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ABSTRACT
After xmpiementxng changes in language arts

115truct1on, the principal--who is in a key position to sustain or
institutionalize the changés--faces several responsibilities. Factors
involved in directicg innovations to become "built in" to school
programs include solving spec1f1c problems; sharing decxs1on-mak1ng
respon51b111t1es# upgrad1ng =~nd updating staff competence and

commitment,; making organizat:cnal changes; preventing threats to
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long-term suécess, and adapting important factors to school settings.
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Since mcst innovations are considered in the context of remedying

school probiems, educators should determine the nature of local
problems. Br1ta1n s success w1th the open classroom concept, for

educator 305 mobility can threaten the long-term guaixtg of

innovations. Preventive strategxes include protecting against budget

cuts and providing opportunities for individuals to share their
competenc.. Strong 1eadersh1p, particularly at the middle management
level, is vital in carrying out durable language arts innovations.
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SUSTAINING LANGUAGE ARTS INNOVATIONS:

IMPLICATIONS FOR ADMINISTRATORS
by
Joseph Sanacore and Sidney J. Rauch

Upgrading language arts instruction is a major concern of
building principals. To accomplish this goal, administrators attempt to
generaté innovations, such as content area Eéiaiﬁé strategies, microcomputer
applications;, and reading-writing links. These and other ideas can

out with the support of concerned educators. After initial implementation,
however, the principal is faced with the major challengc of sustaining or
institutionalizing the innovations. By definition, institutionalization
refers to imnovations that become a durable part of the school program;
They manage to continue "by somehow getting 'built in' to the iife of the
school." (Miles, 1963) Principals are in a key position to support the
duration of worthwhile ideas and therefore can be an active force in sening
that these innovations are "built in" to school programs. Specifically,
what can principals do? Experience and research, fortunately, provide

some insights and direction for building administrators.
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Innovations Should Solve Problems

Since most innovations are considered in the corntext of

remedying school problems, educators should determine the local problems

and discuss specific ways of solving them. This approach lessens the
chances of implementing fashionable ideas whose short life spams have
little pertinence to & school's problems: Rauch (1974) advised caution

and careful study by administraters before accepting descriptions of
innovative programs in newspapers and journals as valid and impartial
judgments. He described the successful administrator as one who "encourages
and supports experimentation and innovation. He/She is never satisfied
vith the status quo. At the same time, he/she doesn't abandon a successful

program because of publicity given to a 'mew' reading method because some

school board member confuses exploratory research with a definitive study."

school context. In 1969, the Ford Ffoundation attempted to apply aspects
of the British open classroom to the American inner-city school system.
All the optimistic reports about the beneficiasl aspects of the British

programs convinced many American educators that it was the answer to their
problems, despite the lack of carefully controlled stud‘es. The open
classroom concept reflected less structure which apparently was well-matched
to the needs of British éﬁiiaiéﬁ; However, this concept led to disappointing
results, particularly with American inner-city childrcn, who generally
needed more direct structure and guidance.

This experience from history (as well as others, a recent
example being a series of articles in The New York Times questioning the
highly publicized use of computers in the classroom) supports an srgument
for lirking innovations to specific problem solving. The principal can
h a 11k by bringing together key perscunel (including the
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assistant superinteadent for instruction, the language arts coordimator,
and Eoglish teachers) at meetings of the Principal's Advisory Council,
the Language Arts Curriculum ébﬁiéii; or other appropriate meetings: The
beginning focus of these wmeetings is to clarify a school problem ané to
generate ideas for solving it. Propossd innovations usually reflect
impiications for curriculum development, budget, staffing, facilities,

inservice education, and evaluation. Limitations such as time needed for

researching the problem and training key personnel s&lso ars considered.
This approach represents the first step in bringing about lasting

innovations that specifically fit the school context:

What Else Is Neaded?

sustaining & program involves other efforts. Unfortunately, thase efforts
are complex especially as they relate to differenut school settings.

Miles (1983) attempts to clarify this problem by presenting four scenarios
based on a study of twelve elementary and sncondary schools: (Crandall and
associates, 15555 Huberman and Miles, 1982) The most effective scenario
consirted of the following factors: a district office administrator applied
substantial pressure on educators to carry out the newly developed reading
program. Although this mandated approach first lowered the educators'
commitment, considerable asiistance was provided which upgraded their
competence with the innovation as well as their subsequent cooperation.

Organizational changes ware msde, including teacher teaming, pupil rotation,
and scheduling (vhich increcsed student impact). These sspects, combined
vith program leadership stability, generated more use of the imnovation

and resulted io a lasting program. "The gemeral picture is ome of
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administrative decisiveness, accompanied by enough assistance co increase
vser skill, ownership, and stable use in the context of a stable system."
(Miles, 1983, p: 18)

A second successful scenarioc was &lso described, but this

one avoided the mandating of the innovation. Rather; it focused o

assisting the educators and building their commitment. The ewphasis here
vas on coopsrative problem solving and suggestions for implementing the
program. The responsibility for making key decisions was shared.

Thess two acenarios were the most effective im promoting
the durability of innovations. Even though crises developed, stability
vas maintainad.

Csutions

Two potential crises that could threaten the longz-term
quality of innovations are environmental turbulence and job mobility. The
former §f55iéa concerns budget cuts as well as declining student enrollment;
the latter threat concerns educators moving on to new positions either
because of career advancement or funding cuts: Both crises are threats
thes during the implementation of worthwhile ideas.

Preventive strategies include developing a distric: office
item for the budget that protects against future cuts and providing
opportunities for many individuals to share their competence and responsibility.
(Loucka and Zacchei, 1983) For example, in one successful sclivol where am
important idea was implemented, "the decision to create a district-wide
managemant group for the innovation, involving both teachers and adminis-

traters, mirtured stabiiity éven though the principal and the coordinator
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werc be-h leaving."' (Miles, 1983, p. 19) Thus, structural and procedural

changes significant.y protectad the innovation against potential threats.

Adaptation

In suttaining quslity progrims; a aijat factor is stromg
leadership that is npecifically and eaﬁtiﬁuéa.iy involved in all phases
of implementation: The building principal is & key person who can
stabilize language arts innovations by directing them toward solving
school problems, by working with all concarned personnel,; by providing
substantia: assistance, and by eliminating or lessening threats to durability.
Since the most successful scenario (discusted previously) represents a
mandated use of ideas, such an approach may be controversial and ineffective

in certain schocl settings. For example, some schools may be staffed with
authoritarian approach: Yandating the immovation, therefore, might lead

to r-gative results and might lower administrative éféaiﬁiiiéy in the
present and in the future: Realizing these potentiaily negative cutcomes,
the principal should mot give in to status quo mediocrity but rather should
consider a balance of supporting imnovations while being sensitive to

staff needs. Sensitivity is shown in varied ways, including demonstrating
sbjectively that use of the idea wiil benefit teachers snd students,

freeing faculty to attend full-day workshops spaced over the school year,
working wi'h staff during the development of curricula, providing a budget
to assure sufficient equipment and materials; complimenting staff members
for tieir genuine efforts, and serving as liaison batween district office
personnel and terchers. Implicit in these roles is the need for a principal
who is knowledgeable, articulats, organized, flexible, and supportive
Expecting an administrator to possess all of these characteristics mdy seen
unressonable or over-optimistic. However, these administrative traits are

7
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and growth.

_if’g’l_iéiitiéﬁ

During the past two decades, the writers have been
involved (one as coordinator of English/Reading, Kiii; the other as
university consultant) with carrying out a varisty of language arts
innovations at the ﬁiﬁp’plﬁﬁ’e School District, Long Island, New York. As
they reflact on soma of the long-term successes, the writars realize that
certain important factors that led to positive implementation are supported
by educational research and literatiire.

One example of a lasting innovation is the District's
language arts ptogram for the gifted. (Sanacore, 1981; Sanacore and
attributes presented in this discussion. FPeedback from teachers; students,
and parencs revealed a problem of challenging gifted learners during
regular English instructiom: This problem was verifiad through meetings
with the commnity and the faculty as well as tiif’aﬁéi observations of
classroom lessons: In addition, English teachers completed a modified
version of curriculum mapping which helped to distinguish the written
curriculum from the taught curriculum. The results indicated that although
teachera were adopting the language arts guidelines, they were not
challenging gifted studants with sufficient frequency and consistency.
é&ﬁié&iﬁéﬁtii; a team was established which comsisted of the building

principal, the English/reading coorditator (K-12), the assistant super-

intendent for imstruction, the board of education, teachers, and parents.

A
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Cooperatively, they discussed specific approaches to educating gifted
students at Hauppauge: These discussions were enriched by visitations to
school districts vhare gifted pﬁygriﬁi had been implemented. The team

also read extensively and consulted with university persomnel about gifted
language arts programs. éﬁcﬁ experiences led to a philosophy for the

gifted at the Hauppauge School District which; in turn;, generated curricular
design, program structure, staff selection, and student selection criteria.
The assistant superintendest for instruction also provided an assurance

that budgetary considerations, staffing, and inservice workshops would be
continued: At all stages of program implementation, the District's

involved. (For example; they provided funds for matsrials; and they
included gifted language arts sections in the master schedule.)
Interestingly, during the program’'s seven-year duration, three middle
school priucipals had served as educational lsaders, and three teachers of
the gifted were transferred to other positions. The innovation was,
nonetheless, stabilized because key personnel shared major decision-making
responsibilities. In additizn, the entire staff demonstrated commitment to
the program and received ongoing,; updated support from the English/reading
coordinator and the assistant superintendent. Although the District's
approach was not mandated, strong leadership prevailed during all phases

of maintaining the Lunovation: Bspecially noteworthy was middle management's
role (even the newly appointed principals) in nurturing the daily dynamics

necessary for continued success.
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Initiating worthwhile ideas is easier than maintainiug
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them. The initial enthusiasm and deiire for the nev program maAy carry us
over the first hurdle or two.  But beyond the bloom of talk about imnovation
lies wmouths and years of sustained effort. Fortunately, experience and
iﬁhé#iéiéﬁi; Key factors seem to be aiEEEEiﬁé the innovations at solving
specific problems, sharing decision-making responsibilities, upgrading

and updating the staff's competence amd commitment, making orgaaizational

applying important factors to school settings. Strong leadership,
especially at the middle mansgement level, is vitzl for program success
since such leadership can mean the difference batween mediocre and sub-
a guarantee of success for all school systems, they should be considered

in the context of school sdaptation.
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