

District office personnel do not have specialized training for their

positions. Even though district office persons may be trained in supervision,
they are not trained in the kinds of activities that the bulk of their jobs
entail. They are dealing with so many types of pressing items that they do not
have time to be reflective about their work. Further, they do not appear to
have a great deal of training in how to facilitate change and to be leaders
from the district office. One of the reasons that this may be true is that so
little is known about what their jobs are and how they can work in leadership
roles.

Describing what they do is difficult. What district office personnel do

is seldom documented. It is even more difficult to demonstrate that it makes a
difference. The details of their specializations and services are not well
documented and the things that they do are not immediately reflected in

classrooms or by noticeable differences in outcomes on student test scores.
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Further, persons in the district office are not doing a good Jjob of
communicating and describing what they do. It is not clear that they have
individually, and certainly not collectively, conceptualized their roles and
functions or described operationally how they relate to the mission, goals, and
objectives of the district.

Who is line and who is staff? There is a distinction hetween approaches,

responsibilities, and activities of d.strict office persoﬁne] based on whether
they are in line or staff positions. At the same time, these differences are
not conceptualized and well understood by those in the positions. And they are
not understood by their counterparts in the schools. Many district office
personnel are not even clear about who is l1ine and who is staff. Some think

they are both.
The District Office in Action
The following case studies illustrate many of the points included in the
description of findings of the role of district office personnel in change.

Two districts are examined, both of which are similar in size and population.

Case Study A: From A System of Schools to A School System

In this vignette, district office personnel in a district ir the
Midwestern United States turned a severe decline in enrollment and resources
into an opportunity to reorganize and improve their entire secondary education
program. The Superintendent in thi> district, which serves approximately
30,000 students, responded to the declining enrollment and the resulting
decrease in state funds by recognizing the problem and pushing for a proactive

response that would complement his commitment to establish a unified




curriculum. The Superintendent spurred the changes; the district office
personnel responded.

In this case study the actions of the district office personnel are
traced, and signiticant interventi~ns which contributed to the success of their
efforts at reorganizing and improving their secondary education program are
presented. How the case relates to our recent study findings and speculations
is discussed.

A number of important decisions, plans, and innovations were implemented
to address the district's declining enrollment problem. Included in this
bundle of innovations were an effort to unify and improve the secondary
education program overall, and to change a self-contained vocational high
school into an extended campus to serve the entire district's vocational
education needs. The vocational program was coupled with special academic
offerings for high school high achieving students. A related change was moving
the ninth grade students from junior high schools to high schools. At the same
time, special attention was given to the evaluation of teachers and
aiministrators and to an "administrator academy," as a vehicle for improving
management and evaluation skills and for soliciting and exchanging feedback.

The entire process was promoted and supported by the Superintendent by his
actions and almost daily contact with the district office administrators as
they worked on the written plan. He also encouraged the effort by his contact
with the Board of Education. He kept them updated; he solicited their input.

His position was clear to everyone.

Extended Campus Concept

One example of the district office action in this districtwide effort was

the development of the extended campus concept. The plan was designed in
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detail by the Director of Secondary Education who conceived the extended-campus

idea as an innovative delivery system for the vocational-technical program and
for advanced courses for college-bound students. She used her position as the
person in charge of all programs, supervision, and evaluation, and her regular
meetings with all high school principals to gain support for the districtwide
changes and to facilitate their use.

A special advisory council was formed early, involving parents, students,
high school teachers, principals and district administrators. Frequent contact
with the Superintendent became critical as the extended campus concept became a
districtwide concern. The Superintendent showed continuing support for the
p'an by keeping it in front of the Board. With the Superintenagent's push and
school board approval, the technical high school's facilities were closed as a
"home campus" for students. It was reopened as a "resource center" for
students from all high schools in the district, thus becoming an extended
campus. A district plan for busing students from their respective home
campuses to and from the extended campus for a two or three hour block of time
was put into operation the first year of implementation. Counselors were made
part of the "decision-making process" and were encouraged to inform

students and encourage them to take courses at the extended campus.

Discussion

The establishment of the extended campus provides clear examples of two of
our study fincings. First, district office personnel served as the impetus as
well as the source of the innovations that were being implemented in schools.
Specifically, the Superintendent and the Director of Secondary Education
provided the impetus and leadership for the innovations. The entire bundle of

innovations was initiated at the district level in response to this district's
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declining enroliment problems. The second of our findings illustrated by the
scenario is the down/up/down strategy for making the initial adoption decision.
After the idea was conceived and planned by the Director of Secondary
Education, it was then sent down to the community, students, teachers, and
principals via tne Advisory Council. It then went back up to the Board. After
the formal decision was made, it was sent back down to the staff for

implementation.

Standardization of Curriculum

The second innovation in the district's response to the enrollment decline
was the centralization of the curriculum and sets of standardized curriculum
objectives. A key strategy, based on a district evaluation report and push
from a school board member, was the creation of a new position, Director of
Curriculum K-12. The Director of Secondary Education (line) took steps to
support the Director of Curriculum (staff) by working with him to define his
role and by sanctioring his role. When the Director of Secondary Education
presided over meetings with principals, she asked the Director of Curriculum .o
attend in order to give him an opportunity to know principals better, to hear
their opinions and to learn how to best work with them to implement the
changes.

At principals' meetings the Director of Secondary Education not only
listened to principals but &lso expressed her commitment to district
supervisors and urged principals to use the important services offered by the
supervisors and consultants. Monthly, the Director of Curriculum collected
written information from supervisors about which building they had been in each

day, who they saw, what they did. He also asked supervisors and consultants
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not to wait to respond to calls for assistance but to go to high schoole -
their own initiative.

A second key strategy was the establishment of districtwide goals and
objectives. The curriculum was adjusted by adding and eliminating courses.
Establishment of a districtwide curriculum advisory committee facilitated this
effort. Some courses were no longer offered in the home schools, (such as
vocational courses, advanced placement English and history, foreign languages,
and selected math, science, and social studies courses), and stuuents would
have to go to the extended campus 1f they wanted them. The districtwide
attendance area of the extended campus sparked another district-initiated
innovation. Consequently, the busing system was put in operation. Students
bound for extended campus courses are picked up at their respective high school
immediately following the daily attendance check. They are then bused to
extended campus for a block of four hours maximum. They are returned to their
respective high school in time for lunch and can easily participate in end of
day school activities at their "own" high school. No high cchool in the
district is further than 20 minutes away from extended campus by bus.

A1l courses in the district have districtwide objectives, and students are
tested on the objectives at the end of the semester. These tests also

assess teachers and evaluate course: in relations. .p to distri.t objectives.

Discussion

This innovation provides a second example of district office persornnel
providing impetus as well as serving as the source for innovations. It also
illustrates how line administrators in the district office make the final
adoption decision and staff persons serve as the planners and facilitators of

implementation at the school and classroom 12vel. The line administrators
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appointed the Director of Curriculum and strongly urged school-based
administrators to make better use of the supervisors and consultants. It was
the.. the staff personnel, th2 Director of Curriculum and his supervisors and
consultants who went into the schools to teachers change their curriculum
practice.

We had observed in th- , ;. the administrators in line positions tended
to be more "administrative" in their orientation and to deal more directlv with
principals. This finding was illustrated by the Director of Instruction
working directly with the high school principals and impressing them with the
importance of using the district-based supervisors and consultants as
resources. The principals and the consultants and supervisors would then carry
the message to the teachers. As noted earlier, staff persons in the district
office derive their power from someone with power. If a staff person needs
accass to 3 school, he or she has .o work with the principal or someone above

princtipal to gain entry sanction or mandate the change. The Director of
Instruction's intervention was required to activate the principals in using the
consultants and supervisors.

In this case, district office personnel, both line and staff, played an
active and influential role in moving this school district from a system of
schools to a school system. They planned, they encouraged, they informed, they
solicited input, they supported, they created advisory panels and new
pesitions. They actively sought long-range ana short-range input and “eedback
from a variety of sources. They adjusted curricuium, they pushed for ad
helped reorganize their schools. 7he Superintendent had a goal; he pushed and
spurred the changes. He kept in ¢ v contact with the planning process, and
he updated the Board. He liste..d to the Board and to the administrators. The

Director of Secondary Education in a line position, was key in developing
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plans, and the Director of Curriculum in a staff position, was key in
implementing those plens.

No knowledgeable person would surmise that the final flan, or even the
direction of the change, pleased everyone. However, knowledge of that
direction was widely known and accepted. Even in the presence of resistance

and declining resources, the changes were accomplished.

Case Study B: Where There's A Will, There's A Way

The introduction of a new superintenden* in 1982 marked the beginning of a
major reorganization for this high school district. Over a time span of
eighteen months, two assistant supe: intendents changed roles, many new district
administrative staff positions were created, and five of the rine high schools
had new principals. The goal of this reorganization was the irprovement of
instruction in district schools through increased coordination and
centralization at the district office level

Previously the superintendent had been in charge of the design and
develcpment of an assessment system for the district. Now he played a central
role in providing the impetus for many of the orgar.zational and program
changes that were implemented in the district. The coordination and
implementing of the changes were addressed by the superintendent through the
creation of new staff positions, in particula. that of a "Director of School
Effectiveness" who would werk wi- ) the high school staffs and their principals
in plann'ng, monitoring, and solving the problems cf implementing the various
innovations that were clustered i .der the school effectiveness label. While
this role and the School Effectiveness program were innovations in themselves,

they also served as a focal point for coordinating many of the other
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innovations initiated by the district office. School Effectiveness became the
"umbre11a" for the coordination and integration of the various

instructional and professional development efforts initiated in the district.

District Sponsored Innovations

Historically, this district had a reputation for an emphasizira
instructional improvement. The approaches taken to improving instruction and
the level of student achievement varied, however, with the individual school,
its community, and its principal. The new superintendent snd a.-trict office
personnel saw increased centralization as one means to even out the differences
between schools, as well as for coordinating the necessary resources for making
change easier. The district office introduced a number of innovations and
innovation bundles to the schools in the 1982-83 peribd. These included the
introduction of a new attendance policy, the continued implementation of
Madalyn Hunter's Essentia® Elements of Instruction, the use of Program
Improvement Plans by teachers, a reorganization of curriculum and curriculum
options, @ change fn graduation requirements, the development of districtwide
curriculum objective tests, - movement toward increased accountability and
evaluation of teachers which was linked t» a system of merit pay, and the
School cffectiveness program, to name a few. All of these were introduced,
facilitated, and monitored by the district office in some way

or another.

District Strategies for Adoption and Implementation

The general approach taken by the district office in initiating new

programs follows this sequence: once an idea or need is established that is in
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line with the district's emphasis on instructional improvement and school
effectiveness, it is presented to the Board for initial discussion. The Board
then directs a committee of teachers and principals to learn more about the
program or process and make recommendations. If the committee and the Board
then decide that the innovation would be beneficial, curriculum coordinators or
others would be trained in the program so that they could provide training for
the entire district.

Overall, the district had shown a tendency to be more effective in
initiating implementation of selected innovations than 1in successfully
completing implementation such that changes became institutionalized. Teachers
were exposed to a number of different innovations at once without 2 clear
implementation period. Their response was increased concern about
accountability as these new programs were monitored. They saw the district
innovations as being too numerous to be able to do well. As the focus of these
innovations was on achievement scores and a more centralized evaluation system,
teachers saw their own =2valuation as linked to district changes. The School
Effectiveness process was intended as a means to provide for discussion,
clarification. and implementation of district changes as they were in line with
the needs of specific schools. While this did not entirely soothe teacher
concerns, it did create a better sense of school decision making. Despite
pressure on teachers, the district's emphasis on instructional im™rovement and
school effectiver.ass made a definite difference in student achievement in the
district.

The district office did attempt to provide better facilitation for
implementation through the creation of new staff roles that would lend
assistance and expertise to teachers using the innovations. Two new staff

roles were estabiished within each school to allow for in-house guidance and




development fcr the Essential Elements of Instruction program. These persons
also worked with the principal at the school to assess staff needs and develop
resources. Further, curriculum cvordinators at the district level were trained
as experts in new programs and were a resource to teachers implementing
district programs. Creating the staff role of the Director of School
Effectiveness, however, was a major strategy within the district's game

plan for school improvement.

The School Effectiveness Process and Its Director

The role of the Director of School Effectiveness served as a focal point
for the coordination of several programs and was a staff position reporting to
the Assistant Superintendent for Instruction. The person selected for the role
had been a high school principal in another state and was famiiiar with the
needs and attitudes of both school staffs and school principals. The School
Effectiveness process required a person who could set long-range goals and
develop plans directed toward the goals and who could interface well with both
teachers and other administrators.

The School Effectiveness process requires that each school form a school
team to assess the needs cof the schoul and plan how to meet those needs. The
Director meets with the school teams on a frequent basis with the goal of
clarifying, refining, and facilitating the process. At the introduction of the
program, the Director developed a 3-year s*ructured plan intended to result in
institutionalization of the Effective Schools process in the district. His
activities came out of that plan and included individual conferences with
principals before major team sessions, collecting data for decision making in

team groups and being visible and accessible {He would stay in the school all

day, even if there was only a morning meeting just to be available.). He also
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wrote notes to principals and teachers on the team about what they did, sent
articles to teams with personal notes, and generally emphasized credibility, "I
want them to see the process as serving something higher than (instructional)
whims. This is the eighth school I have been in this week. i will attend a
meeting in the morning and talk about effective schools and the process and
then talk to teams members one on one. I try to deal with each school, team,
and principal ir an individualized fashion. I make myself available.
(Sometimes it seems 1ike) I haven't developed a major strategy (to get the
innovation going) other than to sell myself."

The other innovations also being implemented by the district became a part
of the Effective Schools process because they were a part of being "effective"
aad because the school effectiveness teams provided a natural forum for problem
solving and planning .

The major limitations expressed by the Director in regard to his role were
that he was limited in budget, could not evaluate teachers and use evaluation
to enforce what might be done, and that he had no line authority within the
organization to back up what he saw as necessary action. At times getting
things done at the district office required him to situationally utilize the
chain of command to get backing for what needed to be

accomplished.

Discussion

The actions taken by the district office and the events surrounding those
actions illustrate many of the findings discussed earlier in this paper. The
process by which innovations were adopted and implemented is the down/up/down
decision-making pattern in which early discussion nf the change goes down to

the school level for investigation and recommendation, back to upper




administration or the Board for final decision making, and back down to the
school for implemenfation. For all of the innovations mentioned in this case
study, and others, the district office was the impetus for and source of the
change. The district's focus on instructional improvement was the basis of a
game plan for the selection of innovations and the creation of staff roles to
facilitate these innovations. As noted in one of the findings in an earlier
section of the paper, "It appears that the line administrators in the district
office make the adoption decision and then it is the staff persons who plan and
facilitate implementation at the school and classroom level." The game plan
developed by the district formalized this through the creation of the new staff
roles related to innovations as described earlier.

Another finding concerning differences between 1ine and staff positions is
illustrated by the role of the Director of School Effectiveness. While the
Director was responsible for much of what happened in the schools, he did not
have the line authority necessary to pack up some of his dicta and had to seek
it from other sources, i.e., “"staff persons in the district office derive their
backing power from someone with power" ({(previous section). Still another
finding Tlinks the credibility of district office personnel with their
assignments prior to joining the district office. In this case the Director's
prior experience was as a high school principal which helped his credibility
with school staff. Further, the requirements of the job made him more visible
to them. Given that most teachers seem to have little understanding of what
persons in the district office do, also a finding discussed earlier, the
exyerience and visibility ov the Director likely contributed to the success of
the program.

The descriptions of events from these two districts provide examples of

the data from which cur impressions and hypotheses, as presented earlier in
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this paper, were derived. The activities illustrate what district office

people do. In the next section of the paper, we provide some recommendationc
for what district office staff might think about doing in the future, and we
also speak to policymakers and tnose rescarchers who are planning to do

studies of district office staff.
Recommendations for Next Steps

Key points and a summary of initial understandings about the role of
district office personnel follow in this section. It should be re-emphasized
that the analyses to this point are expioratory and descriptive. The purpose
is nomination of variables and generation of hypotheses that can be the subject
of further study. We should note also the limits to the power of the data and
therefore the findings. The sample is limited in size; in some ways each
school district is an n of one. Thus, generalization of findings must be
approached with a great deal of caution. At the same time, we have travelled a
great deal, talked with a large number of practitioners and researchers, and
have accessed the data and studies of others wnen it has been available to help
build this picture. The tentative hypotheses and speculations seem reasonable
at this point.

In our view there is an abominable lack of information. understanding,
concepts, and resources available for examining and supporting the growth of
staff n district offices or to guide relatud policy develcoment. The results
of the descriptive work that we have done is consistent with the results of
earlier studies, but we believe we have raised some new questions and we have
some suggestions for what could be constructive next steps. We have organized
these into three areas of recommendations -- those dealing with research,

107
150

]




-

practice, and policy.

Research Recommendations

There is a need for ethnographic studies. Interviews and questionnaires

can provide only so much detail and there is always a degree of uncert.inty
about the validity of responses. Further, there are differences in perceptions
depending on who in the district office and in schools is interviewed. Sorting
out which reports and perceptions are valid descriptions of district office
personnel will require intensive documentation strategies. An imporiant next
step would be a set cf in-depth ethnographic studies of district office
personnel. An intensive set of field studies with ongoing documentation and
description of the roles, activities, influences, and effects of their work
should be very instructive. With 1in-depth case studies, data can be
accumulated and used to more objectively deveiop job and role descriptions.
Hopefully, a part of this work would be done ¢ith the specific focus of looking
at their role in influencing the change process in schools.

Standard role definitions need to be developed. Out of this type of field

work and examination of administrative theory, curriculum theory, and school
district policy, it should be possible to develop and propose standard
definitions of roles and standard terminology for each role. At the present
time labels and role definition are highly idiosyncratic and it is not at all
clear what responsibilities go with each role. In this study and in the
earlier works of others .he focus has been on describing what they do. An
equally important question i¢ «hat should they be doing? What can these roles
be and how can we def.qe them in ways that will advance the process of
schooling? Model development and role definition can contribute a great deal

to research and practice.
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Definitions of effectiveness are needed. For both line and staff persons

in the district office there is a ctrong need to conceptualize effective
practice. Effectiveness in this sense has to be defined in terms of the roles
and responsibilities that district office personnel have. It is highly
unlikely that the effects of district office persor.el will be visible in
student achievement test scores. And if they are, it is going to be through
some long tern pattern rather than through the immediate feedback that policy
makers and others are typically looking for. Other criteria of effectiveness

must be considered. One set of criteria could address their effectiveness in

facilitating change. Another could deal with their effectiveness in
approaching and working in credible ways with elementary and secondary

schools. Stil11 others could be developed around their in office tasks.

Practice Recommendations

District personnel need to work on defining ard clarifying their own

roles. District office personnel in many ways are completely overwhelmed by
the number of tasks and responsibilities that they have. An important step
toward helping them feel luss overwhelmed, as well as for giving them 2 sense
of priority over how to spend their time, would be for them to clarify their
roles and responsibilities. This could be done throﬁéh a district office
retreat, or with the use of consultants. The objective would be to get clearer
about what the priorities are and which activities they should be doing. A
part of this role definition must address the issue of coordination and
communication among the various members of the central office. Another part
should address the differences between jobs that need to be done in the
district office, those that need to be done in schools and with teachers, and
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their responsibilities that lie outside of schools and the district o fice.

Once these definitions and distinctions are developed they should be shared.

District office personnel need to develop a supportive constituency. At

this time it is clear that district office personnel do not have support
groups. This s especially true and critical to persons in staff positions.
The general perceptions and cynicism of teachers is that they don't know what
district cffice personnel do, that they probably wouldn't be missed too much if
they were gone, and that there are too many of them. At the same time,
district offices are contracting in size and more tasks are being placed on
them. Unfortunately the tasks and jobs that the district office personnel are
doing are not those that teachers and others expect 1in terms of their
stereotypic definitions. As a consequence, when a press comes for a reduction
in forces there is no clear support for district office personnel. District
office personnel will have to deliberately work to develop constituencies that
are aware of what they do and why it is important. Otherwise the eroding of
their numbers and the confusion about their image is 1ikely to centinue.

Cuts 1ngper§onnel should be done based on systemic planning. One of the

consequences of the absence of a constituent support group for district office
personnel {s that when district resources are reduced, they become easy
targets. The scenario seems to be happening repeatedly. Due to board, tax
payer, state or federal cut backs, the district must adjust and the majority if
not all of the cuts come out of staff positions in the district office. This
is a politically sensible place to cut because the view of teachers and others
is that there are too many people in the district office and "besides, they
never get to my classroom and I don't need them." The other areas of the
district office are seen as more directly tied to vital functions of the

district. For example, the persons in l1ine administrative positions are direct
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supervisors of school personnel. In addition, persons in the special interest

programs are generally protected from cuts by state and federal legislation and

perhaps even state and federal support.

The consequence of reducing district office staff positions is that

regular teachers, who tend to be the largest number of teachers in the

district, will have even fewer support resources. Ironically these same

teachers sometimes advocate the cutting because these personnel are not highly

visible. Meanwhile the special interest supported di:r‘rict office personnel

continue to work with a relatively small proportion of the schools and

teachers. Short term effects of cuts in the district office have not been

documented. The Tonger term consequences of cutting the district office staff
likely irclude decreased curriculum relevance, restricted strategic planning
for the district in terms of instruction and curriculum, 1less relevant
professional development for teachers and other instructional staff, and a
general lack of updating teachers, administrators and curriculum. There may be
a short term budget balancing, but the consequences can be long term bankruptcy
of the district’s instructional program.

District office personnel need to become reflective about their work.

Persons in the district office need to take time and develop skill in becoming
reflective about what they do. The task burden and working norus of the
district office seem to work against this goal. Yet, reflection about what
they are doing individually and what they are doing coilectively is sorely
needed.

Line people need to increase their visibility tco. The 1ittle time that

line administrators have in schools is almost exclusively spent with
principals. It would help in developing their support group if they were more

active and visible in classrooms and if they regularly interact with teachers




directly. However, this would mean doing more than the token "walk through."

Policy Recommendations

Be cautious in reducing district office staff numbers. Most other

personnel within the school district have an active support group, ranging from
the political power of special interest to the power of unions. Even line
administrators in the central office typically belong to the principals
association and are supported by them. However, central office curriculum
staff are not aligned with and supported by their counterparts in the teachers
union. "Supervisor's jobs are constantly in jeopardy at the bargaining table,
but they seldom have an advocate during the negotiating process" (Costa and
Guditus, 1984, p. 84). Without a political advocacy outside, or the power base
of the union inside, this role becomes very susceptible to absorbing the
impacts of e“bs in district resources. Curriculum staff do serve a set of
functions that de2l directly with the mission of school districts. Their
removal is liaely to be noticeable in a couple of years and caution is needed
in reducing these positions without first projecting what the consequences are
likely to be.

Recognize the authority limitations of persons in staff positions. There

is a tendency on the part of administrators and policy makers to assume
mplicitly that staff who are not in line positions can do things the Ssame way
that those with formal authority do. Persons in authority positions seem to
forget the implications of power that go with their positions, and thus have
unreasonable expectations of the potential influe-ce of persons in staff
positions. Persons in staff positions have to constantly rely on their
"credibility.” As a last resort they have to go back through the chain of

command to have authority by referral, and use indirect influence techniques.
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The consequence is lost time and energy that could be more directly used in

effecting school practice. If persons in line positions would do more to

sanction and support the activities of staff persons, then all would have
greater effectiveness.

Legitimize the many activities of district office personnel. It is clear

that dJistrict office personnel have a wide range of roles and responsi-
bilities. Because their jobs are fractured and diversified, it is difficult
for them to show an accumulation of effects or to have a continuing sense of
priority. Policy makers can help by clarifying and publicizing the major
functions that make up the roles and responsibilities of different district
office personnel. If accountability and pianning systems reflect these policy
guidelines, then it is conceivable that district office personnel will have
less role ambiguity and that others will begin to understand the importance of
the roles in terms of their realities rather than in te.ms of the stereotypes

that are so commonly held.

Conclusien

In summary, the roles and functions of the persons in the district office
are multi-faceted and diversified in terms of location as well as in terms of
task. The stereotypes of the roles that are held by the public at large and by
the teachers in schools do not appear to be congruent with their actual
activities. Line and staff differences appear to be a useful first step in
distinguishing roles. The differences in formal authority appears to be a
critical factor. Beyond that, it appears there is much to be done by research
that can inform us about the lives and functions of persons in the district

office. There is also much that district office personnel can do to become
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clear about their roles and functions and how they can be more effective,

especially as it relates to faciiitating change in schoois
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Appendix 1

Summary of Data Base

1983 1984 1985 Total

Number of Districts 5 5 1 11
Number of Interviews in

District Office 19 25 16 60
Rumber of School-Based

Interviews 208 221 61 490

Total number of interviews = 560




Apr~ndix 2

District 0ffice Interview

Background/Career Path

1.

How long have you been in this position? How did you come to this DO
position? What did you do btefore?

Organijzational Role/Relationship with Others in DO

2.
3.

8.

What is your role as _ ? What do you actually do?

Is there such a thing as a "typical" day for you? Can you describe it,
or maybe describe what different days are 1ike? What percent of your
time do you actually spend in schools during a typical week?
(Distinguish between time in school offices and time in classrooms with
individual teachers.)

If you had to choose one adjective (metaphor?) to describe your role,
what would it be? Which things in your job take the most time?

Who do you work with in the district office? What is your relationship
to them? Are there reqularly scheduled meetings with DO people?

Who attends them? Who organizes the meetings? (If no meetings, how do
you communicate information? Formally and/or informally)

How ao you perceive the roles of other DO personnel in change? Do other
DO personnel spend their time much the same as you do?

What's your relaticnship with the Supt.? How do you ccmmunicate up the
chain of command?

What resources and/or decisions do you control?

Rele/Relationship with Schools

9.

v.

11.

2.

In your opinion, are there many changes taking place in the schools in
your district? Can you tell me what kinds? Where do most of these
changes originate? Do you initiate any?

Are you responsible for imp’.menting any specitic programs or changes
this year? What are some of the things you are doing to accomplish this?
(Probe for specific activity, building-level contacts, percent of time
engaged in.)

What is your relationship with the high school? Is it different with the
elementary school® How do you app.oach schools when you want to get
things done? (For instance, how do ynu initiate contact? Do you
anoroach elementary and high schools differently?

How do schools "gate keep?" How do you get through it?
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Appendix 2 Co.tinued

13. When the elementary school wants your help, who contacts you, and how?
When the high school wants your help, who contacts you, and how?

14. How do you (or other DO people) monitor the implementation of changes?
(Or do you?)

Status/Indicators of Effectiveness/Efficacy

15. What are the differences between line and staff DO positions?
(Probe: in their perceptions/activities/effectiveness?)

16. Do you perceive yourself as having veal poa_r to change things?

i7. Do you get feedback on your work? From whom? Do you get support? ' From
whom?

18. What kind of tangible or intangible ways do you have of knowing when
you're being effective in your work? How do you know when you've made a
difference? What are the indicators to show you've made a difference?

Infiuence of Size

19. Have you ever worked in a district office that was larger or smaller than
this one? What was different about the way you worked there?

20. Do you have any ideas about where you'd 1ike to go next in your career?
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Appendix 3

School-Based Personnel Interview

District Office Relationship

For each of these questions keep in mind the tentative distinctions between
(I) general curriculum/subject matter staff, (II) special interest area
consultants/supervisors, (III) line administrators and (IV) other
administrative personnel.

1. From your position, what do you see as the major responsibilities of the
personnel in the district office?

2. In what ways do district office personnel interact with and influence
what happens in your schoo!/classroom?

3. How often are district office 9ersonnel in your school (and classroom)?

4, what kinds of things/help, <cas do you get from the district office
personnel you have contact with? (Who, what and cross-check with D.O.
interview)

5. What have they done in your school (and classroom) that hdas made a
difference (positive or negative)?

6. How do you/can you influence decisions in the district office?
(Decisions may need to be focused on curriculum or some other area, if so
is there more than one area?)

7. Have there been any rec~nt changes in the staffing or organization or
responsibilities of the district office? What were they? Why did they
occur? Have these changes affected you or your school in any way?

8. When the district office people want to bring about a change in your

school, how do they go about it? 1Is there a pattern to kow they bring
about change?
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Discussant Remarks on High School Symposium

Robert Yin
COSMOS Corporation

I really think we need to admire the research method underway at the R&D
Center for Teacher Education. The research topics are all of high priority.
Today, I would like to say some things about pitfalls in doing such research.
Recognition of such pitfalls might make us all more critical listeners or
interpreters of the studies as they are being reported. The pitfalls
generally result from the fact that researchers must make choices, and the
choices often dictate some methodolegical outcomes, independent of the
substantive issues being raised. 1 gquess I'd like tc mention four pitfalls
that occurred to me as I listened to or read all of these papers.

Pitfall number one is a common question about measurement and definitior.
It is very important to listen, I think, to the first paper, Rutherford and
Murphy's paper, and understand how they defined change and understand tuat
they did recognize that there were three major changes and 38 minor changes,
or some such; but in their analysis of the data they lumped all of these
changes together. That's not something one might always want to do when
studying organizational change. When you listen to the reactions to change,
you must understand that the major changes are getting weighed equally w.th
the minor ones, and maybe that's not capturing exactly what's going on in the
high school. Secondly, in their definition they defined it as changes that
had to take place outside the classroom as well as possibly inside the
classroom. They did not include in their definition, as I have read it,
changes in the classroom only. Well, if you start to find changes outside the
classroom, the teacher tends to care a little bit less, I think. So,

generalizations such as, "There was less resistance to change from teachers,"”
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might be quite different if we talked about the change being in the classroom.

This pitfall is an example of the choices that have to be made in designing a

research study. There is no perfect measure of change. There is no singly

acceptable measure. However, the measure chosen frequently leads to some of

the conclusions, and such conclusions are therefore not necessarily as global

as the investigators might 1ike.

A second pitfall has to do with the source of evidence. All of these

studies are 1sed on interviews and verbal reports. My preference would

always be to reiterate this point throughout the reporting of findings, and it

was done in one of the papers -- e.3., the "principals" paper used the word

perceived throughout the presentation of data. These were 10t behaviors that
they were presenting as far as I am concerned; they were perceived beha.iors.
They were self-reports of how "I pe~form my role." These were not the roles
from the traditional sociological 1iterature which talks about really looking
at roles, both as they are perceived and enacted, i.e., examining real
behavior. At the same time, it doesn't require ethnography to look at real
behavior as recommended by the paper on "districts." One can make some
instrumentation that allows examination of actual decisions being made and so
on.

As an example of the importance of the source of evidence, consider the
field of political science in which there is a long-standing debate about
whether a power elite exists. If you studied this question by asking people,
"Is there a power elite in this city?" generally the answer would be "yes,"
because most people could name a small group of officials or business people
who seam to be in on everything. On the other hand, if you chose a different
methodology -- e.g., selecting a sample of decisions made in the city -- and

you looked at what determined the outcome and who played the key role, the

e
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answer would inevitably be that there was no power elite, that it was a quite

pluralistic picture because so many different individuals were involved.

There is no right answer. The two answers are contradictory, and it depends

on the source of evidence used by the study. Once again this source reflects

a choice made by the researchers.

A third pitfall has to do with the unit of analysis. This gets very

tricky the more you do organizational research and the less you do individual

research. I think Hall's paper had the greatest problem because he was

interviewing district staff, the sampling of which is not identified, and yet

he talks about district "office" behavior. You can't quite always make that

leap from a few individuals to a whole office, and you have to be careful

about, "Well, what is the office?" Offices do have organization charts,

policies, components other than personnel, and one has to design a study not

limited to interviews only. 1I'd aiso like to say that the comment about, "We
have enough questionnaires and now we can move on to ethnographies," presents
the two types of evidence as if they are altsrnatives, that one should either
do one or the other, but not both. On the contrary, what we need are studies
that do both. As I said, you don't have to do a whole ethnography, but you
realiy always want to have interviews and surveys, even within what 1 call
case studies.

The last pitfall has to do with the cross-paper design among these
papers. This design is not addressed, except implicitly, even within the
whole research program. That is, how do you put Humpty Dumpty back together

again? This is a program on the study of the American high school, ard what

you have is pieces of it -- e.g., the principal, the district office, the

teachers, the department heads. It is not obvious that the pieces can always

be added back up to the whole. 1 would call attention to psychology in which




the study of faces, called physiognomy, is concerned about the whole face.
One can aiso be concerned about the parts of the face. There are people who
study noses (nosology); there are people who study scalps (phrenology), or
other parts of the head and face. You can be indeed interested in the parts
as an end in themselves, and in this manner the principal study might well
contribute to the principal literature, the district study to the district
literature, and so on. However, how all these parts will add back up to the
whole is not clear.

My guess is that if one is interested in the whole, one needs to start
with the theory of the whole. Having articulated the theory, then possibly
turn to each of the parts, but then you know what you are looking for. Gene
Hall's paper is beginning to get at that at least in the cross perceptions
issue, and I will bet you will never get similar perceptions by principals or
superintendents about who has the power. However, you are not trying to.
Your theory would predict that in looking at the whole the perceptions would
be different, and so that's a good finding rather than a frustrating finding.

There are ways of starting tu theorize about the whole, and that is one

direction that could possibly give more coherence to the various pieces.




