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From 1996-2001, the Maryland State Department of Education allocated each
year. $2.75 million in monetary awards to schools that made significant improvement
in student achievement on the Maryland Performance Assessment Program. School
performance rewards, given to 313 schools, averaged $30,000. The purposes of the
awards were to reward successful schools, to encourage their continuous improvement,
and to set an example for others to follow. Of the 313 schools, a limited number,
eighteen, were successful in winning awards three or four times.

The purpose of this qualitative case study dissertation was to obtain rich
information about the leadership practices of principals that received awards for
improvement numerous times and to explore and describe their perceptions about the
impact of these rewards on their schools. The methodology employed involved in-

depth interviews of eight principals that received rewards three or four times and an

examination of supportive documentation used to corroborate interview data. The



study also presents economic, demographic, and performance data on each school as
well as comparative data with all schools that received awards and all schools in
Maryland that participated in the state assessments and were, therefore, eligible for
rewards. Descriptions of individual leadership practices before, during. and after the
administration of the rewards are included, as well as an analytic cross-case analysis of
patterns across the cases. Accounts of how schools used rewards money are also
included. Findings point to an interrelationship between effective outcomes of the
rewards program and unique leadership skills and practices employed by the
principals. They suggest that the utility of a school-based performance awards program

may require an environment poised for change and improvement.
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Chapter 1 - Introduction

Over the last decade, the quality of public education has been increasingly called
into question, and states and local school systems have been pressured to undertake
numerous reforms to bolster education standards in order for schools to meet higher
accountability demands. The current No Child Left Behind (NCLB) legislation, a
blueprint for federal involvement and the centerpiece of the U.S. Department of
Education, requires statewide testing and approved plans for incremental student
improvement goals in major subject areas. Schools must demonstrate that their students
are meeting annual yearly progress toward these goals. The consequence of sub-par
performance for two consecutive years forces districts to allow students to transfer to
higher-performing schools and to pay their transportation costs.

School reform efforts to improve academic achievement have brought a focus on
the fundamental issues of organizational structure, leadership, teaching and learning, and
school funding. Many reform leaders have also adopted the notion that schools can be
encouraged or even forced to fulfill higher expectation requirements and overcome the
most adverse circumstances. This growing tendency on the part of policy-makers to hold
educators responsible for the achievement of their students has led to the concept of
rewards for success and consequences for failure (Arthur & Milton, 1991; Boe, 1990;
Carlson, 1971; Clotfelter & Ladd, 1996). President Bush’s agenda, beginning with his

campaign, moved accountability farther into the national arena when he stated that



“education reform would measure results, praise success, and confront failure”(Bush,
2000).
Negative Incentives Policies

The federal government introduced a get fough stance by requiring states and
districts to impose sanctions on Title 1 schools that fail to meet adequate yearly progress
requirements (O’Day & Gross, 1999). In the past decade, states such as Maryland and
Kentucky, and the school districts of Prince George’s County, Maryland, Chicago,
Cleveland, Denver, Houston, Portland, San Antonia, and San Francisco adopted sanction
or reconstitution policies for very low-performing schools who do not improve over a
given period of time. These policies set processes in place for changing the structure of
the school by removing the principal, teachers, other individuals, or the entire staff. The
states and school districts also developed comprehensive intervention strategies that
include a probationary period when schools can demonstrate improvement before
sanctions are imposed. Although two-fifths of the nation’s states have put into place
similar policies to force schools with low performance to improve or face dire
consequences (Keleman, 2001), only Kentucky, Maryland, New York, Oklahoma, and
Texas have actually invoked sanctions (Ziebarth, 2001). The fact that, in those states,
very few schools have actually undergone reconstitution suggests that policy-makers are
loath to sanction large numbers of schools and, instead, hope that the threat of sanction or
being designated a failing school will motivate educators to initiate school improvement
strategies.

There have been a few studies testing this premise or examining the motivational



impact of threat on leaders and other school members. They (Abelmann & Kenyon, 1996;
Firestone, Mayrowetz, & Fairman, 1997; Kelemen. 2001; Kelley & Protsik. 1997;
Mintrop & Buese, 2001) suggest that threat can create an environment of anxiety which
more often does not lead to improvement. Kelemen’s work led to the conclusion that the
outcomes of sanctions and threat vary widely and depend primarily on circumstances
relative to how school leaders perceive themselves in threat environments.
Positive Incentives and School Improvement

Theorists of individual. organizational, and social change have long held the view
that positive incentives and motivational strategies can act as mechanisms to improve
productivity and performance (Bedeian & Zammuto, 1991; Deming, 1988; Drucker,
1985; Hackman, Brousseau, & Weiss, 1976; Hertzberg, Mausner, & Snyderman, 1959).
Monetary awards have been proposed as a motivational tool to introduce success symbols
and improvement-driving mechanisms into the education environment (Fuhrman, 1996;
Kelley, Odden, Milanowski, & Heneman, 2000; Little, 1986; Merz & Furman, 1997), as
well as to bring needed resources to support strategies for school restructuring (Arthur &
Milton, 1991; Boe, 1990; Carlson, 1971; Coleman, 1971; Darling-Hammond, Wise, &
Klein. 1995; Kelley, Conley, & Kimball, 1999; Kelley, et al. 2000). Hanushek (1995),
while attempting to shatter theories that resources alone make a difference in school
improvement, advocated the efficacy of linking monetary resources to specific positive
results.

School-based performance monetary rewards have been introduced over the last

few years in a large number of states and school districts as a lever to encourage the
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attainment of higher educational achievement outcomes. For the most part, they have
become a staple in states with sanction policies, affirming the need on the part of
policymakers to offer a carrot and stick approach. These rewards, typically, have been
given to schools who have already demonstrated improvement on state or local measures
of student achievement. Rewards connote that a gift for a job well done will encourage
the continuation of improvement and may motivate other schools to improve (Kelley &
Protsik, 1997; Kelley, et al., 1999; Kelley, et al., 2000). However, we know very little
about the actual impact of these rewards and whether or not they are used strategically at
the building level to move a school forward in improvement. Although, in recent years,
increased test scores have become the proxy for school improvement, we also don’t know
if schools receiving awards had an understanding of the reasons for their improvement,
and if they had agreed upon methods or practices guiding them in their reform efforts.
Therefore, the assumptions that improving schools benefit by recognition and monetary
rewards and utilize the resources to further improve, have not been proved. The current
inadequacies in rewards research make the topic of school-performance awards an
important subject of study, and this dissertation capitalizes on the need to know more
about how they work in school settings.

A rich body of literature exists linking organizational effectiveness with
leadership behavior (Lawler, 1986; Lawler, Mohrman, & Ledford, 1995; Likert, 1967;
Locke. 1968: Yukl. 2002). Incentives are frequently recommended as positive
mechanisms to be used by leaders in environments striving to improve (Kerr & Jermier.

1978; Yukl, 2002). Critics of public education argue that schools lack incentives that are



linked to student success and, therefore, tend to operate ineffectively and without
improvement gains (Chubb & Moe, 1990; Hanushek, 1994).

A few studies have also looked at positive incentives such as teacher bonuses or
school recognition certificates (Hanushek, 1994; Odden, 1996). The research data from
these studies which are neither in-depth nor conclusive, do not point to positive results.
Other studies on school-based rewards have focused on teachers’ perceptions of rewards
as a motivational tool (Kelley, et al., 2000; Kemmerer, 1990; Kirkwood, 1999); the
findings have generally supported an ambivalent attitude among teachers regarding merit
rewards systems. This ambivalence is striking, in light of the fact that management
literature is replete with suggestions that monetary incentives can stimulate leaders and
workers to improve their organizations and their productivity. Of importance, is the fact
that the study on teachers’ perceptions of Kentucky’s rewards program (Kelley, et al.,
2000) and Kirkwood’s dissertation (1999) on local incentives given to schools in a
Maryland district, suggest that rewards appeared to evoke a far more positive response
among school principals. Interviews of principals and other school members of schools
winning the National Blue Ribbon Award (Marzke & Mullens, 1997) generally concur
with that idea and describe Blue Ribbon recognition as positive and reinforcing to school
leaders.

Maryland as a Laboratory for a Rewards Study

Maryland serves as an excellent laboratory for this investigation for several

reasons. First, it is a state heavily invested in education reform, having more than a ten

year history of developing high standards and high-stakes accountability assessments.



Second, it instituted positive and negative incentives in the form of rewards and sanctions
in the early to mid 90's and held the course in school reform longer than any state other
than Kentucky. Third, the State allocated over $20 million in rewards from 1996-2003.
Finally, the results of this study are important in the context of Maryland reform efforts
which not only respond to federal requirements, but to Maryland’s internal accountability
mandates. Maryland’s Visionary Panel, which preceded No Child Left Behind (NCLB)
legislation, developed policy guidelines calling for standards, aligned assessments, and
accountability as the “three interlocking pieces” that must form the critical foundation for
student achievement” (Visionary Panel for Better Schools, 2002, p. 6). The panel also
affirmed that sanctions and rewards would remain an essential part of Maryland’s
accountability strategy. Its report suggests that Maryland must provide even more
systematic and consistent recognition, encouragement, and guidance to a// schools in
Maryland, including those that are average performers. The report recommends a
graduated series of rewards and interventions as an essential component to help all
schools make progress.
Under this proposed policy, there will be many more schools than at present
identified as making satisfactory progress and many more identified as needing
improvement, including some that are relatively high performing but not
improving each year. Consequently, there must be a more highly differentiated set
of interventions and rewards, matched closely to the performance of each
school/district and its respective capacity (Visionary Panel of Better Schools,
2002, p. 7).
Maryland’s school-based performance awards program was established in 1995 to

recognize and reward schools that demonstrated significant improvement on the

Maryland School Performance Assessments (MSPAP) which test students in grades 3. 5,



and 8. The purpose was to create an incentive for schools to improve and to encourage
further improvement.'

School performance awards to date, have been given to over 400 schools
demonstrating overall student improvement on the Maryland State Assessment Program
(MSPAP) and the newly implemented student assessments (MSA’s). Each year, $2.75
million has been given to improving schools.

Maryland’s program was initiated by its former Governor, William Donald
Schaefer. who served from 1987-1994, and it was passed by the legislature in 1995. But
recommendations for rewards and sanctions actually date back to Maryland’s landmark
Governor’s Commission on School Performance Report (1989), popularly referred to as
the Sondheim Commission Report. This report called for education accountability and a
system of sanctions and rewards.”

Problem and Study Purpose

Rewards are widely used incentives in corporate America where productivity,

efficiency, and product output have always been critical to the survival of the

organization. With the growth of education accountability and high stakes reform efforts

1

Evidence comes from a pilot study by D. Strouse in which interviews were conducted
with Maryland State Superintendent of Schools Dr. Nancy Grasmick and former State
Board of Education member Walter Sondheim who also led the Governor’s appointed
committee to make recommendations for school improvement in Maryland.

2

A plan was suggested, beginning with sanctions for failing schools and recommendations
for rewards for schools showing achievement gains.
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to improve student achievement, incentive programs have more recently been introduced
into education arenas. Although numerous states and local school districts have
implemented rewards policies, and recommendations for their use can be found
throughout the literature, there is little substantive knowledge about their impact on
schools in improvement and change environments. More information on outcomes
associated with incentives is, therefore, warranted, especially in light of the fact that there
appears to be a long-term national focus on accountability and high stakes testing. This
study examines some of the assumptions of rewards policies in a number of school
improvement settings in Maryland. It asks, How do principals who have received rewards
for school improvement perceive the impact of these awards on their schools? It also asks
the following related questions, In what school contests were rewards introduced? What
were their impact areas? How were rewards dollars spent? Specifically, it looks at
motivational effects, impact on schools and their stakeholders, uses of rewards money.
and leadership behavior and practices that are part of the rewards context. By undertaking
an in-depth examination of the perceptions of principals, experienced not only in
receiving and utilizing school performance awards, but in school improvement and
change, this study contributes to a deeper understanding of the meaning of leadership and
performance awards and their application to school improvement environments.
Organization of the Study

The following seven chapters of this dissertation are organized by beginning with

a review of relevant policy studies, opinion related literature, school effectiveness studies,

and motivation and incentive research (Chapter 2). This review encompasses a broad



range of contexts relative to the concept of performance awards.

A framework for conceptualizing the impact of rewards on school leadership and
practice in improvement environments is used as a heuristic guiding this study. Chapter 3
introduces a number of situational leadership theories which have been combined to form
a multiple linkage model connecting leadership and group effectiveness (Yukl, 2002).
This model is explained in detail and is one that was selected because of its focus on
analyzing the multiple contexts that influence leader behavior as it relates to the work
involved in creating effective organizations. Specifically, this model was helpful in
developing an approach to this investigation and in framing principal responses to the
impact of rewards on their schools” improvement strategies and practices.

Chapter 4 describes the design and methodological approach taken and includes
the constructs developed in Chapter 3. Data collection and analysis strategies as well as
limitations and issues of trustworthiness are also discussed. Chapter 5 maps out data on
each school and also includes a statewide comparison of schools in terms of race,
economic factors, and school performance. A brief background sketch of each principal is
also included. This chapter paints a picture of the schools that is useful in a better
understanding of the individual case descriptions which follow in the findings included in
Chapter 6. This chapter presents data and verbatim passages from in-depth interviews of
each principal to describe the school’s improvement environment and change practices
that were being implemented. This information sets the context for an interwoven
discussion of patterns and parallel constructs on leadership and rewards impact presented

in a cross-case analysis in Chapter 7.



Chapters 7 through 8 are analytical in nature. Each chapter focuses on the
findings, but from different perspectives. Chapter 7 looks across the eight sites and
presents a cross-case analysis of patterns using the Yukl model as an organizer for
developing constructs regarding the impact of rewards on leader behavior and
organizational focus. Chapter 8 includes a discussion of conclusions and implications
of this study for future research in leadership and school-based performance awards

as motivation in high stakes accountability and school improvement environments.
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Chapter 2 - Literature Review

Because this study focuses on the impact of school performance awards on
schools in environments of improvement and change, a review of the literature addresses
a number of important concepts. First, positive incentives are discussed in relation to
contemporary education applications. To set the parameters for their use in schools, they
are further discussed in the context of general behavioral theories on motivation. Second,
because this study investigates the impact of rewards by capturing the impressions and
perceptions of principals focused on school improvement, the literature review
encompasses studies relating to leadership and effective schools. Third, general
management behavior and theory are also presented in light of the fact that corporate use
of positive incentives has been pervasive and most likely served as a stimulus for their
introduction into education. General management and leadership theory also offer
relevant insights and have a history that predates comparable studies in education.
Contingency theories and Gary Yukl’s Multiple Linkage Model of Leadership and Group
Effectiveness and other relevant management theories are also discussed.

Incentives as Part of Contemporary Education Policy

Reflecting a market driven philosophy, the standards movement in education has
focused on accountability, primarily as measured by achievement testing. A goal has been
to raise the stakes in performance and hold schools accountable to the public. Publicly
issued report cards rank schools by test scores. What has followed is a public outcry

regarding displays of school failure. Rewarding schools for improvement and introducing
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sanctions or other consequences for failure make sense within this current scenario. As
stated by one strategist in school reform,

To fully focus their energies, schools must have a clear sense of what 1s expected

of them. Educators are likely to be more motivated when they know they’ll be

rewarded when they meet expectations and sanctioned when they don’t (Toch,

2000, p. 5).

This thinking assumes a rational approach to school improvement and assumes
that individuals will respond predictably and rationally to explicit incentives. It also
assumes that incentives will convince individuals to focus on particular outcomes.
However, these assumptions have not been born out in current research.

A study of state accountability systems across the United States suggested that
maintaining an appropriate balance between state oversight of performance and local
improvement in performance required a proper mix of rewards, sanctions, and technical
assistance (OERI State Accountability Study Group, 1988). However, a number of studies
(Cibulka, 1996; Elmore, Abelmann, & Fuhrman, 1996) suggest that the organizations
most responsible for school oversight - state departments of education and school districts
- are generally inattentive to the needs of schools and attend more often to bureaucratic
priorities.

A 1997 survey by the Education Commission of the States looked at standards and
accountability measures in all states and made recommendations that there be a full
accountability circle with standards, assessment measures, and visible consequences in

the form of rewards and sanctions. Maryland was one of only a handful of states cited as

having all four of those components in place by statute (Kirkwood, 1999, p. 30). A
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number of individual school districts including Dallas and Charlotte-Mechlenberg had
also moved forward in instituting incentive programs in their efforts to reform schools
(Clotfelter & Ladd, 1996; Kelley, et al., 2000).

In a review of accountability measures, Cornett and Gaines (1997) reviewed
seventeen southern states and found that seven, including Maryland, provide financial
rewards for raising student achievement. All but Texas, rewarded schools and/or teachers.
Texas rewarded principals. Maryland and South Carolina prohibit the money from being
disbursed to individual teachers as bonuses. All the others allow the schools to decide. In
discussing the effectiveness of rewards over sanctions, Cornett and Gaines (1997)
propose that policies combining the two are most effective:

Some state leaders believe that the mere threat of sanctions is a more powerful

motivator than payment of financial rewards. Most leaders agree, however, that a

balance between rewards, assistance and sanctions is necessary to build an

accountability system that is effective and widely perceived by educators and the

public as fair and worthy of support (p. 20).

In 2002, President Bush introduced No Child Lefi Behind legislation which
emphasized adequate yearly progress to be determined initially by assessments given each
year in grades three through eight and to be followed by high school assessments that also
yield adequate yearly progress. The U.S. Department of Education’s No Child Left
Behind/Blue Ribbon Schools Program links recognition with improvement on these
assessments. The urgencies of accountability and strategies to improve achievement

continue to grow. Incentives, both negative and positive are, in fact, increasingly viewed

as important mechanisms for achieving standards-based reform.



Non-Financial and Financial Rewards

Reward programs, offered as an education improvement solution, are not new. In
fact, they generally surfaced during times of widespread concern over the quality of
education (Arthur & Milton, 1991). Early incentive programs were largely in the form of
merit pay for teachers. Just before World War I, when Americans learned of the higher
achievement of European students in some core subject assessments, merit pay was
proposed as a method to improve American schools. Again in the late 1950's and early
1960's, following the Russian Sputnik space success, merit pay was proposed as the
panacea for what appeared to be an ailing American public education system. In the
1980's, American education was again seen in decline, and as we struggled with the idea
of being a “nation at risk™ (Johnson, 1984; Murnane & Cohen, 1986; Arthur & Milton,
1991), merit pay and alternative incentives and rewards programs moved forward as a
policy strategy. School-wide incentives were also introduced by then U.S. Secretary of
Education, Terrel Bell, who announced the creation of a nationwide school recognition
program which came to be known as the Blue Ribbon Schools of Excellence Program
(U.S. Department of Education, 1983 b).

Performance-related rewards have taken different forms, ranging from non-
financial recognition to the allocation of monetary resources. Table 1 on the next page,

depicts several examples.
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Table 1

Performance Awards by Type

Non-Financial Financial

Recognition and commendation Competitive grants for innovation
Flexibility, extensions, waivers Reward for achievement

Priority treatment (i.e. training, etc.) Awards to encourage future

improvement

Non-financial rewards may include recognition and commendation, granting of special
provisions such as extension of time between accreditation visits, priority for training or
other assets, and waiving of state regulations. Financial rewards can come in the form of
competitive grants to support innovation and rewards for past achievements (Maryland
State Department of Education, 2000; North Carolina Educational Policy Research Center
Brief, 1991). As a reward for past achievement, they also are intended to further
improvement. A third category, not depicted, intrinsic rewards, are believed to be critical
to performance and include rewards that come from professional and personal satisfaction
with one’s job.

From 1994-1996, governors and legislators across America introduced funding for
incentives and rewards. Four states, Arizona, Missouri, Tennessee, and Utah, chose to
support career ladders as an incentive option. Nine states, California, Connecticut,
Georgia. Louisiana, Indiana, Minnesota, Pennsylvania, Washington, and West Virginia,
decided that a mentor teacher program would provide incentives leading to instructional

improvement. Five states, Arizona, Florida, Iowa. Oregon, and Washington, selected
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incentive programs linked to school restructuring and improvement. And eight states,
Georgia, Indiana, Kentucky, North Carolina, South Carolina, Texas, Tennessee, and
Maryland developed incentive programs with monetary rewards for schools that exhibited
improved performance (Clotfelter & Ladd, 1996; Goertz, Massell, & Chun, 1997).
Discussion regarding the effectiveness of incentives and rewards as strategies in
school improvement, generally have not been based on extensive qualitative research or
on empirical studies. Assumptions rest on the belief that rewards impact schools meeting
school improvement challenges by (1) introducing success symbols and improvement-
driving mechanisms (Fuhrman, 1996; Kelley. et al., 2000; Little, 1986; Merz & Fuhrman,
1997); (2) bringing needed resources for commodities and services in restructuring school
environments (Arthur & Milton, 1991; Boe, E.E., 1990; Carlson, R., 1971; Coleman, J.S.,
1971; Darling-Hammond, et al., 1995; Kelley, 1999); and (3) directing a focus on
specific school improvement goals that are useful in systemic planning and change
(Hanushek, 1995; Kelley, et al. 2000; Lawler, 1986; Leithwood, Aiken, & Jantzi, 2001).
Hanushek (1995) emphasizes the importance of tying rewards to specific
improvements and believes that without clear direction and goals, schools will be
unlikely to improve. Richards. Fishbein & Melville (1993, p. 32) restate the dearth of
evidence about positive incentives and explain that the effects of awards are not
understood because the topic has been relatively understudied. Elmore, Abelman &
Fuhrman (1996) agree that policy-makers are relying heavily on little understood
accountability systems that reward or penalize schools for student performance on the

standards. They point out that new accountability systems are “difficult to design and
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raise many technical, implementation, and political issues™ (p. 73).

Even respected researchers call for studies to supplement their own findings on
incentives. For example, Kelley and Protsik (1997), surveyed teachers’ perceptions of
rewards and found ambivalent attitudes. Although their study did not investigate
principals, it did question several, and because these leaders described positive attitudes
regarding rewards, they suggested further study of that phenomenon. The study also
found that in Kentucky, rewards had a positive role in focusing instructional effort toward
a common goal. This survey was somewhat cursory in its attempt to find contextual
answers and suggested that in-depth qualitative research would be an important next step.
Goertz, Massell and Chun (1997) offer a cursory review of Maryland’s rewards as part of
a larger study of education reform. At the time of this study, the rewards program was
still in its beginning stage, and there was little tangible evidence of outcomes.The study
did allude to some positive impacts of rewards on improvement. Odden (1996) and
Kelley. et al. (2000) discuss the results of teacher surveys that show a general dislike for
merit pay. They suggest that group awards might be a more acceptable incentive
alternative.

The development of Maryland’s rewards program is, therefore, based less on
empirical studies and more on anecdotal information from key stakeholders who had a

lead in structuring the program’. The rewards program referred to as Maryland’s School

Interviews of Maryvland leaders. conducted for a related pilot study, indicated that teacher
union officials strongly influenced a number of the policies of the rewards program,
including the stipulation that dollars not be directed to individual teachers. These
decisions may have been politically rather than empirically based. Also, Maryland’s

17



Recognition Program, is a companion to the State’s reconstitution policy, and assumes
that monetary rewards can act as an incentive for those schools that have improved and
for others that would want to follow in their path. It also assumes that rewards will
encourage schools that receive them to continue to improve. Beyond the development of
an intricate formula for determining which schools win awards, there has been little
institutional focus and analysis on the impact of the rewards on school improvement.
Data do exist on school performance from year to year, however, improvement results
and rewards have not been analyzed. In addition, the information on how rewards money
was spent is somewhat sketchy and leads to few conclusions regarding whether the
money was targeted to school improvement. Also important to this dissertation, there is
very little, if any, descriptive data regarding the principals’ perceptions of how rewards
might have impacted their schools” strategies for improvement.
Motivation and Incentive Behavior Studies

Understanding motivational behavior is important in a study of the application of
a rewards system in education. Fuhrman (1986, p. 331) brings up the complex nature of
motivating individuals in education reform.

Motivation for reform is just as complex a topic as the reform movement itself.

Incentives are not simply matters of standards and linked accountability, nor are

they simply matters of removing barriers so that entrepreneurial types can flex

their muscles. Motivation is a matter of organization and management as well as

policy, and it is influenced by the larger context in ways beyond the reach of any

of those fields of endeavor . . . Motivation is constructed by both the motivator
and the motivated. (p. 331)

program came after the Kentucky rewards program which allocated rewards money to
individual teachers and was beset with problems including irate teachers.
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Theoretical approaches in the field of motivation emphasize its content or the
specific needs to which individuals respond in making choices. These approaches have
focused primarily on the process of behavior and how it can be influenced to serve the
goals of the institution. Maslow (1943, 1970) proposed a hierarchy of five distinct sets of
needs that are a driving influence on individual behavior. Of the highest order, are
physical and physiological needs related to human survival. These are followed by safety
and security, love or social needs, ego or status needs, and finally self-actualization, self-
realization and self-fulfilment needs. An important contribution of Maslow’s theory is
that it defines this hierarchy, bringing meaning to the fact that, first and foremost,
individuals have basic “survival and security” needs. These are often affiliated with
extrinsic motivators while higher level emotional needs may be connected with intrinsic
motivating factors (Maslow, 1943, 1970). The notion of differences among individuals’
situations. and the need to consider these differences when attempting to influence their
behavior, is considered to be most critical (Windham, 1997, p.40). In applying this
concept to teacher incentives, one might consider the various circumstances that would
determine an individual’s response. For example, a teacher in a highly disadvantaged
school may respond differently to a particular incentive than would a teacher in a wealthy
school. The concept of incentives as highly dependent on situation and need set an
important threshold for studies that followed.

The process theories of motivation shift the emphasis from the “needs that
incentives must meet. to the means by which incentives can alter behavior™ (Windham,

1997, p. 41). The foundation for process theory was developed by B.J. Skinner in his
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work on operant conditioning (1971), which refers to an ability to influence behavior over
which the individual has conscious choice. By providing reinforcement in the form of
rewards for positive behavior, or punishment for improper behavior, the subject is
conditioned to behave in a desired way. An important part of Skinner’s work relates to
the schedule of reinforcement. Rewards given on a “piece-rate basis™ receive recurrent
positive reinforcement attached to a valuable behavior. Generally in education, fixed-
interval models of reinforcement, such as regular evaluations and regular pay periods, are
most common and believed to be less motivating (Boe, 1996). Also, if rewards are
provided, regardless of the work performed, as in across-the-board pay increases, then the
desired behaviors may cease (Skinner, 1971).

Kurt Lewin’s (1951) classic work on motivation is also worth describing here. He
conceptualized behavior as a relationship that can be depicted by the formula B = /(P E).
Lewin believed that behavior B is a function of the interaction between the person P and
the environment £. The person incorporates the values and capacities of the individual
and the environment includes the intended and inadvertent incentives that act upon the
individual. This theory sets the stage for recognizing that the behavior of an individual
can change depending on environmental circumstances. Environment in this formula,
includes incentives that can produce change. An important dimension in an individual’s
response is that person’s values and capacities. Also inherent in Lewin’s work, is the
concept that environment can and does contribute to the capacities of individuals to act.
This concept adds to the argument that rewards, used as a lever to motivate for change,

may require particular environments that contribute to the capacity for change.
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Theories on Workplace Motivation

Theories of workplace and workforce motivation have a long history. The famous
Hawthorne studies of the 1920's, which were conducted with Western Electric workers,
suggested that changes to the workplace environment could increase productivity
(Roethlisberger & Dickson, 1939). The results of Hawthorne's landmark study
contributed to a large body of psychological and industrial literature on management and
workforce motivation. These literatures and subsequent theories have most often looked
at motivational influences on employees rather than at their impact on managers.

Frederick Herzberg (Herzberg, et al., 1959) drew a distinction between behavioral
influences or motivators and hygiene factors. Motivators included the internal job-content
effects which could lead employees to be satisfied or not satisfied with their employment.
They included intrinsic job satisfactions such as challenge and success in the job. The job
context or hygiene factors included the more commonly understood extrinsic influences
of pay, benefits, physical working conditions, and job security. The intrinsic motivation
factors were shown to be critical in many occupations, especially in education
(Kemmerer, 1990), however, they were not critical where positive context factors were
absent. Therefore, the challenging and interesting job of working with students, could be
a powerful incentive for professionals choosing teaching, but not in the absence of
minimally acceptable pay and a good working environment (Kemmerer, 1990).

There are several theories that help us better understand motivation in education
reform. The first is expectancy theory (Vroom. 1964: Lawler, 1986; Lawler, et al., 1995).

This theory states that individuals are motivated to change their behaviors if they



understand organizational or program goals, and if they have a “line of sight” from their
own behavior to achievement of the performance goals and to an outcome that is valuable
to them (Kelley, 1999, p. 310). Individuals have clear preferences among choices given
them. For example, managers have set expectations about what outputs are deserving of
rewards and workers have set expectations regarding the outcomes of their own
performance when goals are clearly stated (Lawler, 1986).

Goal-setting theory postulates that in order for goals to motivate employee
behavior. they must be specific, challenging, achievable, and worthwhile. Also important
is the assertion that the act of establishing goals is, in itself, a source of motivation to
achieve those goals (Locke, 1968; Mento, Steel & Karren, 1987; Mohrman & Lawler,
1996; Rowan, 1996; Windham, 1997). The major criticism with goal-setting in education
is that most goals and goal statements are either very vague and not operational, or not
clearly linked to the resources, expenditures, or professional activities of their
organizations (Windham, 1997).

Systems theory suggests that the alignment of organizational resources and
policies can motivate employees (Scott, 1992). Research suggests that when human
resource policies complement and align with an organization, the productivity of
employees is greater than the summative effect of productivity improvements from any
one policy (Ichnioweki, Shaw & Prennushi, 1994; Welbourne & Mejia, 1995).

These theories on general workplace behavior and their implementation in the
private sector may have had a profound influence on education reform efforts and school-

based rewards policies. One explanation for this phenomenon may be the tremendous
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influence exerted by the private sector on education reform. Corporate America has been
vocal in its demand for education improvement as a precursor to workforce improvement.
From the groundbreaking report, 4 Nation At Risk, distributed by the U.S. Department of
Education in 1985, to current education restructuring efforts based on the Baldridge
business model.” the private sector has been both mentor and guide. Therefore, in that
context, an education modification of widely used business incentives makes sense. This
next section furthers the connection of corporate America and education by discussing
major research studies that link general workplace motivation theories to specific
education environments.
Motivation in Education Settings

There is a substantial body of corporate management literature connecting
incentives to innovation. This literature emphasizes that incentive systems are an
important factor affecting innovation decisions (Carlson, 1971; Kelley, 1999). In applying
innovation to education, Coleman (1971) argues that if many schools are not now
effective, one cause of their ineffectiveness is the lack of incentives for them to seek or
invent appropriate interventions.

The importance of motivating principals and teachers to modify or improve
instructional practices has become a critical variable in education improvement. Valued

outcomes, clear goals, and resource alignment are frequently suggested. Mohrman and

4

Malcolm Baldridge’s concepts on continuous improvement has been adopted by many
corporations and has in the past few years, been adapted for education environments.
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Lawler (1996). in listing design features that they believe motivate employees to high
performance, go a step farther in specifying rewards as a necessary valued outcome.

Kelley (1999) studied several state school-based performance awards programs
and found that the few leaders she surveyed felt that these awards were useful tools,
contributing to valued outcomes, to goal setting toward academic achievement and
improvement, and to resource alignment. In a more comprehensive discussion of valued
outcomes, she pointed to research on intrinsic and extrinsic rewards and suggested that
teachers are primarily motivated by intrinsic rewards, such as seeing and being
responsible for improvements in student performance and working collaboratively with
peers. Her statement may also have been based on research indicating that “teachers
regard professional efficacy, not money, as the primary motivator in their work (Johnson,
1986, p. 55). Professional efficacy is defined as seeing a connection between one’s own
efforts and improvement in the greater context of the job (Bandura, 1997; Lortie, 1975).

Rosenholtz (1991) found that professional collaboration among teachers in the
development of curriculum and instruction also motivated them. Financial incentives are
believed to be motivating when focused on meeting specific and measurable goals such as
higher test scores or when offered to teachers for specific tasks or assignments (Johnson,
1986).

In attributing a benefit to school-based rather than individual incentives, Kelley
(1999) theorized that financial incentives given to schools can help set clear goals. In
discussing resource alignment, Kelley suggested that school-based performance awards

could be helpful in bringing a much needed focus on student achievement. She called for
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further study to examine how these awards could be positively aligned with achievement
goals through formal and informal feedback and evaluation systems. professional and
curriculum development, and the restructuring of time to enable teachers to collaborate
(1999).

Eric Hanushek (1995), an opponent of increased education expenditures for
reducing class size or for increasing salary structures of teachers, is an advocate of
rewards if they are based on clear goals toward the improvement of student performance.
He adds an appeal for experimenting with incentive approaches:

A key element of evaluation and incentives involves separating what the school

and teachers control from what they do not. Specifically, incentive schemes must

be based on value-added notions, where rewards are related to gains that can be
attributed to individual teachers and schools, not just to the overall performance of
students. The second issue is our lack of sufficient experience with incentive
approaches. We cannot gain experience from things we have never tried. This fact
suggests a broad program of experimentation (with evaluation). We must try
different approaches and evaluate whether or not they appear to be leading us in

the direction of higher student performance. (1995, pp. 63-64)

Cohen (1996) questions the efficacy of many rewards programs, which he
believes need to be tied to clear measures of performance and school improvement, a feat
which he feels is very difficult because performance rewards would require
unprecedented clarity about measures of performance, criteria of success, and fairness.

Leadership and Organizational Effectiveness Studies

A review of studies on organizational effectiveness and leadership is called for in

this study of principals’ perceptions of rewards impact. Although experts in the field of

leadership and organizational effectiveness generally describe both areas as interrelated,

this review separates them in order to present a more cogent discussion of each. However,
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this author agrees that the two are connected and proposes that both subjects may have
implications in developing a context for rewards.

Goal-orientation, motivation, innovation, and collaboration are frequently
passwords in discussions of leadership and school effectiveness. The term, professional
learning community, is also often introduced in education literature, as descriptive of a
special environment where learning among all organizational members is the critical
element. In this setting, principal, teachers, and students are described as working
collaboratively as learners. Studies describing these concepts, as well as contingency
theories of leadership and organizational effectiveness are discussed more thoroughly in
the following sections.

Education Leadership

The leadership role of the principal is generally considered critical to school
performance. The principal is key in developing shared decision-making (Malen &
Ogawa, 1988) and responsible for using leadership skills to develop cooperative
relationships that lead to collaboratively agreed upon goals (Dunlap & Goldman, 1991).
The principal must recognize teachers” educational expertise (Maeroff, 1988), and should
demonstrate a “power with” rather than a “power over™ orientation (Kreisberg, 1992).
Richard Elmore (2000) makes a case for a facilitative leadership model rather than the
traditional managerial behavior model described in earlier ethnographic studies where
hectic pace, variety, fragmentation, brevity, and control typify the work of the principal
(Mintzberg, 1973; Wolcott, 1973).

Elmore’s (2000) recommendations for facilitative leadership, mirror those of
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many others (Barth, 1988; Bedeian & Zammuto, 1991; DuFour & Eaker, 1992; Evans,
1970; Geertz, 1973) and include the following: (a) improving practice and performance;
(b) developing an environment for continuous learning both by individuals and groups;
(c) exemplifying the values and behavior desired by all school members; (d) developing
cooperation by understanding differences in expertise: and (e) helping to make possible
what is required of others, referred to, by Elmore (2000), as distributive leadership.

The report of the National Leadership Network Study Group on Restructuring
Schools (in Leithwood & Jantzi, 1997) states that the role of principal must change from
building manager and administrator of the status quo, to coach and facilitator. The
suggestion is that the “thrill” of leading a school should come through success and not
through power.

The idea of shared leadership is described throughout the literature. Although
principals are seen as critical change agents, their most important challenge is one of
tapping teachers’ expertise and experience to facilitate enlightened decisions and build
better educational programs (Barth, 1988; Elmore, et al., 1996; Leithwood, Leonard. &
Sharratt, 1998; Lezotte & Jacoby, 1992). The professional literature suggests that failures
or mixed successes in actively engaging teachers in goal-setting, planning, and decision
making, may result, in part, because principals lack the particular leadership skills
(Goodlad, 1984) or basic knowledge essential to planning and change in shared
governance operations (Carman. 1987: Elmore. et al.. 1996; Little, 1986).

In a recent landmark study on leadership (Knapp, Copland, & Talbert, 2003), the

authors describe student learning, professional learning, and system learning as vertical
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agendas that must be addressed simultaneously by leaders. They suggest that these form
interdependent contexts that impact the functioning of a school as a learning organization.
Action contexts that affect student, professional, and system learning are recommended
and include the following: establishing a focus on learning, building professional
communities, engaging external environments, acting strategically and sharing leadership,
and creating coherence. Establishing focus on learning calls for a persistent and public
focus on learning and teaching. Professional learning communities that value learning are
described as those that nurture work cultures that value and support their members’
learning. Engaging external environments that contribute to learning means building
relationships and securing resources from outside groups that can foster students’ or
teachers’ learning. Acting strategically and sharing leadership should encompass the
mobilization of effort along multiple “pathways” that lead to student, professional. or
system learning. Distributing leadership across levels and among individuals in different
positions is recommended. Finally, creating coherence involves connecting student,
professional, and system learning with one another and with learning goals (Knapp, et al.,
2003, p. 12).

Michael Fullan (Fullan, Bertani, & Quinn, 2004), suggests that collective moral
purpose is critical in leadership that proposes to raise the bar and close the achievement
gap. particularly for students in disadvantaged settings. He describes a moral imperative
as the organizational or system quality that applies to adults as well as to students and on
that means “everyone has a responsibility for changing the larger education context for

the better” (p. 43). Leaders must be highly engaged with others in the district and must

28



establish shared ownership and commitment to improvement. Fullan emphasizes that
effective leaders should build leadership capacity in others, connect schools within a
district to develop new ideas, skills and practices, continue to refine strategies and goals,
create productive rather than destructive conflict, develop cultures of trust and respect,
develop external partners, and focus resources on real needs, as well as developing new
sources of funding to support schools to move toward heightened improvement.

Larry Cuban (2004) emphasizes the importance of leaders refusing to accept low
expectations. He suggests that leadership ability is embedded in particular cultural and
environmental settings. These can be varied and complex, and they determine the ways
that leaders exert authority in their roles and use the resources they command. Cuban
maintains that outstanding education leaders must insist on a challenging curriculum,
focus on instructional excellence, and rally broad support. He also believes that
organizational position matters in effective school leadership and should include
instructional. managerial, and political roles.

The seven core functions of effective leadership in schools described by Bradley
Portin (2004), also depict the comprehensive nature of the job of the leader. They include
instructional, cultural, managerial, human resources, strategic, external development, and
micropolitical leadership functions. Instructional leadership entails the constellation of
practices that ensure quality of instruction. Cultural leadership refers to the work involved
in building symbolic resources of the school. such as its traditions, climate, and history.
Managerial leadership involves the operations of the school relative to budget. schedule,

facilities, safety and security, and transportation. Human resources leadership
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encompasses recruiting, hiring, firing, inducting, and mentoring teachers and
administrators as well as developing leadership capacity and professional development
opportunities. Strategic leadership is necessary in promoting vision, mission, and goals
and developing a means to reach them. External development leadership involves
representing the school in the community, developing capital, tending to public relations,
buffering and mediating external interests, and advocating for the school’s interest.
Finally, micropolitical leadership means the ability to buffer and mediate internal interests
while at the same time maximizing resources.

In discussing the importance of effective leadership that is sustainable, Hargreaves
and Fink (2004) point to a case study of change over three decades in eight U.S. and
Canadian high schools as seen through the eyes of more than 200 teachers and
administrators. They describe seven principles that contribute to enduring and positive
change. First, they suggest that improvement strategies be applied to all students, not the
few who are most in need. Second, they recommend that leadership should be lasting and
that there must be a concerted effort to prepare successors who can continue
improvement. Third, they argue for distributive leadership so that many are infused with
the commitment and tasks of whole school improvement. Fourth, they posit the
importance of socially just leadership, that is leaders who accept responsibility for the
schools and students in their wider environment, not just in their respective schools. Fifth,
they believe that sustainable leadership involves the ability to be resourceful and to
supply intrinsic rewards and extrinsic incentives. These might include providing time and

opportunity for networking, learning from and supporting one another, and coaching and



mentoring. Sixth, leaders must promote diversity. In this regard, diversity refers to
encouraging diverse practices and less standardization of instructional methods. Finally,
the authors suggest that in meeting the needs of sustainability, the leader must be an
activist, forming strategic alliances with the community, promoting education through the
media and other outlets, and becoming politically active at state and local levels.

Thompson (2004) introduces a notion of spiritual leadership as important in
“developing a state of mind or consciousness that enables a leader to perceive deeper
levels of experience, meaning, and purpose than a strictly materialistic vantage point
would offer.”(p. 62) His concept, which has received limited attention in leadership
literature, suggests that qualities and habits of mind such as faith, patience, intuition,
humility, expectancy, inspiration and spirituality are as important as effective action in
bringing about education improvement.
Effective Schools Literature

For more than twenty years, researchers have produced studies that identify the
factors associated with effective and less effective schools (Barth, 1988; Brookover &
Lezotte, 1977; Edmonds, 1978). These factors are generally reflective of those attributed
to effective leaders. Effective schools are generally considered to exhibit environments
more conducive to change and improvement. They have the intrinsic ability to continually
renew themselves by self-assessing, setting and revising student-centered objectives,
planning. acting in unity, and implementing reassessment processes (Brookover &
Lezotte, 1977; Fullan, 2001; Rogoff, 1994). These schools are believed to have the

greatest dissatisfaction with their own teaching and learning (Glickman, 1993). In



addition. school members feel that improvement energizes the organization and is
possible regardless of the current state of the organization (Fullan, 2001). In these
schools, poised for change, one might assume that motivation could be enhanced by
external incentives.

Research on less effective schools depicts them as having the greatest satisfaction
with their teaching and learning (Brookover, 1977; Brookover & Lezotte, 1977;
Glickman, 1993). Because less effective schools do not share common goals, they leave
teachers alone to plan what they teach, with little guidance from colleagues or program
articulation from year to year (Lezotte & Jacoby. 1992). Such “self-satistied” schools may
lack organizational vitality and respond only to external forces, such as central office and
state mandates or parental dissatistaction. Often, changes in response to these externally
identified crises are apt to be quickly planned or inadequately implemented (Fullan,
2001). In these types of environments, one might expect less positive effects from
incentives for change.

The literature describing effective schools depicts them as promoting high student
achievement and/or continuous and consistent improvement in student achievement and
refers to leadership as an important common denominator (Conley. 1993; Edmonds,
1978; Elmore, 2000; Fullan, 2001; Glickman, 1993; Lezotte & Jacoby, 1992).
Organizational Learning Communities Literature

As discussed above, the literature on leadership and effective schools frequently
refers to the development of learning communities as effective cultures for change. It

emphasizes cooperative and collaborative structures such as planning and decision-
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making in a systemically operating organization. Principals should be engaged with
teachers and other organizational members in learning together and building
improvement capacity.

Knapp’s major contribution to the field (2003) presents a handbook of reflective
tools for schools and districts. He and his colleagues emphasize developing a learning
community with a focus on learning and shared values in improving the organization.
They recommend enhanced staff interaction, cycles of school-wide inquiry into learning
and teaching performance, identifying and addressing assumptions about norms, values,
and beliefs about learning, and recruiting teachers who work from a values base
consistent with those that leaders seek to develop. They also believe that opportunities
must be offered to staff so that they have a role in decision-making, and they suggest that
learning community type schools spend time celebrating their accomplishments.

Elmore and colleagues believe (Elmore, et al., 1996) that performance-based
accountability systems should be designed to encourage schools and districts to develop
the internal capabilities to improve their performance on core functions. In fact, research
in this area has guided theoretical practice in calling for the creation of a special school
culture and climate that lay a foundation for improvement and success. A learning
organization is described as ““a group of people pursuing common purposes with a
collective commitment to regularly weighing the value of those purposes, modifying them
when that makes sense. and continuously developing more effective and efficient ways of
accomplishing these purposes’ (Leithwood, et al., 2001, p. 30).

Learning-centered school environments are thought to increase collegiality, add to
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collective instructional thinking, build teacher capacities, prime motivation, and counter
faculty divisiveness that may accompany more individual-based and/or top-down plans
(Darling-Hammond, et al., 1995; Deming, 1988; Firestone & Pennell, 1993). Learning
organizations are thought to embrace overlapping responsibilities, collective
accountability, and open-ended tasks, and bring meaning to imprecise goals.

School effectiveness research of the 1970's and 1980's drew our attention, not only
to structural and academic factors that were aligned with higher student achievement, but
to behavioral factors like relationships and values (Merz & Fuhrman, 1997). Coleman
(1971) pointed to our country’s growing loss of family and community connections,
evidence that may have contributed to a new philosophical base that helped develop
frameworks for measuring psychological, emotional, and behavioral dimensions
important to education improvement. Necessary elements in this more behavioral
approach were believed to include membership, influence, fulfillment of needs and
emotional connection (Merz & Fuhrman, 1997).

This behavioral approach is a natural link to a paradigm that considers intrinsic
and extrinsic incentives as encouragement and motivation toward achieving greater
success. Peter Drucker (1996) added to this approach in his discussion of the need to
change organizational structures. He commented that organizations are about more than
structure and marketplace results. Rather, they are social organizations with a purpose to
make the strengths of people effective and their weaknesses irrelevant (p. 5). Drucker
emphasized that values and personality are inherent in an organization and leadership and

teacher behaviors were. therefore, critical elements to be considered. Fullan (2004)



suggests that a collective moral purpose is necessary in making explicit the goal of raising
the bar and closing the gap for all individuals. Peter Senge (1990) describes an
organization where people work to create the results they desire and continually learn
how to learn together. Shared vision and team learning are important parts of the system
(also Deming, 1988). Rogoff (1994) describes her idea of a community of learners as one
where learning occurs as people participate together in shared endeavors. She points out
that all of the players may have active but asymmetrical roles in a sociocultural activity.

The studies discussed thus far, suggest that there are particular leadership traits
and organizational characteristics that are conducive to school improvement. There is also
a notion these organizations may be responsive to positive incentive programs. However,
there is inadequate data to substantiate these ideas. There may be many schools using
very different operating systems that are highly successful. This dissertation contributes
to the literature by adding information regarding leader practices, their perceptions of
rewards, and the environments in which they were introduced - environments which were
deemed successful in sustained school improvement.
Contingency Theories of Leadership and Organizational Effectiveness

The management literature provides insights on leadership and organizational
effectiveness that can be applied to education. Of particular interest are contingency
theories which explain the interrelationships between work situations and role
requirements for leaders. Effective leadership theory assumes that different behaviors are
put in place to meet the situational needs of the workplace. In other words, these theories

are used to explain why the effect of leader behavior on outcomes varies across situations.



GaryYukl is an organizational management theorist recognized for his work in this area.
His Multiple Linkage Model of Leadership and Group Effectiveness (Yukl, 2002, p. 221)
is a synthesis of earlier and contemporary theories and frames the components of
organizational operation, calling attention to the linkages that exist between leader and
workers and specific workplace variables. Very important in these contingency theories,
is the concept of the dynamic role of a leader which is predicated on the situational needs
of each work unit. The relevant concepts and depiction of leadership behavior and group
effectiveness can be useful in analyzing change environments such as those faced by
schools in high stakes improvement environments. A discussion of contingency theories
contributing to Yukl’s model follow.

Path-goal theory.

Path-goal theory (Evans, 1970), emphasizes the situational dynamics of leadership
and was developed to explain how the behavior of a leader influences the satisfaction and
performance of subordinates. An important theoretical assumption underlying the path-
goal model 1s that a leader’s motivational function consists of increasing personal payoffs
to subordinates for work-goal attainment. The leader must also find ways to make the
paths to these payoffs more accessible by clarifying them, reducing roadblocks, and
increasing opportunities for personal satisfaction along the way (Yukl, 1998, p. 266).
Personal payoffs are considered important and impact “subordinate satisfaction,
particularly satisfaction with the leader” (House & Dessler, 1974, p. 13).

Situational Leadership Theory.

Building on Evans’ theory. Hersey and Blanchard (1977) introduced a



contingency theory that posits the notion that leadership behavior depends on the
“maturity” of an individual subordinate. Maturity is made up of the following two related
components: (1) the worker’s task-related skills and technical knowledge and (2) the
worker’s self-confidence and self-respect. A high-maturity individual can assume more
responsibility and set high goals. A low-maturity individual lacks both ability and self-
confidence to accomplish high attainment work. Situational leadership theory suggests
that the level of subordinate maturity determines the optimal pattern of leader behavior. In
other words, as subordinate maturity rises, task and relations interventions by the leader
can decrease.

Leadership substitutes theory.

This theory. developed by Kerr and Jermier (1978), identifies aspects of the
working situation that reduce management leadership. The theory differentiates between
two kinds of situational variables- substitutes and neutralizers. Substitutes make leader
behavior unnecessary and redundant. They include any characteristics of the subordinates,
tasks, or organization in general that ensure workers will be satisfied with their jobs.
Therefore, if the system is operating at an optimum, the leader’s role is greatly reduced.
Neutralizers, on the other hand, are any characteristics of the task or organization that
prevent a leader from acting in a specified way. For example, a lack of training revenue
would prevent a leader from offering needed services to the workers.

Redundancy theory.

Yukl’s adaptative model, is a hybrid of the contingency theories described above

and also introduces a redundancy theory. Redundancy suggests that if situational factors



in the workplace are very favorable, and there are no constraints to the organization, some
or all of the variables driving work performance, referred to as intervening variables, may
already be at their maximum, thereby bringing a redundancy to the leader’s job in
building organizational effectiveness. On the other hand, less favorable situational factors
and greater organizational constraints require more leader influence. In addition, Yukl’s
Multiple-Linkage Model clearly delineates the aspects believed to influence
organizational output. In Chapter 3, these are described in detail with a rationale for the
model’s usefulness as a heuristic in guiding this study.

Literature Review Summary and Implications

The literature reviewed in this chapter supports several concepts. First,
accountability and mandates for student improvement are likely to continue and also
likely to incorporate incentive systems as a lever for change. School-based rewards and
other recognition tagged to success outcomes, are believed to be effective, but little hard
evidence exists to prove that point. In addition, beyond the rhetoric of consequences and
sanctions, positive incentives would appear to be a more preferred policy among political
and education leaders.

Second, studies in leadership, management and effective schools, suggest that
leadership abilities and particular contexts of the organizational environment are integral
to outcomes of improvement and change. Also, there is a possibility that, in settings
poised for even the most challenging work, positive incentives can be particularly
meaningful.

Third, behavior theories, from goal-setting to systems theory, support the notion



that individuals respond to positive incentives. A number of studies in business and
education go farther, by suggesting that incentive systems be tied to innovative decisions,
positing the notion that incentives have an important role in setting the ground for
innovation that can lead to improvements in productivity or performance.

Research on the impact of incentives, such as school-performance rewards
programs in public school settings, is still in its infancy. Few in-depth or empirical studies
have been undertaken. In fact, negative perceptions are generally reported in studies of
teachers’ perceptions of merit pay and other rewards programs. Strangely enough,
principals and other leaders, who play a critical role in their schools, and could have the
most insights about the effects of positive incentives, have not been the focus of studies
on recognition and rewards. This fact, and the body of evidence that supports the use of
rewards and other positive incentives in encouraging school improvement, suggest the
need to attend to the question that guides this study: How do principals who have
received monetary rewards for school improvement perceive the impact of these awards

on their schools?



Chapter 3 - Conceptual Framework

This conceptual framework attempts to understand and bring meaning to how
school-performance awards impact schools by examining their relationship to the
behavior and practices of principals in successful school improvement environments. The
framework draws on the literature reviewed and specifically on the causal relationships
that are part of Gary Yukl’s Multiple Linkage Model (2002).

Rewards Impact on Contextual Features of a School

A general hypothesis in allocating monetary rewards is that they will encourage
the organization, resulting in its continuing to improve. In this study, I assumed that the
influence of rewards could occur at three school-related context points which could be
understood and reported by the school leader, in this case, by the principal. These points
include staff, school structure, and organizational culture. These reflect the body of
research and theory suggesting that the attributes of a learning community contribute to
the likelihood that organization will be able to change and improve. Figure 1 depicts the
possible interaction of performance awards on these organizational contexts. Staff refers
to instructional and non-instructional employees of the school. Structure encompasses the
organizational underpinnings of the school - how it operates and defines and divides roles
and responsibilities. Culture refers to the internal and external styles adopted by school
leaders, administrators, teachers, students, parents, and community. These styles also
contribute to student achievement outcomes. In this model, staff, organizational structure,
and culture interrelate. All three could be influenced by performance awards and could

lead to school improvement.
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Contextual Impact Areas of School-Based Performance Awards
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Figure 1. School context areas of staff, organizational structure, and culture
may be impacted by school performance awards. Measures of improvement
are included.
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To illustrate staff impact, for example, rewards might impact the morale of school
staff members and encourage them in higher levels of commitment and enhanced
performance. Knapp and his colleagues (2003), in fact, suggest that celebrating
accomplishments in student and teacher learning is critical in school reform and they
believe that rewards and other incentives contribute to staff “buy in” and affirmation of
the mission and vision of the organization. Although the leader position is not depicted in
the graphic above, it is assumed as a critical aspect of the organization, embodying all
three areas. The notion is that rewards should link to the behavior pursuits of school
leaders. Researchers back up this notion (Cuban, 2004; Kelley, 1999; Kirkwood, 1999;
Knapp, et al., 2003; Yukl, 2002) and discuss the important managerial role of leaders in
allocating benefits to staff, individually and collectively, for a job well done. Kirkwood
describes principals who believed that local awards gave them much needed opportunities
to reward high performing teachers by giving them stipends to attend conferences or buy
needed supplies. Kelley (1999) discusses the weaving together of extrinsic and intrinsic
rewards systems to build a sense of value and appreciation among staff members. Yukl
(1998, p. 279) suggests that “subordinate effort will be greater if the organization has a
reward system that provides attractive rewards contingent on performance.”

The assumption is also made that rewards could impact structural elements such
as the school’s improvement goals, planning processes, and strategies which could
contribute to a heightened emphasis on outcomes and measures of performance (Knapp,
et al.. 2003). Finally, the relationship of performance awards and the cultural aspects of a

school is assumed. At the culture point, rewards could have an impact on environmental
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factors such as collaboration, communication, and decision making.
A Heuristic Model Guiding the Study

Yukl's Multiple Linkage Model, displayed in Figure 2 (2002, p. 221), organizes
and conceptualizes the complex factors relative to leadership behavior and group
effectiveness. It was selected as a heuristic guiding this study for a number of reasons.
Although its layout of important leadership and work factors contributing to an
organization’s success, i1s more directed to corporate environments, these factors are
actually quite similar to those described in current education leadership literatures
(Fullan, et al., 2004; Knapp. et al., 2003; Portin, 2004). Yukl’s framework is particularly
useful in examining particular underpinnings that can determine the role requirements for
leaders as they influence their group’s effectiveness. It also points to specific work
processes that may need to be corrected or changed in facilitating improvement outcomes,
and it delineates graphically, rather than theoretically, the work of the leader in effecting
change in these specific work-related areas. This model is not one that proves causation
among variables.” Rather, it is a model that helps organize workplace constructs, and one
that shows a dynamic relationship among them, as well as between leader practices and

ultimate workplace outcomes. A graphic presentation of Yukl’s model is depicted below.

S

In granting me permission to use the model, Yukl explained that his model describes in a
general way. the interacting effects of managerial behavior and the organization’s
situational characteristics with variables that determine the performance of a work unit.
His communication to me was that he and others have used the model to develop survey
questionnaires, to measure situational variables, mediators, and leader behaviors. He
indicated that, unfortunately, many of the measures were not accurate enough to be useful
for analyzing complex causal relationships. The model serves well, however, as a guide
for interview and survey questions.



Multiple Linkaye Model of Leadership & Group Effectiveness
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Figure 2. Yukl's Model (2002, p.221) shows the inter-related influences of intervening
and situational variables on leadership behavior and organizational effectiveness.
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The model enhances and clarifies the previous discussion of rewards impact areas (see
Figure 1) and depicts organizational variables, described as intervening and situational
(2002, pp. 220-221).

Intervening and Situational Variables

The model includes two major descriptors which are labeled intervening and
situational variables. It describes the interacting effects of managerial behavior and
situational variables of the work environment on intervening variables, such as worker
effort and skills, that determine the performance of a work unit. The relationships among
major types of variables are also depicted. Situational variables exert influence at three
points. They can “constrain managerial behavior, thereby moderating its effects; they can
directly influence intervening variables; and they can determine the relative importance of
the important work-related intervening variables” (Yukl, 1998, p. 276).

In the model, dotted lines from leader behavior to each situational variable show
indirect leader relationships. Finally, the linkage of unit effectiveness back to leader
behavior is depicted, indicating the dynamic relationships involved.

In Figure 3, below, a rewards component, implied by the model but not
specifically depicted, is added to show impact on all variables. This addition is useful in
introducing rewards impact points, important in individualizing the model to guide this
deep study of rewards impact on leader behavior and organizational response. This added
feature does not transform the model, but rather displays rewards as a component that is
actually an implied aspect of the model. In fact, Yukl explicitly describes incentives as

impacting situational and intervening variables and leader behavior.
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Figure 3. A modified version of Yukl's model with a rewards feature added,
depicting rewards impact on intervening and situational variables.

46




The Impact of Rewards Systems

The rationale in using this contingency model to analyze the impact of rewards on
schools is born out by contingency theorists (Yukl, 2002; House, 1971) who emphasize
the use of motivation in creating effective organizational outcomes. House (p. 324), states
that:

The motivational function of the leader consists of increasing personal payoffs to

subordinates for work-goal attainment and making the path to these payoffs easier

to travel by clarifying it, reducing roadblocks and pitfalls, and increasing the

opportunities for personal satisfaction with the leader.
In a subsequent article, House and Dessler (1974, p. 13) further add to this thinking by
saying, ““...leader behavior will be viewed as acceptable to subordinates to the extent that
the subordinates see such behavior as either an immediate source of satisfaction or as
instrumental to future satisfaction.”
The Multiple Linkage Model in More Detail

As previously noted, the purpose in using the model for this investigation was, not
to prove causal relationships, but rather to help in structuring complex data. The model or
framework was also used as a guide in developing a number of interview questions and it
provided a structure for the interpretation and analysis of data.

Defining intervening variables.

Yukl defines six intervening variables which are major determinants of work
output (2002, pp. 220-221). These are of particular merit in examining the relationship

between principals’ behavior and their practices and the context of staff performance in

schools striving to improve. The first, subordinate or worker effort, refers to the extent to
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which workers strive to attain a high level of performance and show a high degree of
personal commitment to work objectives. The second, role clarity and task skills, relates
to the extent to which workers understand their individual job responsibilities, know what
to do, and have the skills to do them. The third is the organization of the work, or the
extent to which effective performance strategies are used to attain unit objectives. This
variable also considers the extent to which the work is organized to ensure efficient
utilization of personnel. equipment, and facilities. The fourth variable is cooperation and
mutual trust, the extent to which group members trust each other, share information and
ideas, help each other, and identify with the work unit. Resources and support comprise
the fifth variable and encompass the extent to which the group has the budgetary funds,
tools, equipment, supplies, personnel, and facilities needed to do the work. The sixth, and
final intervening variable, is external coordination, and refers to the extent to which
activities of the work unit are synchronized with the interdependent activities in other
parts of the organization and other organizations.

The intervening variables described above, interact with each other to determine
the effectiveness of an organization or subunit. An important point is that a serious
deficiency in one intervening variable can lower effectiveness, even though the other
intervening variables are not deficient. Further, the greater the relative importance of a
particular intervening variable, the more likely that group performance will be reduced by
a deficiency in this variable (Yukl, 2002, p.221). Yukl explains that the relative
importance of the intervening variables depend on the type of work unit and other aspects

of the work environment.
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Table 2

Conditions Affecting the Intervening Variables in Yukl's Multiple Linkage Model

Intervening Variable

Conditions Where High

Situations Where Most Needed

Subordinate Effort &
Commitment

Subordinate Ability
& Role Clarity

Cooperation &
Teamwork

Organization of
Work / Performance
Strategies for It

Resources Needed

External Coordination

Interesting. challenging task
Subordinates have strong work
ethic.

Subordinates with extensive
training / experience
Organization provides detailed
formal rules/procedures /work
highly automated.

Stable, homogeneous, compatible
membership / shared goals con-
sistent with task objectives / strong
traditions evoking pride

Organization specifies optimal
structure for work / workers have
extensive prior training &
experience.

Organization provides adequate
resources/good control of sources
of resources

Structural mechanisms in place /
handled by management or others

Complex, labor-intensive
work - requires initiative

& persistence / mistakes are
very costly

Complex, difficult tasks: high
degree of technical skills needed
mistakes very costly;

frequent changes due to user
demands; work subject to
disruptions and crises.

Task roles highly inter-
dependent / scarce equipment
or limited facilitics / workers
work in close proximity.

Unit has complex & difficult
mission / carries out diverse
tasks / aspects of work are
highly interrelated (need for
coordination / high exposure
task &mistakes are costly.

Work requires large amounts
of scarce resources/unreliable
sources of resources

Coordination needed- high lateral
interdependence / frequent changes
in priorities

Table 2 points out the positive workplace conditions (column 2). relative to the

intervening variables. that would lead to organizational effectiveness. Less leadership

involvement or different forms of involvement would be recommended in these effective

environments. These positive situational variables influence the level of each intervening

variable independently of anything done by the leader. For example, in very favorable
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situations, intervening variables may already be at their maximum, making the job of the
leader much easier or even unnecessary or redundant. In unfavorable situations, the leader
needs the requisite skills to act on and correct deficiencies. Table 2 also depicts
workplace situations and conditions which typically lead to difficulties and negative
environments. These types of organizations, including schools, would require
intervention and leadership assistance to correct deficiencies.

Use of Yukl’s model in the current study.

As already discussed, the model was selected as a heuristic in conceptualizing the
complex relationships in leadership behavior and group effectiveness outcomes. Most
important to this investigation, is the nexus of rewards and school improvement
outcomes.

[f-then tests, recommended by Miles and Huberman (1994, p. 271), are useful
here in focusing on how the model serves as a guide in this specific case study. For
example, by assuming that if a school is successful enough to win three or four
performance awards, then some conditions influencing the school’s work related features
(intervening variables) should be moderate to high. In a restatement of this concept, if a
school has demonstrated the capacity to improve student outcome areas, then it may have
defined specific goals and critical improvement areas. If that is the case, rewards could
contribute, not only by building internal and external motivation, but by focusing
resources on targeted strategies for improvement. Examining a performance awards
system through the lens of each of Yukl’s intervening variables, therefore, contributes to

an enhanced ability to unpack complex phenomena involved in school improvement and



to analyze the impact of rewards on the specific conditions and situations relevant to the
functioning of the school in an environment of change.

Intervening and situational variables are also deemed useful in focusing an
analytic lens on the impact of rewards on organizational constraints. A deeper
understanding of constraints in school change scenarios should be considered critical in
reform efforts. In other words, do rewards assist principals and teachers in overcoming
organizational constraints? For example, if a lack of commitment to improvement is a
constraint, might rewards play a part in reinforcing or boosting that commitment?

Limitations of the model.

The limitation of this model. according to Gary Yukl, is that it’s usefulness in
explaining cause has yet to be proven. However, in the case of this study. it is not used to
explain cause, but rather, it 1s utilized as a tool for uncovering and guiding the inquiry as
well as in analyzing the data.

Research Context Summary

Research on organizational effectiveness, facilitative leadership, and motivation,
points to the use of rewards as a tool for improvement. This study analyzes the effect of
school improvement performance rewards on schools by investigating the perceptions of
school principals regarding the impact of these rewards on their own practices as well as
on their staff members, organizational structure. and school culture. A Multiple Linkage
Model which frames a number of management contingency theories, is used as a heuristic
device in guiding this study. The model, used more often in business environments,

organizes situational and work-related contextual features thought to be critical in



organizational effectiveness and explains dynamic relationship among these features and
the work of the organization leader. Its structured layout and explanations are used as a
framework in presenting patterns of principal behavior and practice presented in the
cross-case analysis and discussion of implications in Chapters 6 and 7.

Table 3 presented below presents an alignment of theories from education and
business literature and depicts correlating assumptions and concepts of interest in this

study.

Table 3

Alignment of Research Theories and Proposal Concepts

Theorics Research Study Concepts

Incentives lead to motivation. Incentives may or may not School rewards can motivate
motivate in schools. school leaders.

Motivation leads to change Motivation must be tied to Rewards use. if targeted, can

and improvement. specilic goals/strategies. lead to improvement.

Leadership is important in Leadership skill/will are important: School leaders. successful in

in organizational effectiveness. Effective leaders create effective improvement, skillfully use
organizations. rewards to motivate and mediate.

Effective organizations are Learning community organizations Continuously improving schools

are better at change and are better able to change. may have organizational strengths

improvement. to better ultilize rewards.

Leadership and group effective- Leader /staff behavior and work Effort, role clarity. skill. organization

ness are linked by situational features contribute to work of work, cohesiveness, cooperation,

and intervening variables. effectiveness. resources, support services, and

external coordination are important
variables: leaders of continuously
improving schools are likely to invest
resources/rewards in these or related
areas.

N
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Table 3 is included as illustrative of prevalent theories associated with leadership,
organizational learning communities, and incentives. They have been aligned with several
assumptions, drawn from the literature, and also with salient study’s concepts. There are a
number of important hypothetical constructs involved. The first is that the allocation of
monetary performance rewards can impact the work of leaders in a variety of ways. The
second is that leaders are able to define and construct the meaning of rewards. The third is
that the effects of rewards can be tied to organizational features operating in school
improvement environments.

This study explores these concepts by examining the perceptions of a sample of
eight principals whose schools were successful in winning awards three and four times.
The underlying question is: How do these principals perceive the impact of school
performance rewards on their schools? The interview protocol to obtain answers to this
question is included in Appendix B.

The following chapter discusses the study’s design and methodological
approaches. It also adds detail and depth to an understanding of the application of the Multiple

Linkage Model to this study of school performance awards.



Chapter 4 - Design and Methodology

This chapter presents an overall methodological approach and rationale, the
protocol for site selection, data-gathering schedules and methods, data analysis
procedures, trustworthiness features, and ethical and political considerations.

Research Rationale, Background, and Approach

This study is a qualitative case study investigation of the practices implemented
and the perceptions of rewards impact by a sample of eight Maryland principals that
received state school-based performance awards three and four times as a result of
sustained student achievement improvement. The decision to investigate principals only,
was based on the lack of previous research regarding their perceptions about rewards and
the fact that numerous studies call attention to the important role they play in developing
effective schools and leading change. The rationale also considered that school-based
awards might best be understood in a global context by organizational leaders.

This study was exploratory and descriptive and allowed for a rich, contextualized
understanding of the concepts under investigation. The selection of a sample of
principals, with a number of years experience in receiving and applying rewards, was
critical in bringing credibility to their impressions and perceptions and in allaying a
concern regarding the retrospective nature of the investigation.

Maryland’s rewards program, referred to as the School Recognition Program, was
particularly well suited to such a study for a number of reasons. First, it has sustained

over the course of nine years. Second, the program allocated significant monetary



resources to improving schools. In fact, an average award was approximately $30,000.
Third, the selection process involved a determination of significant improvement which
rested primarily on the concept of sustained improvement for two years.

A brief background sketch of Maryland’s rewards program shows that the State
has allocated, each year, $2.75 million and that the distribution of rewards began in 1996
and continued each year thereafter. The period of time investigated in this study is 1996-
2001. During that period, 313 schools received a performance award, but only 25% of the
schools won the awards more than one time. A much smaller percentage, 6% or 18
schools won the award three or four times. The study sample for this investigation
consisted of just under half, or eight, of these schools. A detailed description of the
sample is included later in this chapter.

This study, as stated earlier, was both exploratory and descriptive, in that its
purpose was to uncover meaning, but at the same time to gain rich descriptive
information regarding school improvement contexts and various aspects of rewards
impact, including the processes involved in funding decisions as well as the actual use of
rewards revenue.

A qualitative case study approach was chosen for this study. The purpose of
qualitative research as described by Patton is “'to inform action, enhance decision-making,
and apply knowledge to solve human and societal problems™ (1990, p. 12). Qualitative
research is defined by Denzin and Lincoln (1994) as “multi method in focus, involving an
interpretive naturalistic approach.” Typical of qualitative research methodology,

interviews were conducted on site in school settings. Denzin and Lincoln affirm that
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qualitative researchers should “study things in their natural settings, attempting to make
sense of, or interpret, phenomena in terms of the meanings people bring to them” (p. 2).
For this study, which looked to understand the meaning of rewards to principals,
qualitative research would be considered a preferred method (Maxwell, 1996, p. 134)
because of its usefulness in providing a deeper understanding of the nature of rewards
within improvement environments - an understanding which could effect future practice.
Site Selection

Several considerations guided the selection of the eight Maryland elementary
schools for this study. First, each of these schools was deemed successful by the
Maryland State Department of Education in significantly improving student achievement.
The complex formula for success, used student gains at each tested grade level and in
each of the data-driven assessments of the Maryland School Performance Assessment
Program (MSPAP). Significant improvement was based on a statistically validated
School Performance Index (SPI) and required that significant improvement be sustained
over a two year period. Second, each of these schools won the school-based monetary
awards over and over again - that is, they won three to four times over the course of a six
year period of rewards administration, from 1996-2001. Third, although there were
eighteen schools out of a possible 313 that could have been considered, many of them had
not received awards in more recent years, and the assumption was made that the
principals would have a less current memory of the impact of the rewards. Fourth, the
principals of the eight selected schools were still in place as principals, either at their

winning school or one close by. Fifth, the eight schools were geographically and



demographically diverse. They represented urban, suburban and rural Maryland and also
reflected racial and economic diversity. Finally, the schools varied in student performance
and ranged from schools in the top tier to those eligible for state probation. Table 4

displays the schools that comprised this case study.

Table 4

Maryland’s Three and Four Time Rewards School Winners®

School System School Wins / Years

Belmar Dogwood Elem 4// 98, 99, 2000,
2001

Harrison Cherry Elem 4// 96, 99, 2000,
2001

Kingston Elm Elem 3//'99, 2000, 2001

Kingston Maple Elem 3//99, 2000, 2001

Morgan Willow Elem 3// 99, 2000, 2001

Carlsford Sycamore Elem 3// 97,99, 2000

Farmington Spruce Elem 3//98, 99, 2000

Oldham Pine Elem 3//98.99.2001

The eight schools depicted in Table 4 represent six different Maryland school systems.

6

School system and school names are pseudonyms. All interviewees were also given
different identities to maintain confidentiality.
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Data show the number of times each school won awards and the years they won.
As discussed above, selected schools were varied and thought to support a broad
perspective on rewards, bringing richer meaning to similarities and differences in patterns
of practice.
Data Collection

Data collection took place over a seven-month period, beginning in the spring and
continuing through the fall of 2003. Data collection protocols and procedures were
approved by the University of Maryland Institutional Review Board and by each school’s
local school system. Participants signed an Informed Consent Form (See Appendix C)
explaining the purpose, procedures, and benefits of the study, and were told they had the
freedom to withdraw from the study and the opportunity to ask questions. There were no
perceived risks to participants, and anonymity and confidentiality were ensured by using
school and principal pseudonyms. Data was stored and is not subject to public scrutiny.

Data collection began with a gathering of statewide information on Maryland
schools with particular attention paid to those that received awards from 1996-2001. Data
factors included School Performance indices, economic factors as measured by Free and
Reduced-Priced Meals (FARMS), and enrollment features broken down by prominent
Maryland racial categories, including breakdowns of White, Hispanic, and African
American students. Data were used to compare each of the eight case schools with all
schools that received awards between 1996 and 2001 as well as to compare these with all
elementary and middle schools that took the State assessments and were, therefore,

eligible to receive school performance awards (see displays and discussion in Chapter 5).
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Interviews of Principals

A standardized introductory note was developed and given to each principal prior
to the interview (see Appendix A). This note explained the rationale and circumstances of
the study and the interview and explained various features including respondent
anonymity and the interviewer’s interest in obtaining true and unbiased information that
could be useful in improving the rewards program. Special attention was given to
separating the interviewer from the subject being investigated. Explanations, given to
participants, clarified that this study was for dissertation research and also that there was
not a relationship between the interviewer and the rewards program.

Extended, 1'% to 2 hour, confidential interviews were conducted with each of the
eight principals. With participants” permission, these were tape-recorded and transcribed
verbatim. Handwritten notes were also used to check on the accuracy of the tapes. These
were entered as additional supporting commentaries and analyzed along with transcribed
discussions. None of the respondents declined to have conversations or portions of the
conversations tape-recorded. However, conversations sometimes persisted after the
taping, and scripting notes were made as soon as possible after the interview. These notes
were entered into computerized script notes within several hours and were used, along
with notes. to enhance and corroborate verbatim scripts. Principals were asked to call if
additional ideas occurred. A number of follow-up discussion calls were made one to two
weeks after the interviews to clarify issues or details that were not fully explained. Scripts
or memos were sent to the principals who were asked to call if there were inconsistencies

or incorrect information.



Interview questions were pre-tested on six critical friends which included three
local and state administrators and three principals that were not part of the study.
Adaptations to the interview questions were made based on their feedback and an analysis
of whether the questions were clear and easily understood.

Interviews conducted with study participants were semi-structured and were
framed by a protocol seeking information and description about rewards impact on
behaviors and practices in school improvement. (See Appendix B). Interview questions,
followed by probes, permitted individualization of the interview and the generation of
particular topics while, at the same time, maintaining a consistency of response areas.
Interviews began by eliciting responses on principals’ perceptions of their roles in their
schools’ climate of improvement prior to winning awards. This information was
important in exploring issues relative to their influence on improvement and the
subsequent impact of rewards on them and on their school members. Questions later
shifted to delve into information pertinent to the rewards allocations and were more direct
in seeking answers to their influence and use. Questions and probes were also introduced
to gather information relative to rewards impact on external stakeholders such as parents,
community members, partners, and school systems.

Table 5. on the following page, shows the alignment of proposal concepts and
interview question types and prompts. Questions reflected concepts but were structured to
allow for rich discussion and variation among respondents. However, each interview
searched for answers to the same questions so as to standardize information obtained

from each principal.
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Table 5

Proposal Concepts and Aligned Interview Question Types and Prompts

Proposal Concepts

Interview Questions

School rewards can motivate
school leaders.

Rewards use, if targeted, can
lead to improvement

School leaders, successful in
improvement, may skillfully use
rewards to motivate and mediate.
Continuously improving schools
may have organizational strengths
to better utilize rewards.

Effort, role clarity, skill, organization
of work, cohesiveness, cooperation,
resources, support services, and
external coordination are important
variables; leaders of continuously
improving schools may invest
resources/rewards in these areas.

Other Data Sources

Feelings about winning? Motivated as a leader? Impact on
leadership? Impact on motivating others?

Impact on student achievement? Targeted to specific needs or
programs? How determined? Which needs or programs?
Used to strengthen instruction? Student services? Staff needs?
Support services? Instructional equipment or other school
needs? Family community involvement and partnerships?

How communicated? How money allocated? How staff and
community involved? How used to mediate weaknesses and
constraints on improvement?

Culture and climate of school? Leadership style and
responsibilities? Students, parents, community factors?
Professional learning community characteristics? Defined
vision, goals, strategies?

Rewards revenue used to encourage? Support? Contribute to
skill building? Improve roles and responsibilities? Build
internal / external coordination and relationships? Purchase
important instructional goods and supplies?

Documents, obtained from each school, were used to corroborate interview data

and to add details that might not have been discussed. These included press releases,

meeting minutes, staff meeting notes distributed by the principal. suggestions and tip

sheets, schedules of planning meetings, communications to parents, reports sent to district

or state offices, accountings of purchases and vendor sheets relating to rewards revenue,

notices of celebrations and other events, and diagrams of organizational charts and other
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school structures implemented.

At the end of each interview, principals were also asked to document, to the best
of their ability, school data, which included the following: information on reward
amounts and years and on other awards won by the school, district information including
number of schools broken down by levels and per pupil expenditures, and school
information including geographic description, enrollment, racial/ethnic composition,
student mobility rates, Limited English Proficient student percentages, number of
languages and their specification, percentages of students receiving special education
services, numbers of students with disabilities and the specifications, the number and
delineation of full and part-time staff members, the average student-classroom teacher
ratio, approximate teacher turnover rate over the past three years, daily student
attendance, and daily teacher attendance. This information was used to sketch a
background picture of each school which was introduced at the beginning of each
school’s case presentation.

A data sheet related to principal background was also given at the end of each
interview. Information to be supplied covered education background, number of years in
education or in other fields, number of years in the current school system, number of
years as principal, other administrative roles, years as principal in the awards school,
other roles at the school, and number of years receiving and administering the monetary
awards. This information was also used at the beginning of each case to present a fuller
picture of each principal.

Interviews were also supplemented with a review of school documents related to
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rewards. Surprisingly, five of the eight schools had comprehensive documentation of
team planning notes and minutes of decision meetings, assessment analysis reports,
communications to parents. newsletters containing announcements of rewards, reports of
purchase requests, and vendor slips of materials purchased.

As mentioned earlier, school performance and other demographic data, as well as
records on verified rewards allocations were collected from the Maryland State
Department of Education to compare the sample of eight schools with all rewards schools
and all elementary and middle schools in Maryland (see Chapter 5).

Categorizing the Schools

Categories were not used in interpreting the findings of this study. Rather they
were used to obtain a picture of demographic and performance differences that may have
had an impact on specific school behaviors and practices. A detailed discussion of
comparisons of case schools with all rewards schools and all elementary and middle
schools (rewards were not distributed to high schools) appears at the beginning of the
cross case analysis presented in Chapter 6.

Rewards schools reflected different economic and performance standards. Using
the economic indicator of free and reduced meals (FARMS), three categories were
established. The first, disadvantaged schools (D) consisted of schools with 40% or more
of their students on free and reduced meals. This standard followed the U.S. Department
of Education’s criterion for disadvantaged schools under the No Child Left Behind/Blue
Ribbon Schools guidelines. The second, non-disadvantaged and non-affluent schools

(NN) consisted of schools with 16-39% of their students on free and reduced meals. The



third, affluent schools (A) consisted of schools with 0-15% of their students on free and
reduced meals.

The sample of schools in this study included two disadvantaged schools (D), three
non-disadvantaged non-affluent (NN) schools, and three affluent schools (A). These
categories tended to remain the same over the period of years 1996-2001.

Categories of performance achievement were based on the Maryland State
Department of Education School Performance Index (SPI), which measures and compares
individual school performance by a formula which combines student assessment results,
attendance, and dropout rates. These are tabulated against a score of 100 which is the
state’s performance standard. Schools in the study sample, were designated by their
variation from the state median of all schools. At the start of the rewards program, five of
the eight schools fell below the state median. In 2000, the greatest gains were made by the
school sample with six schools performing above the median of all schools. In 2001, two
of those schools declined. one more markedly, placing it again below the state median
(see discussion in Chapter 5).

Data Analysis

To facilitate analysis and the development of major constructs and themes,
interview data was linked to variables in Yukl’s Multiple Linkage Model. The interrelated
nature of the situational and intervening variables in the model were helpful in framing a
number of patterns common in all cases. It should be noted that Yukl’s Model, in many
ways, mirrors leadership and learning community theories of experts in the field of

education (Cuban, 2004: Fullan. et al., 2004; Hargreaves & Fink. 2004; Portin, 2004) by
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calling attention to factors believed to be critical in effecting change and improvement.
The strength of YuklI’s approach in guiding this study is that it presents pragmatic areas
impacting the organization and directs a focus on strengths and weaknesses that call for
specific attention by the leader. Many of the education approaches appeared to be more
theoretical than practical in this regard.
An if-then analysis technique, recommended by Miles and Huberman (1994, p.

271), was applied, to connect findings to a general understanding of what was happening
in each setting. Patterns of principal behavior and practice were then discussed in a cross-

case analysis (Chapter 60). For example:

IF -- THEN --

Rewards provided leaders with motivational Their views of rewards would be

tools they felt were beneficial positive.

Rewards were applied to targeted school Constraints would have been

improvement needs identified as inhibiting

Rewards decisions were made collaboratively School members should have

between leaders and staff members positive attitudes about the impact of
rewards

[f rewards contributed to an enhanced The principal and perhaps other staff

image of the school by central office should have system wide roles in

sharing promising practices.

Although there could be other explanations for the conclusions above, the purpose was to
apply a critical lens to the rich descriptive data elicited by the somewhat lengthy
interviews and to try to rule out any spurious relationships. Miles and Huberman also

suggest conferring with friendly skeptics that may “dismantle” relationships that appears
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to be strong. This advice was followed by sharing cross case results with the dissertation
advisor and with several members assisting in this research study as critical friends.
Trustworthiness

Qualitative research is often criticized for a lack of reliability and for limited
validity because findings cannot be generalized to a larger population (Miles &
Huberman, 1994; Yin, 1994), but they can be generalized to theory, which is the object of
this study. However, there is no question that issues of rigor and trustworthiness are
important in any investigation. They are, therefore, addressed as they relate to this study.

Data sources and interpretation.

This study presented several methodological challenges. First, it relied on after-
the-fact accounts of school improvement and rewards impact. Retrospective accounts are
generally prone to errors of recall and rationalization of events by informants. The fact
that the awards program is still current (far smaller amounts of funding are presently
given to each school), and that a number of the schools had been more recently
recognized, is thought to have counteracted this problem. In addition, the unique nature of
the awards- large discretionary funds, highly atypical for schools- and the fact that the
principals experienced them numerous times, might also counterbalance the problem of
recall.

The second challenge involved the fact that principals, alone, were respondents in
this study. and findings are based solely on their perceptions and descriptions. However,
since the purpose of this investigation was to explore and describe a little understood

phenomenon, and one believed to impact an entire school. there was a rationale for
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selecting principals as school leaders who would have the most global insights.

Third. the primary source of data was interviews. Although, these involved 40-50
page verbatim scripts, they still permitted judgements about what respondents said
occurred, and there could, inevitably, be error when people tell their own stories.
However, several important points must be made. The fact that interviews were thick and
rich with detail and description made it more plausible that authentic information was
revealed. In addition, the questions and probes introduced rewards topics in varied and
sometimes redundant formats, allowing for reliability checks on information. Finally, as
mentioned earlier, in an effort to render the data more valid. efforts were made to cross-
check interview findings with documents collected at each school site. Although, these
documents varied from site to site, many were remarkably detailed and helpful in
triangulating data and verifying principals’ descriptions of processes and practices
relative to their rewards environments. These documents were reviewed to add value and
information to principals’ commentaries.

Reactivity.

In addition to the challenges above, there were others related to reactivity to the
researcher or researcher biases that can influence interpretation (Miles & Huberman,
1994). At the outset of the study and throughout every aspect of it, I examined features of
my own background that influence participants or could bring subjectivity to my own
interpretations. For example, although I never had a professional connection with the
performance rewards program, because I administer several national education

recognition programs in my position at the Maryland State Department of Education, I am
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associated with the area of recognition which could influence participants to say what
they think I want to hear. An awareness of my own involvement in the field of
recognition and the notion of my position influence. helped me to attenuate these
problems by keeping a constant focus on how I was relating to participants and how they
were relating to me. At the outset of each site-based interview, I made the intentions of
the study clear, emphasizing several times. verbally and in writing. that principal insights,
both positive and negative, would be useful in gaining information that could structure
future awards programs and that I held no personal investment in the rewards program
and was very open to any and all ideas and suggestions. A congenial environment was
also established prior to the interviews. Approximately 30 - 45 minutes were devoted to
establishing a relationship with the informant, explaining the study, and encouraging
forthright and honest responses. In discussing the problem associated with investigator
relationship to the subject being studied, it is also important to point out that the idea of
bias or reactivity brought up as a research weakness is, at the same time. a strength in
contributing to one’s ability to understand complex issues and to be able to probe and
discover underlying meaning.

Generalizability.

In qualitative study, generalizability, according to Maxwell, is the “descriptive,
interpretive, and theoretical validity of the conclusions™ which “depend on their internal
generalizability to the case as a whole™ (1996. p. 97). He also presents an accepted
argument that the generalizability of qualitative studies usually is based on the

development of a theory that can be extended to other cases (Becker, 1991: Ragin, 1987:

68



Yin, 1994). In this study, participant information was very rich in meaning and detail, and
it is important to note that thick descriptive data of this nature would be less likely to be
captured in a quantitative study.

In preparing for theory based generalization, demographic and other information
common to all the schools were collected, allowing for the efficacy of study replication in
the future. A semi-structured interview approach was used, permitting the ability
to individualize or tailor questions while still ensuring a standard of questioning and
response. Analysis across the cases drew upon common constructs and themes, presenting
parallels in leadership practice and rewards impact.

Finally, in writing the case studies, an “emic perspective” was used. The voices of
participants were thought to be very important in communicating meaning to the issue of
recognition and rewards. Their words, captured in verbatim scripts, were presented in
often lengthy descriptive passages in the separate school cases. The emic perspective
contributes more, however, than giving voice to participants. It also gives the reader a
more substantive basis for judging each case’s credibility. The chapter which follows,
details descriptive and comparative data on all eight schools, contributing to an important
understanding of individual as well as statewide contexts relative to setting, performance,

and demographics.
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Chapter 5 - Data Comparisons of Schools

This chapter lays out critical data on the eight case schools and compares them
with each other and against all rewards schools and all Maryland schools taking the
MSPAP (all elementary and middle schools in the State). Data tables are included on
enrollment totals and percentages broken down by racial categories of African American,
Hispanic, and White (Caucasian) students. Data on economic disadvantage as determined
by Free and Reduced-Priced Meals (FARMS) is included as well as data on student
performance as reflected by each school’s School Performance Index, a measure of
student achievement on all State assessment subtests (MSPAP) plus attendance.
Additional information on school staffing is included as well as specific monetary
rewards allocated to the school. A brief sketch of each principal’s professional
background is also presented.

School-by-school comparisons against all rewards schools and all schools in the
State that took the MSPAP during the period 1996-2001 are discussed in the second part
of this chapter. Graphs are included, depicting comparative data on minority enrollment
percentage, African American enrollment percentage, Hispanic Enrollment percentage,
economic disadvantage enrollment percentage, and School Performance Index
comparisons.

Common and Uncommon Ground
Six of the eight elementary schools served kindergarten through fifth grades. Pine

and Sycamore served students kindergarten through third grade only. The selected
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schools were diverse geographically, economically, and racially. They represented urban,
suburban. and rural areas and disadvantaged and advantaged students. The schools are
also racially heterogeneous.

All of the schools faced a similar state standard for achievement, with student
achievement improvement requirements set up over a progression of years. State
assessments, as offered through the Maryland State Performance Assessment Program or
MSPAP, were the measure of improvement, and these tests were administered in third
and fifth grades. The School Performance Index, which included all subtests plus
attendance measured school improvement and performance. All eight principals indicated
that in the early years of testing. the education community. including principals, teachers,
central office administrators, and other staff, were somewhat skeptical that the assessment
program would continue. That is, many believed it would be dropped and replaced with
another accountability measure. Principals in this study maintained a strong interest in

improvement on the assessments despite this pervasive belief.

School Setting and Demographics - A Snapshot of Pine Elementary School

Pine Elementary was one of five elementary schools in a district of 6,871 students.
The average per pupil expenditure during the years 1996-2001 averaged $7293.75. The
school district was described as representative of a small city or town in a rural area.
Student enrollment during the years of this study ranged from 494 to 549. Approximately
four percent of the students received special education services. Student turnover or

mobility was approximately 21% due to the seasonal nature of the work in the community
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which is located in proximity to a popular summer resort.

Staff members included two full-time administrators, 30 full-time classroom
teachers, one part-time teacher, seven full-time and three part-time resource teachers or
specialists, 14 full-time para-professionals. and 10 full-time support staff members. The
average student-classroom teacher ratio was 18 to 1 and the teacher turnover rate was
10%. Daily student attendance was 86% and daily teacher attendance was 96%.

Pine won $106,179.25 for its three rewards allocations. The student body was
primarily White with percentages at approximately 90%. It had a moderate number of
disadvantaged students, with a range of 21% - 30% eligible for Free and Reduced-Priced
Meals (FARMS). Its School Performance Index (SPI), which is a measure of the school’s
student performance on each of the State assessments (MSPAP) plus attendance
percentages rose substantially from 49 in 1996 to 101.274 in 2001.

Table 6, on the following page, displays rewards amounts and years, and
demographic data by year including enrollment, economically disadvantaged students,

and school performance as measured by Maryland’s School Performance Index.
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Table 6

School Recognition Program Case Study Schools: Demographic Data

Pine Elementary

Total Number of Awards:

Demographic Data

1996
Enroliment
Total 520
AA 43
WH 468
HS 6
Percentage
AA 8.3%
WH 90.0%
HS 1.2%
Economic
Disadvantage
Total
FARM 156
Percentage
FARM 30.0%

School Performance
Index

49

3

1997

549
48
490

8.7%
89.3%
1.3%

162

29.5%

60.2361

Total Amount of Awards:

1998

494

43
437

8.7%
88.5%
1.4%

104

21.1%

66.7695
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1999

491

41
435

8.4%
88.6%
1.6%

120

24.4%

90.1368

2000

520

42
463

8.1%
89.0%
1.7%

112

21.5%

93.4225

$106,179.25

2001

508

26
462
13

5.1%
90.9%
2.6%

111

21.9%

101.2744



Principal Ann Taylor’s Background

Principal Ann Taylor spent 31 years in education with 30 of those years in Pine
Elementary’s school system. She earned a Bachelors and a Masters degree and 30
additional credits beyond the Masters. During her principalship she also worked as a
national trainer in school improvement and credited her national reputation to her
leadership successes at her current school. Taylor was a curriculum planner for eight
years and an acting principal for one year prior to becoming a principal. a leadership
position she has held for seventeen years. She was in her ninth year as principal at Pine
Elementary when she was interviewed and held that leadership position for all three
administrations of the State rewards to her school. Ms. Taylor also credited her leadership
skills to the winning of rewards at her former school and to the naming of Pine

Elementary as a National Blue Ribbon School.

School Setting and Demographics - A Snapshot of Sycamore Elementary School
Sycamore was one of four elementary schools in the district and served students

pre-kindergarten through fourth grades. Its students came from a predominantly rural
area. The average per pupil district expenditure during 1996-2001 was $7,720.70. The
school district was described as a small city or town in a rural area. Student enrollment
during the years of this study ranged from 268 - 282. There were 31 students with
disabilities including specific learning disabilities and speech or language impairment.
Student turnover or mobility was approximately 3.7%.

Staff members included the following: one full-time administrator, 13 full-time
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teachers, three full-time and five part-time resource teachers, four full-time para-
professionals, and four full-time support members. The average student-classroom
teacher ration was 20 to 1. Daily student attendance was 96%. The school had a moderate
number of disadvantaged students on Free and Reduced-Priced Meals with an average of
32% during the rewards years. Its School Performance Index rose significantly from 60 in
1996 to 101.2 in 2001,

Table 7, on the following page, displays rewards amounts and years, and
demographic data by year including enrollment, economically disadvantaged students,
and school performance as measured by Maryland’s School Performance Index.
Sycamore Elementary won $79.012.00 for its three rewards allocations. The student body
was primarily White with percentages ranging from 79.5% to 88.2%. African American
students comprised approximately 10% of the student body and Hispanic students

averaged 6.1%.
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Table 7

School Recognition Program Case Study Schools: Demographic Data

Sycamore Elementary
Total Number of Awards: 3 Total Amount of Awards: $79,012.00

Demographic Data

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
Enroliment
Total 268 277 282 279 277 277
AA 37 33 27 22 25 23
WH 213 230 243 246 230 225
HS 18 14 12 11 20 26
Percentage
AA 13.8% 11.9% 9.6% 7.9% 9.0% 8.3%
WH 79.5% 83.0% 86.2% 88.2% 83.0% 81.2%
HS 6.7% 5.1% 4.3% 3.9% 7.2% 9.4%
Economic
Disadvantage
Total
FARM 98 85 85 85 83 92
Percentage
FARM 36.6% 30.7% 30.1% 30.5% 30.0% 33.2%

School Performance
[ndex

60 85.1207 98.4064 102.4129  106.4116 101.2019
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Principal Miriam Ernst’s Background

Miriam Ernst was in her 27" year in education when interviewed. All of the years
were spent in her current school district. She earned a Bachelor of Arts and a Master of
Arts degree. Before she became a principal, Ernst was a first grade teacher and then
served for three years as a helping teacher for all of the elementary schools in her school
system. She has been a principal for eight years and was principal at Sycamore
Elementary for two of the three administrations of the performance awards. She was
asked to take the leadership position of another school just after winning the third award.

Ernst took pride in the fact that, during her years as a teacher, she was named her
school system’s Teacher of the Year. In her role as principal of Sycamore, the school was
also a finalist for the State Blue Ribbon School Award. She was a participant and writer
in Maryland’s Baldridge in Education Program, an initiative of the Maryland State
Department of Education that was adopted by a number of Maryland school systems. She
has been successful in grant writing and provided leadership in winning a Goals 2000

award.

School Setting and Demographics - A Snapshot of Cherry Elementary School
Cherry Elementary was one of 32 elementary schools in a suburban district with a
per pupil expenditure averaging of $6,274.72 during the years 1996-2001. It served
students in kindergarten through grade five. Approximately 98% of the students were
White. The representation of other ethnic groups was minimal. Special pre-kindergarten

programs for disadvantaged students aged two, three, and four were offered and funded
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by the school system. Student enrollment during the years of this study ranged from 517
to 607 with an average of 556 students. There were 87 students with disabilities which
included autism, multiple disabilities, other health impairments, specific learning
disability, speech or language impairment and traumatic brain injury. The largest numbers
of students with disability fell within the speech or language and specific learning
disability categories. Student turnover or mobility was approximately 2.5%.

Staff members included the following: two full-time administrators, 21 full-time
and two part-time classroom teachers, eight full-time and four part-time specialists or
resource teachers, four para-professionals, and nine full-time support staff members plus
1 part-time member. The average student-classroom teacher ratio was 21 to 1 and the
teacher turnover rate was 1%, an extremely low figure. Daily student attendance was
above the state standard at 97% as was daily teacher attendance at 95%.

Cherry won $157.105.92 for its four rewards allocations given in 1996. 1999,
2000, and 2001. It reflected a low number of disadvantaged students, with a range of
3.3% to 4.1% eligible for Free and Reduced-Priced Meals (FARMS). Its School
Performance Index rose significantly from 85 in 1996 to 107.19 in 2001. The school was
also recognized as a Maryland Blue Ribbon School, won Baltimore Magazine’s Best
School Award, and was a Maryland Character Education School of the Year.

Table 8, on the following page, displays rewards amounts and years, and
demographic data by year, including enrollment, numbers and percentages of
economically disadvantaged students. and school performance figures as measured by

Maryland’s School Performance Index.
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Table 8

School Recognition Program Case Study Schools: Demographic Data

Cherry Elementary
Total Number of Awards: 4 Total Amount of Awards: $157,105.92

Demographic Data

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
Enrollment
Total 575 607 560 547 531 517
AA 3 4 6 4 8 4
WH 566 599 546 534 515 509
HS 2 1 3 4 4 3
Percentage
AA 0.5% 0.7% 1.1% 0.7% 1.5% 0.8%
WH 98.4% 98.7% 97.5% 97.6% 97.0% 98.5%
HS 0.3% 0.2% 0.5% 0.7% 0.8% 0.6%
Economic
Disadvantage
Total
FARM 22 24 23 20 21 17
Percentage
FARM 3.8% 4.0% 4.1% 3.7% 4.0% 3.3%

School Performance
Index

85 89.2757 93.4166 101.9822  105.3119 107.1964
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Principal Jack Blake's Background
At the time of the interview, Jack Blake, had just retired with 38 years in
education. All of them were in Cherry Elementary’s school system. He earned a
Bachelors Degree in Secondary Education, a Masters Degree in Administration and
Supervision, and an additional 30 credits in school management. He served for four years
as assistant principal at Cherry and his last thirteen years were as the principal. He was in

his leadership position during all of the recognition awards.

School Setting and Demographics - A Snapshot of Willow Elementary School

Willow Elementary was one of 125 elementary schools in a large suburban school
district with an average per pupil expenditure of $8526.52 in the years 1996-2001. The
school served students in kindergarten through grade five and also offered a pre-school
creative enrichment program during mornings and afternoons. That program was paid for
by the parents. The Willow community was categorized as a small city or town in a more
rural area of the district. School enrollment averaged 338 students over the course of the
rewards years. Approximately 89% of the students were White during those years.
African American enrollment averaged approximately 4.5% and Hispanic enrollment
averaged 2.1%.

Table 9, on the following page, displays school data, by year, including
enrollment figures, percentages of economically disadvantaged students. and school

performance as measured by the Maryland School Performance Index.
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Table 9

School Recognition Program Case Study Schools: Demographic Data

Willow Elementary
Total Number of Awards: 3 Total Amount of Awards: $94,013.76

Demographic Data

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
Enrollment
Total 344 354 311 306 342 370
AA 20 20 15 9 12 14
WH 299 307 278 279 306 338
HS 10 8 3 7 7 8
Percentage
AA 5.8% 5.6% 4.8% 2.9% 3.5% 3.8%
WH 86.9% 86.7% 89.4% 91.2% 89.5% 91.4%
HS 2.9% 2.3% 1.0% 2.3% 2.0% 2.2%
Economic
Disadvantage
Total
FARM 18 19 4 4 5 3
Percentage
FARM 5.2% 5.4% 1.3% 1.3% 1.5% 0.8%

School Performance
Index

89 87.1033 100.5375 1099932 110.9794 116.4545
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Less than 2% of the students were limited English proficient and an average of
2.6% qualified for Free or Reduced-Priced Meals. Special education services were
offered to 9% of the students. Approximately 12.5% of the students had disabilities which
included autism, mental retardation, multiple disabilities, other health impairments,
specific learning disability, speech or language impairment, and traumatic brain injury.
The largest number of students with disability comprised specific learning disability and
speech or language impairment categories. Daily student attendance was 96.1% and daily
teacher attendance was 90%. Student mobility was approximately 4.3%.

Staff members included one full-time administrator, 15 full-time and one and a
half (assigned to two schools) part-time classroom teachers, six full-time and eight part-
time resource teachers, six full-time and five part-time para-professionals, five full-time
and three part-time support staff members. The average student-classroom teacher ratio
was 25 to 1. The teacher turnover rate during the rewards years was approximately10%.

Willow won $94.013.78 for its three rewards allocations. Its School Performance
Index rose from 89 in 1996 to 116.45 in 2001. The school also won a State Recognition
Citation one year prior to its years of winning the monetary performance awards. These
were received in 1999, 2000, and 2001. Other awards included state and national honors

as a Blue Ribbon School and the Marriot Spirit to Serve Award.

Principal John Andrews’ Background
Principal John Andrews had a late start in the field of education. He spent a few

years running his father’s shoe business before he realized that he was interested in
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youngsters and in teaching. He also worked as a recreation supervisor for ten years before
assuming duties as a teacher. With six years of teaching under his belt, he was asked to
become an assistant principal. One year later he became a principal intern. One year after
that assignment. he became the principal at Willow Elementary, where he remained for
six years. At the time of the interview, he had just completed the first year of his
principalship at another school. Andrews was at Willow for all of its award years. He has
earned a Bachelor of Science degree and a Master’s degree in Administration and

Supervision.

School Seiting and Demographics - A Snapshot of Dogwood Elementary School

Dogwood Elementary was a small school. one of 103 elementary schools in a
large suburban school district. The average per pupil expenditure during 1996-2001 was
$6065.42. The school served students in kindergarten through grade five. Located in a
rural area, it enrolled an average of 345 students during the years 1996-2001.
Approximately 96% of these students were White. The school had no limited English
proficient students and only one other language, Spanish, was represented. During the
study years, an average of 6% of the students qualified for Free or Reduced-Priced Meals
and 3% of the population received special education services. There were approximately
29 students with disabilities; nine with specific learning disability and 20 with speech or
language impairment. Student turnover or mobility was approximately 3%.

Staff members included one full-time administrator (principal) and one part-time

administrative facilitator, 12 full-time classroom teachers, one special resource teacher,



one paraprofessional, and five support staff members. The average student-classroom
teacher ratio was 22 to 1. The teacher turnover rate during the rewards allocation years
was zero. Daily student attendance was 96.4%. Dogwood won $121,910.78 in monetary
awards for four allocations which were given in 1997, 1998, 1999, and 2000. Its School
Performance Index rose from 92 in 1996 to 111.07 in 2001 and in that year, the school
was ranked in the top 10% of all schools in performance. The school also won a two-year
$23,000 School Improvement Initiative Grant, a district award for staff development.
Table 10 on the following page, displays rewards amounts and demographic data by year,
including numbers and percentages of student enrollment, economically disadvantaged
students, and school performance as measured by Maryland’s School Performance Index.
Table 10, on the following page, depicts rewards amount, and demographic data by year

including enrollment, economical disadvantage, and school performance.
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Table 10

School Recognition Program Case Study Schools: Demographic Data

Dogwood Elementary
Total Number of Awards: 4 Total Amount of Awards: $121,910.78

Demographic Data

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
Enroliment
Total 384 374 371 333 301 308
AA 3 5 6 8 7 9
WH 375 364 357 319 288 296
HS 6 5 7 6 4 1
Percentage
AA 0.8% 1.3% 1.6% 2.4% 2.3% 2.9%
WH 97.7% 97.3% 96.2% 95.8% 95.7% 96.1%
HS 1.6% 1.3% 1.9% 1.8% 1.3% 0.3%
Economic
Disadvantage
Total
FARM 23 26 27 21 14 16
Percentage
FARM 6.0% 7.0% 7.3% 6.3% 4.7% 5.2%

School Performance
Index

92 96.8557 101.8836 107.2186  109.2759  111.0727



Principal Denise Todd's Background

Principal Denise Todd received her undergraduate degree in Education in 1970
and her Master of Education degree in 1993. She was also certified in gifted education
with a specialty in the Renzulli Model for mathematics instruction. At the time of the
interview, she had spent 28 years in her current school system, starting as a teacher and
later becoming an instructional specialist assigned to a number of schools in gifted and
talented programs. She was a principal for ten years and prior to this role, spent one year
as an assistant principal at another school in the district. She led the staff of Dogwood for
six years and then assumed the principalship at another elementary school. She served as

Principal of Dogwood throughout its four years of MSPAP awards.

School Setting and Demographics - A Snapshot of Elm Elementary School

Elm Elementary was one of 99 elementary schools in a large urban school system.
The average per pupil expenditure in the years 1996-2001 was $7275.33. It served
students pre-kindergarten through grade five and it enrolled an average of 517 students
during the years 1996-2001. Close to 100% of the students were African American.
During the study years, an average of 92% of its students were eligible for Free or
Reduced-Priced Meals and approximately 10.8% of the students received special
education services. The student mobility rate was approximately 17.2% and daily student
attendance was 94%.

Staff members included two administrators (principal and assistant principal), one

part-time and 21 full-time classroom teachers, three resource teachers, seven para-
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professionals, and five support staff members. The average student to classroom teacher
ratio was 21 to 1. The teacher turnover rate was 2% and daily teacher attendance was
97%. Daily student attendance was 94%.

Table 11 on the following page. displays rewards amounts and demographic data
by year, including numbers and percentages of student enrollment, economically
disadvantaged students, and school performance as measured by Maryland’s School
Performance Index. A total of $125,546.92 was allocated to Elm Elementary for
significant improvement and monetary awards given in 1999, 2000, and 2001. Its School
Performance Index rose from 27 in 1996 to 52.67 in 2001. The school was ranked in the
bottom third of all elementary schools in the State. Sharon Smith was the principal at EIm

for all of the rewards allocations.

Principal Sharon Smith's Background
Sharon Smith was in her 33" year in education when she was interviewed. She
spent all of her professional years in her current school system and had been a principal
for 13 years. She was an assistant principal for three years prior to her first principalship
and spent six years as a classroom teacher with expertise in gifted and talented education.
She was in her sixth year as Principal of EIm. She took over her leadership position
in1996 and won her first monetary award in 1999. Smith earned a Bachelor of Science

Degree and a Master of Science Degree with a concentration in reading. She also has

additional graduate credits in education.
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Table 11

School Recognition Program Case Study Schools: Demographic Data

Elm Elementary

Total Number of Awards:

Demographic Data

1996
Enroliment
Total 577
AA 573
WH 2
HS 0
Percentage
AA 99.3%
WH 0.3%
HS 0.0%
Economic

Disadvantage
Total
FARM 523
Percentage

FARM 90.6%

School Performance
Index

27

3

1997

566
565

99.8%
0.0%
0.0%

501

88.5%

22.3362

Total Amount of Awards:

1998

535
530

99.1%
0.6%
0.0%

496

92.7%

29.2083

88

1999

518
516

99.6%
0.2%
0.0%

485

93.6%

35.6643

2000

99.4%
0.0%
0.4%

447

92.2%

42.0026

$125,546.92

2001

421
420

99.8%
0.0%
0.0%

405

96.2%

52.6752



School Setting and Demographics - A Snapshot of Maple Elementary School

Maple Elementary was one of 99 elementary schools in a large city school system.
During the years 1996-2001, the average per pupil expenditure was $7275.33. The school,
which declined in enrollment from 1996 to 2001, had an average of 406 students in pre-
kindergarten through grade five. Over 99% of the students were African American.
During the study years, an average of 91% of the students qualified for Free or Reduced-
Priced Meals and 18% of the population received special education services. Student
turnover or mobility was approximately 21%.

Staff members included two full-time administrators, 26 full-time classroom
teachers, three specialists, nine para-professionals, and two support staff members. The
average student-classroom teacher ratio was 20 to 1. The teacher turnover rate was 2%.
Daily student attendance was 93.1% and daily teacher attendance 95.3%. Maple won the
school-based performance awards three times. A total of $101,554.89 was awarded the
school in 1999, 2000, and 2001. Its School Performance Index rose substantially from 30
in 1996 to 56.46 in 2001, moving the school’s ranking from the bottom third to the
middle third in performance as measured against all elementary schools in Maryland.

Table 12. on the following page, depicts the school’s demographic data.
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Table 12

School Recognition Program Case Study Schools: Demographic Data

Maple Elementary
Total Number of Awards: 3

Demographic Data

1996 1997
Enrollment
Total 566 463
AA 563 461
WH 2 2
HS 0 0
Percentage
AA 99.5% 99.6%
WH 0.4% 0.4%
HS 0.0% 0.0%
Economic

Disadvantage

Total

FARM 456 424
Percentage

FARM 80.6% 91.6%

School Performance
Index

30 17.8896

Total Amount of Awards:

1998

397
394

99.2%
0.8%
0.0%

90.9%

24.2677

90

1999

372
370

99.5%
0.3%
0.0%

353

94.9%

36.7208

2000

334
330

98.8%
0.6%
0.0%

307

91.9%

46.1363

$101,554.89

2001

310
306

98.7%
0.6%
0.0%

296

95.5%

56.4604



Principal Judith Alexander's Background

Judith Alexander was in her 33" year in education when interviewed. All of those
years were spent in her current school system. She was a principal for 12 years and was at
Maple Elementary for 10 of those years. She was in a her leadership position at Maple for
the administration of all of the recognition awards. In the summer of 2001, she was
reassigned to another highly disadvantaged elementary school in the district. She said that
she asked for that assignment because she was ready to take on a new challenge.

Prior to her role as principal, Judith held administrative positions as a curriculum
specialist for four years and an assistant principal for four years. She was a classroom
teacher for six years and spent a number of years as a master teacher assigned to helping
other teachers.

Alexander earned a Bachelor of Science Degree and a Master of Education

Degree in Supervision and Administration.

School Setting and Demographics - A Snapshot of Spruce Elementary School
Spruce Elementary was one of 135 elementary schools in a large suburban school
district. From 1996-2001, the district’s average per pupil expenditure was $6,753.30. The
school served students in kindergarten through grade five and was categorized as a
suburban school with characteristics typical of an urban area. The average enrollment
during the years 1996-2001 was 531 students. Just over 96% of the students were African
American. During the study years, an average of 28% of the students were eligible for

Free or Reduced-Priced Meals. Eight percent received special education services.
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Approximately 49 students had disabilities which included multiple disabilities, health
impairments, specific learning disability, speech or language impairment, and emotional
disabilities. The largest number of students with disability fell within the speech or
language impairment category. Student turnover or mobility was approximately 12%.

Staff members were all full-time and included two full-time administrators, 24
classroom teachers, four resource teachers or specialists, two para-professionals, and one
support staff member. The average student-classroom teacher ratio was 28 to 1. The
teacher turnover rate was less than 1%. Daily student attendance was 95% and daily
teacher attendance was 98%.

Spruce Elementary won $113,822.80 in monetary awards for three allocations
which were given in 1998, 1999, and 2000. Its School Performance Index rose from 30 in
1996 to 66.94 in 2001 and moved it from the lowest to the middle third in ranking against
all elementary schools in the State.

Table 13, on the following page, displays monetary rewards totals and
demographic data by year, including numbers and percentages of student enrollment,
economically disadvantaged students, and school performance as measured by

Maryland’s School Performance Index.



Table 13

School Recognition Program Case Study Schools: Demographic Data

Spruce Elementary
Total Number of Awards: 3

Demographic Data

1996 1997
Enrollment
Total 442 492
AA 417 473
WH 16 11
HS 7 4
Percentage
AA 94.3% 96.1%
WH 3.6% 2.2%
HS 1.6% 0.8%
Economic
Disadvantage
Total
FARM 114 125
Percentage
FARM 25.8% 25.4%

School Performance
Index

30 48.5155

Total Amount of Awards:

1998

493

471
18

95.5%
3.7%
0.4%

140

28.4%

57.6472

93

1999

537

524
11

97.6%
2.0%
0.0%

174

32.4%

77.6498

2000

573

559
10

97.6%
1.7%
0.3%

166

29.0%

83.2651

$113,822.00

2001

647
636

98.3%
0.6%
0.6%

184

28.4%

66.9408



Principal Susan Matthews’ Background
Susan Matthews was in her 32" year in education when interviewed. She had
spent the previous twelve years in the school system and had been a principal for five
years and a vice-principal for three years, prior to her first principalship. She was in her
fifth year as Principal of Spruce Elementary. She arrived just after the school won its first
monetary award. Matthews earned a Bachelor of Science Degree and a Master of
Education Degree. She had 30 additional credits toward a Master of Arts Degree in

Teaching.

Longitudinal Data Analysis

This section includes a data mapping and comparison of all the case study
schools, with a graphic layout of student enrollment data, reward years, reward amounts,
total rewards allocations, and categories of purchases resulting from monetary allocations.
It presents a discussion and depiction of longitudinal data comparing each of the case
study schools with median scores of all 313 rewards schools as well as with all Maryland
elementary and middle schools that took the MSPAP assessments during that same time
period (high schools did not participate in the MSPAP assessments). Median scores,
rather than mean scores were selected as a basis for comparison because it was
determined that the school data depicted extremes, and therefore, median scores were
more statistically accurate and less susceptible to being skewed by outlier scores. The
years depicted are those used for this study, 1996 through 2001. Demographic data

discussed include the following: minority enrollment percentages which include data on
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all African American and Hispanic student populations which represent significant
categories for Maryland. Asian, Alaskan/Native American Indian student numbers are
quite low across the State. Also depicted are data on economically disadvantaged students
as determined by eligibility for Free and Reduced-Price Meals (FARMS). and School
Performance Index data used as a measure of student achievement and improvement and
a determinant in rewards allocations.

Table 14, on the following page, presents summative information on the average
student enrollment of each case study school and its allocated rewards revenue during the
years 1996-2001. It also describes major purchases made. Data show that schools ranged
from enrollments of just over 250 to over 600 students, and that monetary awards, which
were based on enrollment figures at each school. ranged from $20.936 to $54,588.
Specific purchases in the schools varied, however, purchase categories were similar and
generally pertained to technology, staff development, instructional materials, incentive
programs, additional staffing, building improvements, and incentive programs for
students, staff, and parents. The discussion which follows Table 14 involves data

presented in Figures 4 through 8.



Table 14

Allocation of Rewards by Year and Categories of Purchases

School Student Reward Reward Total Categories (Not by Year)
Enrollment Year Amount Award :
Dogwood
Elementary 279 1998 $25,927.00 Additional Staffing
1999 $24.466.00 Instructional Materials
2000 $39,752.00 Other
2001 $31.765.78 $121.910.78  Technology
Cherry Elementary
480 1996 $25,991.00 Incentive Programs
1999 $31,962.00 Instructional Materials
2000 $54,588.00 Other
2001 $44,564.92 $157,105.92  Staff Development
Technology
Sycamore Incentive Programs; Teachers,
Elementary 237 1997 $22.067.00 Students
1999 $20,936.00 Additional Staffing
2000 $36,009.00 $79.012.00  Instructional Materials
School Plant
Staff Development
Technology
Willow Elementary Incentive Programs; Teachers,
398 1999 $22,087.00 Students
2000 $37,881.00 Instructional Materials
2001 $34,045.76 $94.013.76  School Plant
Staff Development
Technology
Spruce Elementary 612 1998 $30,622.00 Incentive Programs
1999 $29,305.00 Instructional Materials
2000 $53.895.00 $113,822.00  Technology
Pine Elementary 497 1998 $32,890.00 Incentive Programs
1999 $29.345.00 Additional Staffing
2001 $43,944.25 $106,179.25  Instructional Materials
Other
School Plant
Staff Development
Technology
Elm Elementary Incentive Programs: Teachers.
481 1999 $30,971.00 Students
2000 $52.578.00 Instructional Materials
2001 $41,997.92 $125,546.92  Other
School Plant
Staff Development
Technology
Maple Elementary 294 1999 $25.498.00 Incentive Programs
2000 $42.456.00 Instructional Materials
2001 $33,600.89 $101,554.89  Other
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Overall Minority Student Enrollment

Figure 4 and Table 15. on the following pages. compare the percentages of all
African American and Hispanic minority students enrolled in each case school, and the
median percentages for all rewards schools and for all participating Maryland schools.
African American and Hispanic students, for the purposes of these data displays, were
extracted from other minorities that have very small enrollments throughout the State.
The data show that the median for all rewards schools reflected smaller percentages of
minority students as compared with participating schools in the state. Three of the case
study schools had significantly more minority students than all rewards schools and all
state schools. Elm, Maple, and Spruce Elementary Schools with minority enrollment
percentages ranging from 96.3 % to 100% in the years 1996-2001 reflect close to total
minority enrollment. The remaining five case schools consisted of minority populations

below all rewards school and all State schools.
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Table 15 below, displays specific data on enrollment percentages of both African

American and Hispanic Students.

Table 15

Comparative Data on Enrollment Percentages of Minority Students Who are African

American or Hispanic

Minority

Enrollment % 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
Dogwood 2.0% 3.1% 3.8% 4.2% 3.5% 2.8%
Cherry 0.6% 0.6% 1.0% 1.0% 1.8% 1.3%
Sycamore 20.0% 18.2% 13.3% 12.2% 17.0% 18.9%
Willow 9.8% 9.7% 6.0% 4.8% 5.0% 5.0%
Spruce 96.0% 96.8% 96.2% 98.5%  99.0% 99.6%
Pine 9.8% 10.1% 10.3% 9.9% 9.1% 8.7%
Elm 99.3% 99.4%  99.2% 99.7%  99.38%  99.76%
Maple 99.3% 99.3%  99.2% 99.3% 99.8% 99.8%

Reward Schools 18.0% 18.0% 19.1% 19.7% 20.0% 20.9%
State Schools 25.6 % 29.0% 30.0% 30.7% 31.6% 32.0%

African American Student Enrollment Data

Figure 5 and Table 16 depict enrollment percentages of African American
students. In comparison with the medians of all rewards schools and all State schools,
three case schools, Spruce, Maple, and Elm have far greater majority enrollment, which is
in the 90% and above range. The other five case schools fall just below all rewards

schools and are more significantly below all State schools.
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Table 16

Comparative Data on Enrollment Percentages of African American Students

AA Enrollment % 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001

Dogwood 0.78% 1.34% 1.62% 2.40% 2.33% 2.92%
Cherry 0.53% 0.66% 1.07% 0.73% 1.51% 0.77%
Sycamore 13.81%  11.91% 9.57% 7.89%  9.03% 8.03%
Willow 581%  96.14%  95.54%  97.58% 97.56%  98.30%
Pine 8.27% 8.74% 8.70% 8.35% 8.08% 5.12%
Elm 99.31%  99.82%  99.07%  99.61% 99.38%  99.76%
Maple 99.47%  99.57%  99.24%  99.46% 98.80%  98.71%
Reward Schools 10.52%  10.45%  10.29%  11.44% 11.40%  12.85%
State Schools 19.23%  29.79%  21.31%  22.79% 23.68%  23.77%

Hispanic Student Enrollment Data

The percentage of Hispanic enrollment is shown below in Figure 6. The median is
used in enrollment numbers for all rewards schools and all State schools. More
fluctuations appear to have taken place in Hispanic enrollment in each of the eight case
schools than in all rewards schools and all State schools. However, percentages of
students in both of these categories is below 1.5%. Sycamore Elementary has a far larger
percentage of Hispanic students and in 2001 that figure was close to 9.5%. Three
additional case schools have more Hispanic students and four have fewer students than all
rewards and State schools. The others are relatively similar in Hispanic student
population to rewards and State schools. Figure 6 below, displays graphic and specific

comparative data on enrollment percentages of Hispanic students.
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Table 17 displays specific comparative data on enrollment percentages of Hispanic
students. Sycamore is one case study school with a larger Hispanic population. The other
schools are slightly below the median scores of all State schools and on par with all
rewards schools.

Table 17

Comparative Data on Enrollment Percentages of Hispanic Students

Hispanic Enroll. % 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001

Dogwood 1.56% 1.34% 1.89% 1.80% 1.33% 0.32%
Cherry 0.35% 0.16% 0.54%  0.73% 0.75% 0.58%
Sycamore 6.72% 5.05%  4.26% 3.94% 7.22% 9.30%
Willow 2.91% 2.26% 0.96%  2.29%  2.05% 2.16%
Spruce 1.58% 0.81% 0.41% 0.00% 0.35% 0.62%
Pine 1.15% 1.28% 1.42% 1.63% 1.73% 2.56%
Elm 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.00%  0.41% 0.00%
Maple 0.00% 0.00%  0.00%  0.00%  0.00% 0.00%
Reward Schools 1.88% 2.52% 3.72%  1.58% 3.27% 0.88%
State Schools 3.45% 3.67%  3.87%  4.16% 4.56% 5.06%

Economically Disadvantaged Student Enrollment Data

Data on percentages of students eligible for Free or Reduced-Price Meals is
shown in Figure 7. Two case schools, EIm and Maple, have on average, over 90% high
poverty students. Three schools, Dogwood. Cherry. and Willow reflect affluent
communities, with 1% - 7% disadvantaged students. The three remaining schools are
relatively similar to all rewards schools and all State schools. FARMS rates range from

20% to 30%. All rewards schools fell below all State school percentages for FARMS.
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Table 18 displays specific comparative data on enrollment percentages of economically
disadvantaged students as measured by students eligible for Free and Reduced-Price

Meals (FARMS).

Table 18

Comparative Data on Enrollment Percentages of Disadvantaged Students

FARMS Enroll. % 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001

Dogwood 5.99% 6.95% 728%  6.31% 4.65%  5.19%
Cherry 3.83% 3.95% 4.11%  3.66% 3.95% 3.29%
Sycamore 36.57% 30.69%  30.14% 30.47% 29.96%  33.21%
Willow 5.23% 5.37% 1.29% 1.31% 1.46% 0.81%
Spruce 25.79%  2541%  28.40% 32.40% 28.97%  28.44%
Pine 30.00%  29.51%  21.05%  24.44%  21.54%  21.85%
Elm 90.64%  88.52%  92.71% 93.63%  92.16%  96.20%
Maple 80.57%  91.58%  90.93% 94.89% 91.92%  95.48%
Reward Schools 24.20%  2381%  23.72% 23.90% 23.01%  23.29%
State Schools 24.80%  26.53%  26.28% 26.44% 26.01%  26.39%

The School Performance Index and Other Criteria for Rewards School Selection

An explanation of the features of the rewards selection process seems warranted
before SPI data are discussed. Therefore a brief background description of the
performance index and other criteria used for selecting rewards schools follows.

The SPI was defined in terms of school performance in data-based areas for which

performance standards were established. At the elementary school level those included



MSPAP tests given in grades three, five. and eight in reading, writing, language usage,
mathematics, social studies, and science. In addition, the index included yearly attendance
rates defined as the percent of students who were present in school for at least half of the
day on an average school day during the September to June school year.

The SPI was determined by a formula which looked at the average distance from
satisfactory (ADS). It divided specific school scores by established state standards. For
attendance, the school’s score was based on the percent of students in attendance at the
school level divided by the state standard of 94%. For MSPAP content areas for grades 3
and 5, each of the tested subjects yielded scores in terms of student proficiency and these
were divided by the state standard of 70. The addition of all of these scores yielded an SPI
score for each school.

Layered on top of the SPI score generated each year, was a requirement that
schools selected for rewards would show statistically significant SPI gains for two
consecutive years. That requirement remained constant through all administrations of the
rewards program until 2002. However, in 1998, alternate selection criteria were offered
and schools could meet one of three different criteria. The first was showing statistically
significant SPI gains for 2 consecutive years; the second was making consistent SPI
improvement for three consecutive years with significant improvement in the most
current year; the third was attaining 100% on the SPI in the most current year, with three
consecutive years of improvement.

In 1999, minority achievement was added as a factor and homogeneous and

heterogeneous schools were ascribed different selection criteria. However, while some of
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the rules changed, SPI remained constant as the determining factor for selection.
School Performance Index Data

A depiction of SPI change averaged over the years 1996 to 2001 for case schools
compared with averaged median scores for all rewards schools and all State schools is
depicted below in Table 19 and followed by a brief discussion and a graphic presentation

of SPI scores in Figure 8.

Table 19

Comparison of Averaged SPI Gains in Case Study Schools, All Rewards Schools, and All
State Schools from 1996 through 2001

Dogwood Elementary +19.07 Cherry Elementary +22.20
Sycamore Elementary +41.20 Willow Elementary +27.45
Spruce Elementary +36.94 Pine Elementary +52.27
Elm Elementary +25.68 Maple Elementary +26.46
All Rewards Schools +5.25 State Median +8.73

Table 19 compares student performance growth and shows more steady and significant
increases in student performance among case study schools as compared with median
scores of all rewards schools and all State schools. All rewards schools maintained higher
SPI scores than all State schools in all years except 1999 which saw a decline in the
rewards school indices. Performance gains in case study schools were significantly higher

than median gain scores of rewards an all State schools.
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Evidence of substantial increases in case study schools’ SPI, over four and five
consecutive years, can be noted in Figure 8. Student Performance in most of the case
schools improved dramatically, as is also presented in Table 20. Median scores for all
state schools increased slightly and this increase is larger than the median increase for all
rewards schools which remained almost the same other than a decline in 1999. An
important point of information is that five of the case schools were below the state
median in 1996 and three of those schools rose above the median, two of the three
significantly above by 2000. Spruce Elementary declined in 2001 but the other schools

continued to improve, placing six of the eight schools above the medians for all rewards

Table 20

Comparative Data on the School Performance Index (SPI)

SPI 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001

Dogwood 92.00 96.86 101.88 107.22  109.28 111.07
Cherry 85.00 89.28 93.42 101.98  105.31 107.20
Sycamore 60.00 85.12 98.41 10241 106.41 101.20
Willow 89.00 87.10 100.54 10999  110.98 116.45
Spruce 30.00 48.52 57.65 77.65 83.27 66.94
Pine 49.00 60.24 66.77 90.14 93.42 101.27
Elm 27.00 22.34 29.21 35.66 42.00 52.68
Maple 30.00 17.89 24.27 36.72 46.14 56.46
Reward Schools 74.00 75.55 76.26 68.36 77.02 79.25
State Schools 65.00 65.08 67.71 71.29 71.66 73.73
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and all state schools. By 2001, five of the eight schools were in the top 3% - 8% percent
of all elementary schools as measured by SPI. Table 20 displays specific comparative data
on SPI from 1996-2001.

This analysis of data serves both as background and foreground to the following
two chapters which present individual case findings and a cross-case discussion of
patterns of leadership practice prior to and during the administration of Maryland’s

performance awards.
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Chapter 6 - Findings - The Individual Cases
Structure and Content

Each of the eight principals of schools that comprise this study offers unique as
well as common stories of leadership and the impact of recognition and rewards on
school improvement and change. This chapter focuses on critical themes and constructs
related to leadership practice, school improvement strategies, and rewards as described by
each principal. It serves, both as an introduction to the school environment prior to and
during the implementation of successful improvement, and as evidence of leadership
focus and practice. Special attention is given to each principal’s leadership behavior and
improvement approaches as well as to his or her perspectives regarding the impact of the
MSPAP Recognition Awards. Individual case study discussions help situate and
contextualize the next chapter’s analysis of cross-case patterns and themes which develop
important insights regarding leadership practices and the influence of rewards on the eight
schools.

Reporting of school information in the eight cases is similarly structured. Each
tells the story of the principal’s patterns and strategies in influencing his or her school
members and captures the events behind the trajectory of improvement over the years
studied. Each description of the principal’s leadership practices is depicted as unique,
however, patterns and parallelisms are discussed in the following cross-case analysis
chapter. A deliberate effort has been made to focus on areas of rewards impact in each
separate case, as well as salient school culture and climate factors, as well as leadership

practices of the principal. Reports include each principal’s descriptions of school
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accountability issues and improvement strategies employed prior to, as well as during the
school’s recognition and winning of awards. This description of individual cases provides
arich body of information for better understanding the broader themes and patterns
discussed in the next chapter. For example, for the faculty at Pine Elementary, a middle
class school in a fast growing small city, student achievement, prior to the
implementation of reform strategies. was acceptable to teachers and parents and not
recognized as needing improvement. Though Pine students performed above State
standards. outscoring many other schools in the district. it lagged behind other schools
with similar demographics. The principal found she had to stress the importance of higher
expectations for her students, who were somewhat privileged and had a potential to
perform at higher levels.

The story at Maple Elementary is strikingly different. The principal at this school,
a very economically disadvantaged one, described a sense of apathy among faculty
members who believed it would be impossible for the students to perform at higher
levels. The principal used a series of pep talks and other motivational strategies in an

attempt to convince teachers that Maple students could improve their achievement.

Case I - Ann Taylor at Pine Elementary School
The Practice of Leadership at Pine Elementary

[ can be anything. [ can learn anything, if I believe in myself, and work hard.
-School motto adopted prior to the first reward allocation.
All faculty and staff believe in the premise that what we expect is what we get.
There are no excuses when it comes to educating all students.
- Ann Taylor, Principal of Pine Elementary School
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Taylor described herself as a “leader with authority and a strong sense of purpose
and control over the functions of the school.” She was asked by the local superintendent
to take over the principalship of Pine because of her leadership strengths. Taylor said she
was given a charge by the Superintendent. “to raise the school from it’s mediocre
position”. She noted that her students had economic advantages and the potential to be
highly successful academically. She talked at length about her focus on “building a
championship school” and raising student performance.

My focus was to lead an excellent school and my mission was to improve this
school which was being outscored by many Title 1 schools that did not have the
advantages that our school had. Yes, I do believe that I helped in improving
enough to win the awards, but [ am simply one person; it is my job to give the
leadership to the team, because | obviously do not teach the 500 and some
children who are part of this school. But, it is my job to set a vision and provide
the leadership -- basically the vision was this school could be the best school in
the County and the best school in Maryland and I told the faculty and staff that
repeatedly. [ also told the faculty and staff repeatedly that it is every principal’s
job to make a school better than the way they found it - just the same way as when
kids enter their classroom in September. by the time they leave in June, the
children should be better than the day they entered. If I couldn’t do that at this
school, then they don’t want me as their principal.

Ann Taylor came to Pine, with the mission to innovate and change the school. She
said that initially she met a fair amount of resistance from the teaching staff who did not
recognize a need to improve.

They perceived that the kids were doing fairly well and there wasn’t a real need to

change. No one likes change anyway, except for a baby, and change is hard

because some people perceive it as saying that somebody else did not do things
right; and that’s not what it is about at all. It is simply that [ saw it as my job to
make this school better and that needed to be the vision — that we can be the best

school and best to actually share strategies that I knew would be successful.

She was confident and relied on her own sense of good instruction to move the school



toward a goal of increased student achievement. In the first few months of her tenure as
principal at Pine. she spent part of every day observing the teachers in their classrooms.
She learned a tremendous amount through these observations. She describe them as her
“awakening.” Taylor said that when she left her job as a teacher to become an
administrator, she thought of herself as a very skilled instructor. In her role as a principal,
observing her classroom teachers, she came to recognize that she was not only observing
but learning instructional strategies herself. The idea of sharing practices and strategies
became a powerful staff development concept for her. The previous principal had not
implemented such a routine. In addition, there was no uniform set of instructional norms
and expectations. Taylor took it upon herself to work with the staff in setting up norms
and expectations and in sharing exemplary practices that she observed.
[ know that I became a really wonderful teacher by seeing other teachers as a
principal, and so it became my job to encourage the sharing of strategies. If you
are doing something wonderful in a discipline then it is my job to share that with
others. And there needed to be a set of norms or set of expectations that all of us
are going to work on. Once that became clear, that basically started the premise of
strengthening speaking and writing skills. What I mean is, that we can’t write
anything we can’t say and MSPAP (the Maryland School Performance
Assessment Program) was telling us that our kids have to write in complete
sentences. Well, I believe we can’t write in complete sentences unless we can
speak in complete sentences. So from practically the first day [ became the leader
in this building, I expected kids and teachers to speak in complete sentences and
to support every one of their answers.
Taylor was not humble about her leadership effectiveness which she said was
instructional and facilitative. She did. however, give her staff credit for the school’s

positive outcomes saying that one person alone cannot improve a school. She saw her role

as a leader with an eye cast on the assessments and what it would take to improve student
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scores on the test. The first aspect of improvement, she felt, was an understanding of how
MSPAP test questions were framed. She spent many days analyzing every sample
question that was available. She also researched performance assessments and brought
additional examples of questions to the faculty. She explained that she came to
understand that responses with solid descriptive writing. using full sentences, could
significantly lift assessment scores. Writing improvement was, therefore, an obvious
initial strategy. Her teachers were brought together, during and after school. to analyze
questions and high rated responses to those questions. Speaking and writing in full
sentences was an important first step, and she encouraged each instructional team to
incorporate full sentence responses in every lesson. Taylor described this idea as an
instructional and cultural change because teachers, at first, found it hard to believe that a
simple adaptation would make a difference. Teachers came up with an important concept,
that in a significant number of responses. Pine Elementary students were supplying good
answers, but the answers did not match the question asked.
The students not only had to support their answers in a complete way but we knew
the kids may answer questions that were different from what was asked. So we
knew if they did not repeat or regurgitate what the question is asking, they would
get lost. For example, the question might say, describe the character trace of an
individual and the child would go off in a tangent saying, ‘I really thought the
story was swell. I liked it because’ -- and the question they would answer would
have nothing to do with the question that was asked.
Working with the teachers and other staff members, Taylor asked teachers to use
numerous practice exercises, imparting a sense of urgency to improvement efforts. Her

description of her messages was sometimes dogmatic. but she felt that her approach

encouraged and drove instructional change. In fact. only a very small number of teachers
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were unable to adapt to change at the school. and by the end of Taylor’s first year, those
few transferred to another school.

Taylor felt that her drive for change was most difficult in the early years of her
tenure at Pine. She was one who wasn’t afraid to “rock the boat” and counter perceptions
that “all was well” at the school. She was proud to say that she remained committed and
ultimately earned the respect of her staff members.

The first year was extremely, extremely tough. A huge amount of resistance, huge.
huge. and of course when teachers don’t want to do something drastic, they appeal
to the parents. So, my first year, actually my first and second year were extremely
tough. But things certainly changed when teachers and parents saw the results.
Right now, in fact, I have a number of people at this school who transferred from
other schools where I was principal. In fact, the joke almost. is that I have worked
with so many people in this building that were with me in other schools. So they
basically. I would say. followed me here.

Taylor described what was then an innovative approach to student improvement,
the examination of the performance of subgroups in the school. Analyzing disaggregated
data was not a requirement at the time. In fact, few principals were focused on narrowing
the achievement gap. a goal now required of schools as a result of No Child Left Behind
legislation. She described her thinking in 1997.

[ knew that it was not long until the year 2000 when State Goals were to be
achieved. And when you are at school in 1993, you can work on improvement
very slowly, but I knew that this school was in trouble. I knew that a school that 1
had come from did not have the advantages that this school did and it was doing
better in reading. I knew that school had five subgroups. African American
students that had met the excellent or satisfactory standards. African American
subgroups. not Caucasian. African Americans. that was basically unheard of in
any school in the State of Maryland. Five different subgroups. for example, if my
memory is right. Like in fifth grade, in writing, they had met the satisfactory
standards, only African American girls, not Caucasians. And I thought to myself--
these kiddos here can do it also. So I basically came in here and I said there were

116



going to be certain standards, and one of my norms is speaking in complete
sentences and giving full supporting answers.

Taylor put herself on the line and promised her staff that the school would
definitely improve as a result of new strategies and instructional expectations. She
described herself as one who was driven to succeed. But that trait was not initially
exemplified by the teachers. However, improvement results, followed by recognition and
rewards., contributed to staff buy-in and commitment. Although significant improvement
results took several years, Taylor continued to use encouragement and strong leadership
to motivate the staff. Her confidence is captured below.

[ promise you not only will the school be better, but each person on this faculty

will be better personally and professionally. And so it came to pass. Three people

retired at the end of this year. Two of them literally said to me, ‘[ am a superior
teacher today,” in the note that they wrote me at the end of the school year.
The Impact of Recognition and Rewards

Boosting morale and buy-in - results make a difference.

Although Taylor said that she had worked diligently to set up an environment for
change. with teachers fully understanding test data and the capabilities of the students at
the school, recognition awards boosted morale throughout the school and brought it
required revenue. She said that winning MSPAP rewards really meant something to all
members of the school and that “the kids were as excited as the faculty and the staff”.
Teachers and students now had a substantive reason to be proud of their efforts and the
achievement of the students. She explained again, that in the past, the school family,

including parents. had a false perception of high achievement. Now. that perception was

based on reality.
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Did the winning of the awards impact the school in terms of morale and prestige?
Absolutely. The school always had high prestige. but the prestige was built on
perception. versus truth. It was perceived that this school was wonderful because a
former principal said that it was great. It was perceived that the school was doing
well because people did not know that students were not performing as well as
they could. And everyone was happy with not knowing. Parent and community
involvement which was already high. led to additional resources. People tend to
like to give to a school that is doing well versus a school that is being
reconstituted. If we needed a $200 donation for our graduation dance or additional
money for the school, parents or community partners stepped forward. I needed
only to say. ‘by the way, we have been recognized by the State or we won the
National Blue Ribbon. You also should know that we are the most improved
school in the State of Maryland, and they would want to give. They feel proud that
they are helping a good school.

Taylor described a multiplier effect that resulted from the MSPAP rewards. Her staff was
far more willing to take on more and more of the work of school improvement. “Results
make a difference in encouraging higher expectations.” she said.
Once people realized that we were achieving wonderful results, expectations grew
and they bought into the process more and more. It just started multiplying in
what they were willing to do and what they were doing. I mean, all I can say is, it
multiplied so quickly that we were continuing to improve at a much faster rate
once we got rolling. Many schools have asked me how many instructional changes
did you go forward with. Success breeds success and when somebody feels that
they are doing a great job, they tend to want to do more, to do an even better job.
She talked about the importance of a positive and confident attitude in an educational
environment and felt that recognition and rewards encouraged that attitude. In fact, this
characteristic is what Taylor looks for in her staff members. As proof of her success in
finding excellent personnel to work with and train. she explained that eight of her

assistant principals had gone on to become principals. and many of her teachers had been

promoted to assistant principals. She felt that her innate ability to recognize people with
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attitudes conducive to improvement and change, were key to her successfully building
leadership skills in others.

The potential as far as attitude, that’s all T want. Because I can give people

anything else they need., but I can’t change attitude. So attitude either has to be

changed by the boss saying. “you will do what is asked of you,” or one’s attitude

has to be changed from within. For me. I would quit this job tomorrow, if I knew I

could make a living out of consulting with the worst schools. I get a big charge

out of improving a school, and very honestly. I don’t mean to sound pompous,
but, I know how to do this.
Taylor did not complain about a lack of funding to improve. She felt the process and
people make the difference. However. she said that rewards and recognition were not only
a boost to the change process, but they contributed useful revenue for the school.

Spending the rewards dollars.

Decisions about how to spend the rewards money also involved process and
people. A memo was distributed to all staff members telling them the amount of money
available and asking them to think about school and instructional needs. Decisions would
be made based on consensus and need. The school improvement team. a decision-making
arm of the school, helped render the final decisions.

We, basically put out a memo saying this is the amount of money that we won,

which they already knew, and that we were going to meet as a school

improvement team on such and such a date. They were asked to give their specific
input, for themselves or for the good of the cause - if they thought we should plant
ten pine trees, what they wanted, who it should be gotten from, the possible cost
and why? They had to support the reason why. I asked everybody on the staff.

They could either work in a team. in other words if the second grade teachers

wanted to give us input, or they could do it individually. But the primary purpose

of the money was to improve student performance.

Taylor described the process in which everyone submitted their requests and reasons. The

school improvement team judged the requests and discussed positive and negative
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consequences and then they voted. The process included tabulations to see if more than

one teacher or other staff member requested the same item.

It was all laid on the table. and we would have a dialogue and give support or
negative reasons why the money should go to a particular purpose. And then we
voted. We put all the requests on the table, and we each got five sticky notes that
we could put on a given number of choices. We tried to balance the things we
were going to get. If I wanted an education assistant to be hired to help the
children in reading, I weighted off my sticky notes for that goal. Then we literally
took the amount of money we had. So we started with the most popular request
and went down the list. If the top item was to purchase a program that cost
$30,000 and we only won $48,000, then $18,000 was left for the next priorities.

Final decisions were made over the course of one or two days. Taylor said that the
decison-making process was very well received and carried out in the most collaborative
fashion.
Fverybody felt a part of the process and the promise was, that when teachers left
the room, they weren’t going to say that a particular person chose those trees
outside. It was “we decided this.” It wasn’t going to be divisive in any way. I set
the parameters for this. I said, “when we leave here, we are all supporting our
decisions.” And if you can’t support it, you need to say it up front now. And very

honestly, if you are the only one not supporting it, you need to convince your
colleagues to go along with your plan. Because once it’s decided, we will move

forward with it.
Taylor was adamant that the rewards were extremely helpful in giving her school
discretionary money to spend on school improvement needs. She said that in later years,
when the rewards dollars were far fewer, she and her staff used the same process for
making decisions.

Pine Elementary used their monetary awards to purchase items ranging from

instructional materials to additional resource personnel to staff development programs.

School assistance academies had been determined by staff to be important in boosting the



achievement of students with deficits in reading and math. Now there were dollars to
support those. Each teacher was also given an allotment of approximately $400 to spend

for individual classroom purchases.

They decided:; they did the purchase orders, and I signed off on them. I mean
nothing was questioned because every decision that they made was appropriate.
And as far as specific needs or specific programs. they were decided on by the
teachers and whatever they felt was necessary. From year to year those decisions
changed a bit. We were able to pay for after school academies, that is, we were
able to pay teachers who help students with after- school academies. We also
hired an educational assistant to support children who had reading concerns, and
we were able to get equipment we needed -- computers I know were requested. |
remember we ordered chairs for a music teacher. The range of requests and
purchases were very broad - not, I would say, in any single domain like some of
the schools that put all of their money towards computers.

Taylor emphasized that resources and other purchases needed to be justified and linked to
student achievement and school improvement. However, her vision of improvement was
broader than simply scoring higher on the assessments. She felt that a school environment
should reflect excellence and that if teachers were proud to work in their school, they
would be more committed to raising student performance. She was also an advocate of
continuous staff development, and she created to additional staff development days for
teachers to work together and share promising practices or to learn from outside
consultants who were brought to the school.
We paid for days to meet for staff development. I can remember, we paid for
science development and had the Maryland Science Center and its instructional
trailers come to our school to work with our staff. Those were very intensive
weeks, where the children had science experiences that would contribute to their
abilities to handle the science manipulatives on the assessments. The only way we
could have paid for them was from the award money. We also paid for staff
development and instructional units around colonial times because we knew

colonial times questions and outcomes were very important. And we did not really
think that our social studies program was strong at supporting or modeling that, so
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we needed to bolster it. These programs definitely boosted the teachers’” morale,
but again. staff development needs came from them. It was not Ann’s or Janet’s
(Assistant Principal) ideas: it was theirs.

Why we won was as important as what we won.

Taylor emphasized that winning schools need to understand why they were
recognized, and she felt that more could have been done to explain to schools why they
had won their awards. She also felt that, while the monetary rewards themselves were
beneficial, their impact was strengthened by the fact that she promoted her school’s
performance and employed shared decision-making processes to come up with a
purchases rationale. Gaining student information by comparing her school’s test scores
with other similar schools was also critical.

[ think money is a positive thing. But I think it is only a positive thing if you let

people know that you got it and why you got it and then you make people part of

spending it. I would say that whenever we got an award, we looked at what other
schools got, especially when we saw the awards in the newspaper. We would
question why one school received $30,000 and we got $25,000. They must have
made better improvement. But maybe they didn’t get money last year, so this year
they received more than we did. But I mean people interpret, especially when it is
published in the paper, that an elementary school that got $45,000 was doing
better than we if we only got $33.000.

Although award decisions were explained to the local superintendents, that
information may not have been transparent to many principals.

[ knew the State used a formula. I even had a copy of it, but it was difficult to

decipher. To be honest with you. I trust people to do whatever they are supposed

to do, sincerely and honestly and fairly. I assumed the rewards were based solely
on the change index. If the school is really doing well and our change is not huge,
this school is going to get punished. If our change was significant but others had

more significant change, they got more money for that.

The State Recognition Program, in fact, was not designed to reward only the schools with
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the highest amount of change, but rather, all schools that had significantly improved their
school performance index over a two year period. Understanding the meaning of what
constituted significant improvement, however, was difficult, and Taylor said she had not
been involved in any meetings that clarified the reasons for recognition in this program.
Though she didn’t have a complete understanding of the State formula, Taylor knew that
rewards were equated with significant improvement and she believed that her drive and
management abilities contributed to her school’s gains.

In managing the school, I was able to boost it psychologically, and the awards

helped. 1 think psychological improvement in people is very important. Excellent

principals are also very good managers and could be very good managers in any

organization. They are good with people and improvement. And they are self-
driven. It’s not a matter of doing what the boss or superintendent says.

Case 2 - Miriam Ernst at Sycamore Elementary School
The results of being recognized for improvement makes you feel like Vince Lombardi -
the principal makes all the difference - but I couldn’t have done it without the team.
- Miriam Ernst, Principal
The Practice of Leadership at Sycamore
Miriam Ernst felt that she contributed to a culture change at Sycamore

Elementary. She described an ambivalence among the staff members regarding the
recognition of individual talent. Before her tenure at the school, teachers were not given
opportunities to become award-winners because of the belief that the recognition of some
would alienate others. Ernst felt that philosophy contributed to a culture of mediocrity.

She brought with her a strong interest in changing the internal and external perception of

Sycamore as an ordinary. if not below standard school.
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Sycamore was a school that didn’t have a Teacher of the Year, because they were

“all teachers of the year....and they didn’t want this divisiveness there and, at first,

[ really didn’t fight it. But it is a big deal to be acknowledged as the best. You

know, one of my partners was teasing about being passed over again for

Maryland’s State Principal of the Year. I didn’t even know they had such a

thing...and it’s important that we know about these acknowledgments. After all,

superintendents are required to do a portfolio every year. For me, I felt it was a big
deal to be the leader of an award winning school, so I started to put structures in
place to encourage the teachers. To me it is a validation of all our hard work. It
was true school improvement and an outside manifestation of the things that we
are proud of. The only place schools really are encouraged to compete are in
sports. For the most part it’s like, yeah, well we’re just doing a good job. We
generally are trained to be humble, but having the teachers recognized and the
school recognized -- this was a big deal.

Ernst introduced the Academic Intervention Program, one designed to ensure that
all students received appropriate services, interventions. and materials needed to be
successful. Extended day and year programs were also offered to her students as well as a
variety of reading enrichment programs. Students were encouraged with exciting awards
for success. For example, the student who read the most at the end of each month won a
limo ride with the principal to the local library.

Leadership for school improvement, however, did not come easily under her
watch. Ernst talked about the dilemma of leadership in what she referred to as a “young,
old school”. Sycamore exemplified a school in which teachers had either less than five

years experience or more than fifteen.

With that kind of social dynamics within the school. you can sink or swim. So it
was often the old school against the new school, and that was the challenge.

Ernst described Sycamore as a school that initially lacked cohesiveness and a culture of
cooperation. In an environment that stressed accountability, Ernst said. the staff was

limited in tackling systemic school improvement. As the new school leader, she decided
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to effect critical changes.

At Sycamore, before I came, and even after I came to the school, school
improvement meant having three or four people get together twice a year. People
would sit around and talk and it all fell on the principal at the end to write the plan
the day before it was due, because that is way we had always done it. And I did
the same thing my first two years: it was not helping. So, instead we started to
conduct frequent team meetings and the awards and money encouraged that to
happen. It gave us a purpose and made us willing to take the time. We started
saying, instead of me saying. ‘this is what you are doing wrong,” because I could
walk into a classroom and say ‘oh my gosh. I can see this. this and this. Now we
began to say ‘if you did this, how would it change that.”

Ernst felt that the Maryland School Performance Program with setting the stage for
improvement and she felt that its rewards program contributed to Sycamore’s ability to
make changes. It was, she said, the impetus for changing the operational culture at
Sycamore, and it motivated the teachers to discuss and share. After the first round of
awards. it became easier and easier for her to “pull the teachers into the conversation of
school improvement.”
The award money basically opened up a world of possibility for us that we did not
have, because money is always the variable that we can’t control in education.
Suddenly we could control some resources and make decisions. By the second
year that we got some money, we were looking at everything differently. The use
of data to drive improvement- that was something we heard at the State
Department and at conferences, and you know, most of us just go glassy-eyed. --
yeah, yeah, yeah, Watching it actually happen within a school is very powerful.
She credited her leadership abilities to her confidence in herself as an excellent
teacher and her later experience as a “helping teacher” or coach of others. In that role, she
had worked with teachers in improving student achievement on the Maryland School

Performance Assessment Program (MSPAP). When she began to help others. she

recognized an imperative - a teacher needed to be aware of instructional results and that
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meant understanding how to interpret test questions and test results.

[ came out of a first grade classroom in 1991. and that was the year that we were
still saying MSPAP is going to go away: we don’t need to worry about it and
even our school system said that. We were one of those counties that said, well,
we will worry about it when we get there. When the assessments didn’t go away.
we were all pretty surprised. So I was the helping teacher for three years, and my
job was to teach teachers about performance instruction. Now granted, to be
perfectly honest, our goal was to succeed on MSPAP, but more than that, my goal
as a professional was to teach teachers how to change their way of thinking - how
to be more effective, to improve, to analyze data. So I brought that to this job even
before Sycamore won any awards.

Ernst felt her success in school improvement was the result of her passion for

teaching and individualizing instruction. She recalled. as a principal, going into her

classrooms during the MSPAP test. and seeing the frustration of some of the children.

Often. she couldn’t help but step back into the shoes she wore as a teacher of the very

young.

[ would go into the classes, you know, kids would have their heads down, I would
go over and rub their backs and say. ‘I know you are tired but give it your best.’
And sometimes, kids will not do it, I mean, I have seen kids just refuse.

She found herself in a continuous learning curve and became more interested in

gathering information regarding what would motivate those children and lessen their

anxiety over work that was so difficult for them. She continued to draw on her teaching

instincts.

I think a lot of it was, I had just gotten my master’s. I was never going to be a
principal. I was just going to be a great first-grade teacher. I loved my kids. My
kids loved me. I could turn out a kid who was going A, B, C to a kid who was
reading Charlotte’s Web at the end of the year. I loved my job and when Bob said,
‘we have this new division, helping teachers, and he said why don’t you try this?’
[ thought — uh, I’1l give it a try. I became insatiable. Because I was fresh out of
Peter Senge and and you know, all the new thinkers, I really wanted to embrace
the process and to learn the system.
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Becoming a principal took her into another realm, one that demanded more than teaching
and analytic skills. Now she needed to facilitate the learning of her adult staff, and that
task was challenging. She had to become a far better coach, and while she needed time to
hone her skills. she felt her ultimate success was in employing strategies she learned
when she worked with a program called Odyssey of the Mind. This program relied
heavily on student coaching. [.earning how to facilitate others to think helped her define
herself as a leader.

She believed that she was able to make the transition from teacher to coach
because of her “doggedly determination and willingness to learn.” These are traits that
she wanted all of her staff members to have to be effective as instructors and as
administrators in a change environment.

Odyssey of the Mind is one of those programs where as an adult, you would stand

on the sidelines. be the guide on the side. That was a different experience for me. |

was one of those teachers that just made things happen in my classroom. I love my
kids. I love teaching. I love everything about kids. I love the whining as well as
the --you know -- hugs -- being a first grade teacher. The hardest part about being
the principal was I had to stand back and let others teach— empower other people
to do it. There is never enough training for that and it is very, very frustrating

(laughs) you know ...In some sense it’s like my training in Love and Logic. This

teaches you how to put the ‘monkey” back on the shoulders of others - giving the

problem back to the person to whom it belongs. They sometimes think I am a

superwoman — I’'m going to make the whole world happy.

The challenge for Ernst as principal was to motivate her staff, not only to solve problems,
but to take a role in figuring out how to change their instruction and their instructional
habits so that student achievement would improve. She knew that her school would be

held accountable for their relatively low scores on the MSPAP. Sycamore was, at the

time. in the bottom third of the state in performance. She was also asked to take a
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leadership role in the Baldridge in Education program taking hold in Maryland.

School improvement and accountability fit very well with Baldridge: specifically.
Baldridge processes pointed you to an examination of data. You became
concerned with what the data is telling us? So. when [ went in to classrooms and
observed, I would say things like, analyze the given data; do data analysis; it is as
simple as what question are they still missing after my instruction? Well the data
was telling us consistently - the kids were having trouble with reading to perform
a task for instance. This was like a lightening rod for me; we needed to
concentrate on shifting our instruction not only in third but from the beginning.
We needed to shift our resources also. We didn’t reach a point where we were
shifting total resources, but early childhood is the place, well I'm prejudiced, but
carly childhood is the place that it’s happening. And at Sycamore, which goes
through third grade only, it really made sense to begin at the beginning - as soon
as the kids begin at our school. That really made sense to me.

Adjustments in instruction and an emphasis on data-driven thinking did not come
easily to Sycamore teachers. But, as they became accustomed to Ernst’s leadership style,
they respected her and were willing to change.

The staff was accustomed to my knowledge, which really helped. I did not have to
prove myself. What happens to classroom teachers, and I am not blaming them at
all, but it is just a fact of life, daily life just overwhelms. It can be as simple as --
none of my kids are doing homework, and of course Baldridge taught me, and so
did Love and Logic, to ask specific questions. What homework are they not doing,
or how many haven’t done it? So, I ended up giving this back to a teacher and the
teacher went home and she came back to work the next day and she came bursting
into my office with all these numbers and she said “there are only six kids not
doing their homework,” and I said, * hmm, what homework are they not doing?’
She said. ‘I did that already; they are not doing the homework that says, measure
five things in the room.” Now we had something to work with.

Ernst described how she made a point of encouraging her teachers to think beyond their
classroom instruction and encouraged them to build instructional capacity by examining
the gestalt of their students’ behavior. She talked about how she emphasized the
importance of asking questions and getting more information regarding why students

weren’t performing acceptably.



I talked with them about interviewing a parent, to get at information. Asking
them. ‘What do you want your child, your son or daughter, to be like? What do
you want them to be able to do when they leave Sycamore?” Teachers were used
to making instructional decisions by themselves. I had a parent who had several
daughters. And when we were sitting and looking at his kids scores, I noticed that
none of the girls in this particular teacher’s class, none of the girls in science got
above a B, only a few even got a B, but all of the A’s and B’s were with boys.
said to the teacher, “why do you think that is?”” I mean, I did not know. And
neither did he. My point is. for the kids. often the classroom teacher is the one
who controls improvement. And the tough part for principals is empowering them
to feel like. I need to examine what I am doing. And it’s okay to try this or that.
The money. the award, the notoriety -- I guess the word is. pushed us to try some
new things. And that was pretty powerful.

Ernst didn’t accuse the teacher she described of any bias or wrong doing, but she
emphasized the importance of constant questioning and looking beneath the surface.
What if this teacher’s examples or style were not a fit with the girls in the class? This
discussion segued into the topic of staff abilities and effort. Ernst had the philosophy that
an effective teacher in one classroom could contribute to a feeling of success for all of the
teachers. She wanted every member of the staff to recognize the importance of the school
as an integrated working unit.

You know, liking each other is not a guarantee that you are going to do a good
job. Feeling as if you can do a good job is what it’s all about. I have noticed that
in middle schools much more clearly than in elementary schools, because kids at
the elementary school pretty much think that they can do it; they have more
confidence at that time, but teachers need to think they can too. Being told you are
doing a good job, like winning an award for success, contributes, but it takes a
sense that it is the whole school making progress. At Sycamore, sometimes, the
third grade teachers felt as if they owned the award as well as they felt like they
owned the failure if they did not meet standards. The others (in grades not tested)
didn’t have the confidence to know they were important too. It was a struggle
sometimes, and it goes back to the earlier question. it was a struggle sometimes to
remind the third-grade teachers that if the first and second-grade teachers hadn't
taught the kids to read. they could not do any of this.
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Ernst summed up the difficult job she had as principal. by again relating that role to her
former one as a teacher.
You know. when I was a classroom teacher, many of my average kids performed
like everybody else’s above average kids. If I could encourage my staff with the
same passion, with the same belief that they could do anything -- that I brought to
my first graders -- there would be no holding the school back. Part of the problem
is, teachers are not accustomed to that.
The Impact of Recognition and Rewards
The first year of the rewards ceremony, Ernst said her school received a recognition
certificate only. When she realized that other schools received monetary rewards, she
made it her job to find out why and to do something about it.
The first step in improvement - understanding how it is measured.
Miriam described the importance of the State Awards Conference as motivational.
The first time she attended. she thought it would be an instructional conference to inform
participants about the MSPAP. But the ceremony was filled with pomp and circumstance
and high excitement. It was far more a celebration than a conference. Mingling with her
peers and experiencing firsthand the excitement of recognition for improvement was
extremely significant to her. Her school had been asked to participate in the ceremony
because it was recognized for one year of improvement, a feat which merited a State
Certificate. The school would have to continue to improve another year to earn the
monetary award. Ernst said that she and her accompanying team left the ceremony
stimulated and determined to improve again over that next year.
Prior to the first Ceremony, we were in the dark about standards for success. We

learned that it was not about just high scores and very quickly, within the first
year, we knew that it had more to do with making progress than about being the



best. It was about improvement in the school performance index which looked at

achievement in all areas and attendance. So, it was a composite score we had to

look at. We made sure we knew what the goal was. And, you know, at that time
we had just begun the Baldridge program with a systems approach. As a principal,

I wanted to know what I needed to do to get over that hurdle and money was

really. at the beginning, not the issue...but rather the consequence of improving.

She made it a point to better understand the criteria for selection. She compared
the awards process to the Milken Awards. which identified exemplary education
individuals without their knowledge of how and why they were selected. The element of
surprise in the MSPAP rewards was valuable, but she felt that a school really needed to
have a better understanding of what they had done to merit their recognition, and how the
money allocation had been determined.

We usually got a printout that said what the other schools had done... how much

money they received. [ wanted to know why our school only got $22.000 and

another got $78.00. No one explained any of that, but we figured it had to be
based on the school’s student population, and we calculated the money based on
how many kids we had; that made us feel a little better because Sycamore is a tiny
little school.

Competition as « driving force.

Recognition and rewards were, according to Ernst, a validation of everyone’s hard
work. She felt that school improvement awards were an outside manifestation of the
things that educators are proud of, but they also involved competition which was
anathema to the education culture.

The only place schools really are encouraged to compete are in sports. For the

most part it’s like, yeah, well we’re just doing a good job. We generally are

trained to be humble. but in my mind recognition for school improvement was a

very big deal!

Awards dollars contributed to a competitive spirit which Ernst believed assisted



the accountability movement. It was, according to Ernst, an important feature in
motivating her and her staff. Although her students were less advantaged than those in
many other schools. Sycamore was striving to compete with the highest rated schools.
The monetary awards were another tangible measure by which student achievement
could be compared.

It wasn’t necessarily sour grapes that others won more than we did -- [ think it’s
the competitive nature of principals. You know, principals are competitive about
whether their kids are better or worse than another principal’s kids. We weren’t
sure if the amount of money given to each school was predicated on that. In fact,
at first, we were convinced that we could never win money more than once. Once
you get your money, you are taken out of the pool and then they give it to another
person. So the second year. when we won money again, we were totally shocked.
And the third year. actually the fourth year we attended the State Ceremony, I
brought the School Improvement Team Chair. the PTA President, all these people
and I kept thinking, there’s no way we can win again. But we did.

Spending the money - a learning experience.

Ernst described an unintended and negative consequence of winning a large
monetary award. She discussed the somewhat slanted perception of her third grade
teachers regarding why the school won their awards and said she might have taken too
authoritative a stand in making decisions about which resources should be purchased for
improvement.

The third grade team took full credit for school improvement because that was the

only grade in which the students were tested. If we improved, it must have been

because of their instruction. No one else, therefore, should benefit from the
awards money. I knew the bigger picture. [ mean, my leadership had something to

do with it as well, and I felt strongly about certain needs of the school. Now, I

admit that the pressure of testing and the pressure of assessment fell on the third

grade team. But it wasn’t fair for all the glory to be sucked in there too. This is

when collaboration led to divisiveness.

She described “hot meetings” in which there was contention among faculty and



administrators regarding what to purchase with the awards money. She believed the focus
should be on identified needs in the school improvement plan, but the third grade team

had other ideas.

One of the third grade teachers in particular, did not want the award money spent
for a reading instructor, a priority of the school improvement plan. This instructor
would work with the Reading Club for kids in first and second grade who were
still struggling with reading, and we would give them an extra hour a day of
reading practice. But that cost money. and we couldn’t do it, until we had the
award money.

Ernst pulled her weight on the issue of a reading instructor. Although there was money

left to make other purchases, the dissension grew.
So we had enough award money to hire a para-professional under the teacher’s
guide to supervised services. A third grade teacher didn’t like it, because it didn’t
suit every child’s needs in this school. Well it wasn’t the whole amount of the
money but it (the decision) became divisive. We ended up using Baldridge
strategies of affinity diagrams to figure out how everybody could get something. If
there was a delta in the whole process. I would suggest that School Improvement
Teams and principals be taught how to handle rewards money.

Although everyone was involved in school improvement, a number of teachers did not

feel involved in decisions regarding how to spend the first monetary award. Ernst

recognized her own failure in that regard and vowed to change the process if the school

won a second time.
But that first year, I didn’t have a process in place for these decisions. We would
have benefitted from role-playing around the scenario of receiving a sum of
money and having to make spending decisions. That was a situation that most
school members are not prepared for.

Subsequent decisions on rewards expenditures.

Sycamore Elementary won awards for improvement two additional years. Ernst



did not remove herself from decisions. but she worked to build consensus among staff

and parents.
We spent hours. We spent faculty meetings where everybody had to be present.
So, nobody could say. ‘well she decided by herself.” Unfortunately some teachers
still seemed to feel ‘this is my money, that’s your money.” It took a while. Me, I
kept thinking as a leader, what’s best for the entire school. We also involved the
parents. We brought them together to help us make decisions. They voted. If you
have five dots, how would you want to spend this money, and the parents literally
got up and walked around and voted. We did the exact same thing with the
teachers.

Individual classroom purchases were made including instructional materials, cabinets,
bookeases. a large supply of books. and individual libraries for every classroom. Each
teacher was allocated $500- $750 for classroom needs. Money was reserved to support
family fun-days, a priority of the parents.

Perhaps the most critical item purchased, according to this principal, was
substitute teacher time for staff development and team development. “If I could buy
anything on a permanent basis, it would be time.”

Decisions were made to spend a substantial amount of money each year to
improve the building. These were purchases that would stand the test of time, according
to Ernst.

During the second year of rewards. we bought a new auditorium curtain which for

many years, teachers and the community would recognize as a prize for effort.

And they would know that school improvement was the reason we had a

professional looking stage in the auditorium. These were items that the school

system budget could not support. and they brought pride to the entire staff and

community.

Also counted among these building purchases, was a portable sound system for the school



that contributed to a professional approach to assemblies, as well as to daily rituals such
as announcements.

With $3.500. our morning assembly went from being, you know, standard, say the

pledge to literally a road show in the morning. I would sing to the kids and the

kids would sing to each other, all because of a cordless mike. It brought us spirit
and enjoyment and we wouldn’t have been able to get it without the awards
money.

Changing percepltions.

A ‘can do’ attitude developed after the administration of the second recognition
award. Not only did teachers develop an insatiable desire to continue to improve, but the
entire system perceived Sycamore in a more positive way.

Sycamore was — well, and it is, a little school in the country. Larger schools were

being noticed for their achievements. We really were just that little old country

school and downtown (the district), they didn’t think much about us. Even the

community didn’t pay attention to what we were doing. The recognition brought

pride to the whole community.
Ernst capitalized on the success of the school. She displayed the Governor’s citation for
improvement proudly. She had banners put on the walls near the front entry. She pumped
up the students as well. Students voted on what they wanted purchased. Ernst said their
choices were typical. They wanted more ice cream; they wanted a limo ride. They
received both of these items. Students were rewarded with special limo rides in the
community. Each student in the school also received a new book. These were called the
award books and inside the front cover. Ernst placed a name plate that said, “Purchased

by award money.” At more than one assembly. she told the students about their good

work.,



[ told them. to-the-penny. the money we had won and asked them to chant it back.
And T would say “and this is because you have worked so hard.” The students
cheered. 1 think it really meant something to them.
Announcements were made to the parents and community. Ernst felt the awards either
established or reinforced pride in the school. However, she didn’t see as much evidence

of that with her teachers.

[ think the parents, the community, and the kids were much more excited about it
than the teachers, and [ am not sure why.

But the staff became more analytical when it came to developing strategies for
student achievement improvement. Sycamore’s reading scores were significantly lower
than math or science scores. The staff recognized the need to concentrate on reading
instruction. The culture did change from one of “well, that’s not my area” to “we can all
help the students”, and Ernst said that change was a milestone. However. even though
teachers were more willing to participate in staff development and to collaborate around
school improvement issues, they still viewed MSPAP achievement problems as primarily
those of the third grade team.

[ think the recognition and award money made improvement easier, but I think we

probably would have improved anyway. Actually, it validated our hard work and [

think that was pretty important.

Ernst also felt the Recognition Program contributed to her long-held vision that
every child can learn. While that concept made sense to her, not everyone at Sycamore
believed it was true.

You know, the money upped the ante because suddenly my belief, and a lot of the

teachers belief that every kid can learn, became the underlying vision. But there

were still teachers that didn’t believe that. And it is hard sometimes to convince
the staff, particularly if their vision is *well, I am going to teach some kids who



are here to learn, and the other ones can, you know, go do something elsewhere.’
It is an interesting concept that every single kid will learn, not just the convenient
kids, not just the kids who were the brown eyed kids sitting or hanging on every
one of your important words, but every kid. What the award did, it pointed to the
kids who we were not attending to. It did more for school improvement then we
probably realized until later. It made us look at the whole school. not just one
teacher’s 30 kids.

Cuse 3 - Juck Blake at Cherry Elementary School
We must see ourselves as scientists as we diagnose instruction.
- Jack Blake, Principal
Instruction should be flexible and inclusive
based on the best available research and the needs of the student.
- From the school’s printed Belief System.
The Practice of Leadership at Cherry Elementary

Jack Blake described himself as an easy-going principal that was generally well-
liked by his staff. school system, and community. He remarked that, at times, he was
taken for granted by his system because of his “nice guy™ persona. A broad grin came
over his face when he said that the rewards program proved that “nice guys can finish
first.”

Blake relayed the initial dilemma he felt the first few years of the Maryland
assessments, when he believed that high stakes testing detracted from creativity and
flexibility in classroom teaching. But he also saw in the program a potential for enhanced
student learning.

Our system’s testing specialist was a little ambivalent about what we were doing,

because basically. we were talking mostly about improving the numbers. At first.

my reaction was similar. I thought that MSPAP took the fun out of school. took
the fun out of it. because now everything was geared to whether it would improve



our scores or not improve our scores. So we had to look at whether we were doing
some event that would eat up a lot of classroom time and would have no
correlation between the unit and the test. I mean we had to think about those
things. And sometimes. you know then that you'll end up dropping it. But (as far
as MSPAP). I do know that, if it did nothing else, it really, really improved
student writing. As a result, the kids could write better, the kids in the second
grade were writing better than the kids I had taught in fourth grade in school.

Blake said he was resigned to accepting the test as the state standard and one which
needed to be understood. The state was interested only in student performance on this
test, and Blake was determined to use it as a marker for his students” performance.

No matter what anybody says, MSPAP was the thing. No one cared about your
CTBS scores. No one cared about your functional scores. To me, this was the state
standard. and we had to take it seriously. I didn’t like it; I thought it was unfair.
didn’t like the way it was graded. but, this was the standard and the question was,
how do we get better on it, like it or not. You have to get beyond that acceptance
point, and I think we were able to do that as a school, much, much more casily, as
opposed to getting hung up that this isn’t right, the third grade test is too difficult
for kids and all that stuff. I know all that might have been true. but that doesn’t
change the fact is that this was how you are graded based on the score. And now
you put money into it! It’s like — gee whiz, how can we improve? And then we
looked at, which kids can improve? Maybe we had a better chance of improving
particular kids. That was not the way I liked to think of good instruction, but that
was reality. If you improve this group of kids. and if you can show the most
growth, then you can move your scores up.

Although Blake had problems with the emphasis on testing, he knew that improvement as
measured by the MSPAP, demanded it. He adapted his leadership role and focused on
developing expertise in data and testing. He started by looking at increasing the
performance of specific students.
Like it or not, you have smart kids who probably can’t move up a great deal. I
mean, actually, you’re not going to leave those kids out, or the other students who
you just can’t do too much with. But you can concentrate on the kids most likely
to improve. So in a sense, in the beginning, it’s a triage approach. You only have

so much time, so much personnel, so you want to put them where it’s going to
give you the most bang for your buck. And. in the beginning, we did that.



He spent time examining test data from MSPAP and from norm-referenced tests
administered, and learned more about strategic student improvement.

We got more familiar with test results. We found out later from our county’s test
department. that kids who do well on CTBS, typically should do well on MSPAP.
And we found that a lot of our kids who did well on CTBS weren’t doing well on
MSPAP. So those were the kids that we really targeted. We knew these kids had
the potential to improve. The top kids were already doing pretty well. and the
bottom kids were receiving special resource services. Our special education kids
actually passed different sections of the test, but if you had one hour of time where
are you going to put it?

Blake and staff used what he referred to as an intentional approach to student
achievement improvement. He felt this approach was defined by the performance
assessments. He guided and encouraged his teachers in strategically thinking through the
tests and examining items that were directly tied to instruction. His role was that of
facilitator and test expert, and theirs was to interpret the tests and develop targeted
instruction.

We were intentional about what we could do to improve or make sure the kids had
whatever information or skills they needed. I think that, in the course of
examining the huge amount of information and skills needed for the MSPAP
tests,- so many different skills- we realized the requirements differed a lot from
what kids got in a regular classroom curriculum. You put these kids in a normal
classroom, and they’ll improve. But I think these kids needed more intentional
help in specific areas in order to do well. Interpreting, reading between the lines,
understanding what was asked —these were areas that we became intentional with.
Our teachers became very aware of that and able to diagnose student results. One
year, we got the scores back on social studies. and we’d gone down 13 points. But
we took that information and evaluated it. What did we do with social studies
now, that was different than what we did the year before? Then we looked at
something that most people were not aware of -- the various outcome areas.

Blake talked at length about the lack of testing expertise that existed among

principals and teachers. He relished the fact that he was a leader who made a point of



understanding the intricacies of the performance assessments. He went to meetings with
his fellow principals and found that they not only didn’t understand the tests. but they
lacked an interest in data and test analysis. Blake said he had always felt a comfort level
with data, and now it became a mission to understand everything he could. He developed
monthly and often weekly information sheets for his staff, explaining the school’s
MSPAP standing in comparison with state and district norms. He broke down
information by third and fifth grade assessments and included notes on MSPAP
improvement strategies. He also tied in test results of other examinations such as the
CTBS.
People didn’t know that outcome arcas were there. They looked at the one big
score and forgot that there were scores other than reading and writing. There were
data breakdowns as well. With reading, there were three areas, and with writing
there were three areas which you could look at. And while others didn’t know
that, our teachers became very aware of those sub areas, those outcome areas.
They also became very aware of what they were doing, or what they may not have
done.
Leadership responsibilities involved developing more and more expertise in analyzing
assessment data. On a regular basis, weekly or monthly, he created instructional
worksheets for teachers that he titled Digging for Answers. These listed a series of twenty
or more questions about MSPAP outcomes and suggested classroom instruction strategies
that could improve student achievement on the test. Questions such as the following
guided the teachers: Do you give any MSPAP consortium tasks? Do you do language
drills or math drills? What could the previous grade level do to help? Are you giving

your students different kinds of writing opportunities? He frequented the State website

which displayed data from every school. Comparing Cherry to other schools with similar
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demographics and to schools with higher performance became routine. Blake created time
during the day to brief his teachers, discuss test and achievement discoveries, and craft
practice exercises.

[ started printing out everything I could about MSPAP. We gave it to everybody in
the school and told them how to analyze it. I would just put the stuff out with a
sheet to explain. ‘okay, here’s what you're looking at; this is what I think.” The
one thing we did. which was really good. I asked questions. I gave them a sheet of
20 questions to ask. Okay. your scores went down in social studies. Big deal. who
cares? Why do you think they went down? How much time did you spend? What
may have happened? And they would fill the sheets out as grade teams, and then
we would talk to the team below or the team above trying to figure out what they
could have done wrong or what they could have done right. But I tried to make
them realize, ‘hey, okay, so it went down, big deal, don’t worry about it. But
actually the neat thing is to figure out why.” And I'd say, “when you have a big
drop. when it goes down a great deal, that’s kind of neat in a way, because maybe
you could figure out what the variable was. When it moves just a little bit, it’s like
just one kid did something different. It could have been the time of day. or
someone broke his pencil.’

Blake’s recollection of his actions made it more apparent that he had a positive
way of relating to his teachers. His description of his actions portrayed a non-threatening,
collaborative style which appeared to have encouraged his staff to want to change and
improve.

So, after a while of doing that, the teachers were not fearful about questioning
what they were doing, because I wasn’t questioning what they were doing. We
had an atmosphere of trust. Like the storage rooms being unlocked - everyone has
a master key to this building and a key to my office, like no big deal. Now it
bothers other people in other buildings but our teachers would say, ‘Jack trusts us
with the kids; why wouldn’t he trust us with paper clips?” In some schools you
can’t get paper clips without a requisition. But you can be in a classroom everyday
with kids and no one ever sees you. I think we had that trusting atmosphere and so
then we were able to build up to. ‘okay. folks, guess what I found on the MSDE
website? I found this breakdown of these various outcome areas.” And we’d all
get pretty excited about that.

He described an authentic example of action analysis taking place at his school.
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Many of the schools’ fifth graders had not done well on a geometry question on the test.
He and the teachers examined the question and the students’ incorrect responses. and they
searched for explanations. They remembered the context of geometry instruction and
realized that the lessons came prior to a snow week. They had, in fact, lost instructional
time when schools were closed due to inclement weather. This insight came about as a
result of successfully analyzing a perplexing problem.

Blake described informal and formal faculty and team meetings in which teachers
were engaged in discussing new instructional strategies.

Now we did not have a zillion faculty meetings. By the way, all of our faculty
meetings in the school were voluntary. Kind of an interesting thing. Because, see
the other side of this. forgetting MSPAP. is that we trid to create an atmosphere in
this building where people loved to come to work. Because I thought -- maybe in
a stupid fashion, if the teachers are happy. then the kids are happy, kids are happy,
parents do not call me, and that was important, since all the parents had my home
phone number [laughs]. If I got two calls a year, that was a lot, and typically they
were never about complaints; they were about borrowing chairs or something like
that.

A cathartic experience led him to the idea of voluntary staff meetings.

When I first became principal at Cherry, [ set up team faculty meetings in a typical
way. You tell the teachers there is a meeting and they are to attend. And all of a
sudden, the assistant principal said. “Jack. the fourth grade team doesn’t want to
meet with you. They don’t have time. They feel they’re wasting planning time.” |
was angry. These were the people I previously taught with. There was Jane
MecAllister: I went to school with her husband. She was my lab partner in high
school. How could she dare say this? I decided to walk down there and tell them
off. This was a matter of who’s the boss. If they felt bad, it didn’t matter because
they’d know I'm in charge! So I walked down there, and what made me even
more aggravated was, they were watching a video of Maryland. They didn’t have
time to meet, but they did to play a video. I was about to explode, and I walked
back to my office feeling like I was in the dark. I thought about it all that day and
night. But, maybe someone was looking out for me because I began to think about
it, not as a power struggle, but as maybe something that made sense. We say
teachers need time to plan. I do talk a lot about that. If they feel I'm taking up
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their planning time, this is stupid. From that point on, I decided to create meetings
they would want to attend and to make them voluntary. That was probably the
best thing I did, and it dramatically changed the whole complexion of things. It
was like giving in to the fact that 'm not the expert. My thing then, was to get
every possible bit of data I could from MSDE, find out everything I could and
give it to teachers. Then, there would be a clear reason they needed to meet with
me.
After this revelation, he put his time and expertise into facilitating improvement on the
MSPAP and encouraging his teachers to examine and think through the test. In every step
along the way, he guided them and facilitated their thinking. He felt that his approach,
based on his previous experiences and conversations with other principals, was atypical.
Blake capitalized on his non-threatening approach to teacher involvement. Rather
than blame them for lower than expected test scores, he asked them to analyze what they
were doing and to think of approaches that could yield better results. Blake created
templates for analysis. and they would fill in the blanks. He included other staff members,
the custodian and the nurse, in discussions of student achievement improvement and
offered opportunities for every staff member to contribute. He remembered that the
school nurse got so involved in the process, she suggested a visit to a high achieving
school in another school system. Jack acted on this suggestion and visited the school with
an instructional team. In fact, there were many site visits organized by this principal.
From December 2000 to March 2001, fourteen visits to other schools or hosted visits to
Cherry were arranged to bring home new ideas or to share Cherry methods with others.
The Impact of Recognition and Rewards
Nothing succeeds like success.

Once you start winning, everybody and everything works well.
-Jack Blake, Principal
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Money does make a difference - the processes and purchases.

Blake was adamant in feeling that rewards helped him and the staff improve
student achievement. He discussed the impact of recognition for success and having
discretionary money to use for school and instructional purchases.

We were ecstatic the first time we won because a school like ours didn’t have any
grant money. The only discretionary funds that [ had were $3500 in picture money
from student pictures. So that was neat because all of a sudden, now if teachers
wanted to go to a conference or they needed calculators or an overhead projector,
we could buy these things. When we received the first monetary award, [ put out a
questionnaire to the teachers asking them how they wanted to spend it. I said we
could blow it all on one thing. We could go out and buy everybody a computer. At
that time everybody didn’t have one. But then all our money would be gone. I
said, ‘Let’s not use it to buy stuff that the board is typically going to buy. Let’s
buy those things that we think we really need, that will help us to improve, help
the climate here at the school.” And what was neat was that our money lasted and
we could make decisions all along the way.

The State had an innovative policy involving spending decisions. There were no
restrictions on when the rewards had to be spent and how they should be spent. Schools
were to inform their local school systems as to what was purchased and to justify their
purchases. Also, recognition awards were sent to the school system, but were to be
transferred in full to the winning school.

It went right to the school. which was another new idea. It was put it in a special

account and we kept track of it. We created a sheet, a wish list. which was

distributed to the teachers and they worked in their teams to decide what should
be purchased. It was terrific because when the team wanted to do something, we
had the money to do it. But we didn’t let anybody go overboard and say, “Hey, we

could do this big project that costs $30,000 which was what some schools did.

Blake included the full staff in spending decisions. Custodians and ancillary staff

as well as teachers were part of the decision-making process. There was a high level of

collaboration in these decisions. Individuals wrote down their requests and then compared
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their needs with their grade team members. The final decisions were based on each
teacher’s request, although in many cases, individual needs were based on decisions about
what would be most effective for team instruction. Over the rewards years, there were a
wide array of purchases for school and instructional improvement. One unusual purchase
was that of glass storefront walls to change the open space structure of the primary grade
wing in the school.

The teachers felt the kids were distracted by an open environment, and we were

not on the list for school renovation. So we contacted a downtown glass company

and enclosed areas with glass walls, like you see in a storefront. We got this done
in a pretty cost effective way. And we did it because most of the members of the
team felt that structural change would help them improve the achievement of their
students. They didn’t want to feel shut out, so we came up with the idea of glass
partitions. One teacher liked the open space, so we left that class as it was.
A tour of the glassed-in enclosed areas pointed to an innovative approach and teachers in
the areas said they felt they were better able to keep the attention of their young students.
Blake said that he knew of no other school that had added to their building the way he
had.

Another unusual purchase, also requested by primary grade teachers, was an audio
speaker system with cordless headset microphones that could be worn by each teacher.
The system was requested by a number of teachers who felt it would be another way of
holding down distractions and capturing the attention of many of the younger students.
The idea was a result of a presentation to teachers by Blake’s daughter, an audiologist,

who shared her knowledge of the impact of environment on the learning capacities of

young children. Most of the teachers in grades one to three acquired the equipment and
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said it made a significant difference in their abilities to instruct all of the students, not just
those who may have had attention deficits.

Rewards dollars also were used to buy reading and math materials, tutorial books,
and math manipulatives. The music department received instruments; the custodial staff
received a floor cleaning and a floor burnishing machine, carpet extractor, outdoor
vacuum, power washer, and back pack vacuum. These purchases were uniformly agreed
upon because the entire staff felt that an important aspect of student improvement was
enhancing everyone’s pride in the school and that included a nice looking building. In
2000, the third award year, Cherry offered its entire teaching staff opportunities to have
site-based instructional development and extra planning days. In addition, several
teachers used rewards dollars to attend improvement conferences. In each of the
decisions, requests were tied to student achievement improvement. Blake maintained his
belief that the money meant more because of collaborative decisions, a dynamic process
for making requests, and a spending plan which emphasized longterm use of rewards
money. There were always dollars left over for staff functions such as lunch after an all-
day meeting.

Teachers and other staff were free to talk to me all of the time. People would write

notes or send me requests. So they knew they could always tell me what they were

thinking. The School Improvement Team would go over things, but the
atmosphere that we created was such that everybody felt a part of this. Even the
custodian could say, “We could really use a buffer to make these floors look really
nice.” I only required them to put it in writing, because otherwise I might forget
about it.

Commitment to the challenge.

Blake felt that the rewards program had a profound effect on his staff’s
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commitment to improve and on his ability to encourage them. Affirmation of success by
the State was very meaningful, and the fact that the school ranked first in the district built
confidence among staff members. He also gave himself credit for encouraging his
teachers to think about their instructional situations and come up with creative new ideas.

A teacher would come in with this neat idea and say, “Jack. I have this new thing
we want to try.” | thought my teachers were pretty smart and usually could see a
tie-in to better instruction, so [ didn’t do what some of my colleagues might have
done... play them off and say, “This is really neat, but we are putting a new roof on
the school right now and I’'m kind of busy; why don’t you come back in three or
four weeks and write it up for me.” In three or four weeks they’d come in with
this thing all written up and the principal flips through it and says, “You know, till
I put the roof on the school, I don’t think we should do this-- maybe next year.’
After a while, when that happens to you, you forget it. You lose your commitment
and interest. First of all, the rewards money gave all of these ideas a new focus,
and teachers became more and more anxious to improve everything — from
instruction to the building.

He facilitated teacher leadership by creating an environment which encouraged new
strategies. At Cherry Elementary. his motto was. “Go ahead and do it; just keep me
informed about what you’re doing.”

His voluntary staff meetings, which had a high attendance rate, became even more
important and exhilarating. Everyone on the staff was proud and wanted to participate.

I remember when several principals asked me about voluntary staff meetings, like
how did you do that? Would you continue them if people didn’t show up. I said, ‘I
don’t care. Meetings should have a purpose and then people will want to come.”’
The worse thing I can remember as an assistant principal, was the principal having
a faculty meeting, and half the staff didn’t want to be there, and they let you know
they didn’t want to be there. The principal had butterflies in his stomach as he
tried to do this presentation to people who couldn’t care less -- who were
antagonistic. So. if I'm talking about cooperative learning or we're doing a
presentation about it, and people don’t want to hear it, well. they're probably not
going to do it anyway. But those who hear it, may try it out in their classroom, and
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the teacher next door may say, "Hey show me how to do that.” I've always
believed that most teachers learn better from other teachers than they do from the
administration.

Announcing the awards to the school family.

Winning schools were invited by the State Department of Education to attend an
awards announcement at Martin’s West in Baltimore. None of the schools knew if they
had won monetary awards or certificates of accomplishment, but the hundreds of
participants were charged up just being in the room. The small team representing Cherry
Elementary and led by Jack Blake. were told they had won close to $26.000 for their
MSPAP improvement. Blake described his method for notifying the school faculty.
students, and their parents.

I called the school up right from Martin’s West and they were excited. I said,
‘Write this number on the board in every classroom. That’s how much money we
won!” And you heard a huge cheer. When we came back, we thanked the kids
who took the test. They were the reason why we got the money. I said, “You guys
did well.” We put it in our newsletter for parents and the community and included
detailed information —very statistical information about how we did and how we
did compared to other schools.

Recognition and its influence.
Blake described the impact of his school’s success as a validation of their hard work.

Winning brought us a real sense of satisfaction: it was like - hey - this showed
what we were doing. Personally, it was an egotistical thing, we were really doing
the right things. And because we were doing a pretty good job, maybe we could
be helpful to others. It felt like having raised children who turn out to be really
wonderful. And then you could say, ‘I guess I can give advice to other parents.” It
was neat, and my colleagues were impressed which is interesting because we
didn’t gloat about it. At our meetings, I didn’t say a word. I didn’t say. ‘At Cherry,
we do well because we do this and that.” But others said these things, and some
invited us to their schools to assist. We brought some of our teachers who met
with their teachers trying to help them out. We were so encouraged by our own
success that we also visited schools in other school systems that were doing better

148



than we were. Team leaders, or whoever wanted to, could go. I tried to spread it
out, so that it wasn’t always the same people.

An important emphasis was on maintaining an environment conducive to learning, so that

children would want to come to school.
Winning awards was actually an expectation at our school. I would tell the parents
in the newsletter about how well we had done or quote from the newspaper that
Cherry was once again a bright spot in the county and make certain that people
were aware of that. But [ reminded teachers that it didn’t matter if we were a Blue
Ribbon School, written up in Baltimore Magazine, the first smoke free school,
one with a Teacher of the Year, and now the first MSPAP award winner, top
school in the county. If a parent’s child would come home crying, they could care
less. I said that all those plaques on the wall won’t mean a thing if your kid

doesn’t want to come to school. I reminded my parents of that, and I reminded the
teachers.

Relationships with the central office.

Blake did not feel that his central office did as much as they could have in
recognizing his school’s improvement on the state assessments. For example, only one
person, a former principal at his school. congratulated him. He was never called upon to
share strategies with other principals, and although his school was mentioned as high
ranking, there was no effort made to engage him or his staff in assisting others. Blake felt
his school system should have done more in developing opportunities for successful
schools to share promising practices.

When the superintendent gave a press conference, we were supposed to be there

because we had done well again- top school in the county. We had passed in every

assessment area - a trivia fact that made us quite impressive. But I'm not sure who
cared, except that we were proud because we had the data to support us.

However. recognition comes in many forms. as represented by the following account of a

special exemption given to Cherry by the school system.
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The school system made a decision to switch social studies books. The county had
selected a new series which they believed connected better with reading outcomes.
We were one of the pilot schools, and our teachers felt that the new series was not
as good as the previous one. We objected to the change and were the only school
allowed to told to continue what we were doing. Every other school changed to
the new series and as it turned out, their scores declined while ours improved.

In another discussion, Blake recalled that it was at the request of his Central Office that

he applied for the National Blue Ribbon and the Character Education awards. Clearly,

administrators considered Cherry Elementary one of their most successful schools, yet

they never utilized the talents of the principal or teachers in their efforts to reform their

other schools.

Case 4 - John Andrews at Willow Elementary School
I look for teachers who will say, “The reason I want to be in this school
is because [ have high expectations for the kids.

I don’t want to discipline them. All I want to do is teach them.”
- John Andrews, Principal

The Practice of Leadership at Willow Elementary

John’s first administrative experience was as principal at Willow Elementary. He
remembered being told by his supervisors. that the school was performing well and that
all he had to do was maintain the status quo. He assumed his duties at the school the day
after teachers got there and were working in their classrooms. Andrews said he spent that
day preparing for his introduction to them and looking at the performance of Willow
students by comparing them to other schools with similar demographics. He immediately

turned to the MSPAP results.



High expeciations malter.

[ remember thinking, we are doing well compared to other schools, but not

compared to schools like us. This is where we really should be. That concept did

not sit very well with many of the teachers. In fact, the parents weren’t happy

either. They were high achievers themselves and didn’t want to think their kids
were not performing as well as they could.
From the very beginning, Andrews assumed a stance of improvement. After looking at all
aspects of MSPAP data and becoming convinced that many of his students had the
capability to achieve at higher levels, he began to implement change. He saw himself as a
new principal on a mission to make a difference for students at his school.

Change in the status quo, coming so soon after he assumed the leadership role,
had a profound impact on many teachers at the school. They were content with previous
performance results and blamed Andrews for what they felt were unrealistic expectations.

They figured they had pretty decent scores for what they were doing. I was now

asking them to do far more and they felt my expectations were a little too high.

Recognition for improvement in later years went a long way in changing those

perceptions. When they saw the kids start to perform at those high levels. some

teachers appeared to have been enlightened.

High expectations took their toll on staff and by the end of his second year,

Andrews had a teacher turnover rate of 80%, with about 50% of his teachers transferred

in the first year.
It was a large number. I think they had been in a situation where they could just
coast and the kids would still look pretty good, but I didn’t want to be in that
situation. I wanted teachers who were willing to change, willing to try new things,
willing to be challenged. These kids had far more ability, and we needed to boost
their achievement.

Teachers who subsequently replaced the teachers who left. shared Andrews philosophy of

high expectations. Higher expectations and a home instruction process were also
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introduced to the parents who were more than willing to help their children.

We would ask parents to do things at home. You know we had mandatory

activities they had to do in reading and math. We made it mandatory and the

parents played part in that. They had to sign off that their kids did the work. It was

sent in, and we counted those assignments as grades. Parents worked at home on

math facts. What was important was that we told the parents what kids should be

able to do by the end of kindergarten, first grade, second grade. They were told

they had to work on these things so we could spend more time on application.
Andrews pointed to the fact that parents had always been involved. What they wanted
was someone to tell them what they needed to do. For those parents that needed more
explicit instruction themselves, the school instituted parent training in the school.

Although. Andrews said that the gains were worth the pain of that first year, he
stated that he may have done things a bit differently had he been a more seasoned leader.

I'm a bit different in my approach at this school (his new school). I'm far more

layed back. I still have high expectations and high standards, but I might be less

aggressive in my approach in moving this school forward. We’ll get there though.

The introduction of new approaches.

Andrews said. that in his quest for instructional approaches that would work for
highly capable students, he discovered the William and Mary Reading Program. This
program was geared specifically to high performing students and to changing traditional
reading instruction methods. He described it as a more challenging program and it fit the
needs of Willow students. Instruction was, for the most part, a minimum of a year and a
half above the reading level of other programs in comprehension, and there was an
emphasis on writing that was a benefit for students taking the MSPAP.

The Guided Reading Program was also introduced. This program supported

reading for first and second grade students and had been identified by the local school
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system as mandatory for schools classified as disadvantaged. Andrews had witnessed the
positive aspects of this early learning program when he served as a principal intern at his
less advantaged school. He decided to introduce that program at Willow, even though it
would be three years before the District would pay for the program at his higher
performing school. But Andrews and his teachers believed a good foundation in reading
in the primary years was critical for his students, and Guided Reading was worth the
expense of training and materials.

Andrews also introduced an innovative concept of acceleration which he had
experience with in his former school. Children who were capable of higher grade level
work were moved up into a higher level curriculum.

There were students in the first grade that could handle second grade work and we

made those changes. moving a class of those kids into second grade work. We did

this little by little starting with the first grade. Some of the teachers questioned

this approach. I said. ‘I don’t know that this will work here but let’s try it. In
fourth, they moved up a level to fifth. and now the school essentially has a sixth
grade math class comprised of fifth grade students.
Andrews believed that accelerating students not only led them to higher academic
achievement, but it encouraged the staff to work more effectively as a team rather than as
individuals. In teams, teachers were able to develop many insights into the assessments
and instructional outcomes.

We focused on writing and we looked at what the State expected for the kids. We

used rubrics to guide the kids™ writing and then we looked at protocols. We even

looked at MSPAP expectations in higher grades. What would the students be
required to do in the eighth grade assessments?

Andrews and his staff used a two-pronged approach. They concentrated on the students

with potential for high performance and on the students that needed remedial help.
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I would say that the largest group of students in the school were those that we felt
could perform at high levels. Remediation was always in mind for those that
needed extra help. We didn’t forget the kids in the middle, but quite honestly,
with high expectations, those students could float to the top.

The Impact of Recognition and Rewards

When we won the awards, there were probably many who said,
‘Hey, maybe this guy knows what he’s doing and our kids are doing well.”
That, in itself, was quite a reward.

-Principal John Andrews

Developing a mindset for high expectations.

John Andrews felt that an important reason his school’s recognition was his belief
in the abilities of his students and his encouragement of the staff to adopt a high
expectations approach. Over the course of a year and a half, a school-wide culture change
had occurred that drove the staff to exceed beyond past norms.

So it was a mindset of having staff look at kids with very high expectations, and

we focused on reading and writing with these high expectations. We accelerated

the kids and improved a great deal on the assessments. I think that was why we
won the awards. In the first year, I didn’t know the ins and outs of the formula
used; I didn’t know exactly how we won, but later [ was able to figure out if we
had made enough progress. I think. the last year, even though our assessment
increase was slight, and I didn’t think we would win, attendance played a part, so

it took us up. The process wasn’t super clear, but I kept my eye on important gains
that we made.

John described what he called a simple fact of life. “Improvement and living up to
expectations, made everyone feel smart. The students began to believe in themselves and
so did the teachers.” Being recognized and winning a large sum of money, he believed

was “icing on the cake.”

[ think they lived up to the expectations that they could perform very well, and
they felt really smart. So if we are talking about the impact of winning money. it



impacts everybody. Everybody thinks they’re actually a lot better than they really
are -- and yes, you try to live up to that.

This principal maintained a ‘can do” philosophy. Developing that attitude as a part of the
culture in the school did not come easily, but Andrews believed that it was bolstered by
the school having a substantive method of seeing improvement. The State, he believed,
had set the wheels in motion for schools to think and act more systematically in
developing instruction that resulted in measured improvement.

Using rewards revenue - process and purchases.

The first year that money was allocated to Willow, Andrews was in his second
year as principal of the school. He indicated that the decision-making process was not as
inclusive as it could have been. He and a few staff members made the decisions, and
because they felt the school needed work with its technologies. they used most of the
money on computers and software.

In the second administration of the awards, Willow had become a Quality
Management School (QM) and was using QM approaches. The program, dedicated to
site-based management, emphasized collaborative decision-making. Willow was one of
nine schools in the district participating in this program. As part of quality management,
Andrews developed a QM School Council that was made up of elected members
representing teachers, support staff, parents, and the community. This council
complemented the School Improvement Team (SIT). which dealt with building and
student issues. The Council would listen to recommendations of the SIT team, make their

own recommendations, assist in school management, and bring resources into the school.



They were assigned the responsibility of deciding how to spend the rewards dollars.

Our QMC was used to make decisions on what we could use funds for and to

consider budget items in the everyday workings of the school. We had parent

members who brought in a reading program, Authors Workshop, and ran the
whole thing for the school. They connected right into it. And they represented the
professional and support staff and the parents. So everybody had a say in what we

did. They made decisions on the money the second and third years.

Willow purchases in the second and third years included big ticket items such as
another copier machine and a poster and chart maker, as well as $15,000 to $20,000 in
level books to support the school’s Guided Reading Program. Teacher training on these
texts was purchased for all first and second grade teachers. Third. fourth, and fifth grade
teachers received new math texts along with teacher training in math. Andrews also
developed a partnership with another school, which, while lower performing than his
own, had a principal with MSPAP and data analysis expertise. A mutually beneficial
relationship had been developed and rewards money was used to pay for teacher
exchanges and staff development linked to the assessments.

Increasing school spirit.

Andrews felt the positive impact of the awards grew from year to year. He
attributed that growth to a groundswell of spirit which occurred in anticipation of the
awards. The school was now prepared for its recognition and ready to celebrate success.

[ think the impact of the awards the second and the third time became greater and

greater. We became more aware even before they were announced. We talked

about our improvement before the State announced the winners. It was an event
we were waiting for and we wanted to celebrate. Also, we had won the Blue

Ribbon Schools Award and were feeling like the best school in the State. We had

a big luncheon the first time we won. [ think I took the entire staff out to dinner

the second year. The awards were definitely on our minds: something we hoped
for. The first year. we didn’t know about them until after we won. The teachers
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also felt personally invested when they got materials they needed. These were
seen as materials we would use for improving our scores. The parents made us
feel special too. The PTA arranged a big luncheon in a nearby restaurant for the
whole staff. It was during a professional day. They served many different types of
food and then we had a magician come in and do a show for us-just for the staff.

Andrews described this growing spirit among teachers, support staff, parents, and
students as uplifting and he credited the State with heightening the spirit of the award by
its announcement at Martin’s West, a Baltimore area event hall.

[ really liked going to—Martin’s West. Going somewhere, it doesn’t have to be that

nice, but somewhere that adds to the excitement of the moment. I remember

receiving a monetary award for improving the achievement of our African-

American and Hispanic students. Well it just kind of landed on my desk. It really

didn’t seem like a big thing.

Andrews was adroit at marketing the achievements of Willow. He announced the
good news over the PA and made it a point to thank the students for their achievement.
He communicated the school’s increased rank to parents in a weekly school newsletter.
He said that when he first came to Willow, they were ranked 180 or 200 in the State.
After several years, the school had moved up to seventh. He let the parents and
community know that and was successful in getting television coverage and a number of
articles in the Washington Post. He later assigned a parent, knowledgeable about the
media, to regularly inform the community about the successes of the school.

[ did a communication weekly, so information about the awards went in that.

And kids knew right away too. When I came back from getting the money, I made

a big announcement on the PA. After we won the second time. [ put up a school

sign that said ‘Best students. best staff. best school.”. and I used to say. *You

know you guys have to continue to live up to that.” The students didn’t know I put
that sign up there. I think they thought we earned the sign somehow: that it was

put there by other people as a result of the tests. So the parents saw the impact
through student results. It was more than just getting the money.
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Unintended consequences - additional resources.
Recognition meant a great deal to the parents at Willow and led to an additional
benefit to the teachers and the school.
After we won the award two times, the parents started doing things for us too,
which helped boost morale at the school. We had a staff lounge, like everybody
else, which wasn’t in great condition. In fact, it was pretty blah. We had a parent
come in and faux paint it and do a hand border around the top walls. The PTA
actually took a collection and got money to buy us new cabinets, counter tops, a
stove. One parent donated a refrigerator and they had the entire room carpeted.
They created this lounge for us. Maybe. they thought we deserved a classier room
for our teachers. This all came about after the recognition awards and then the
Blue Ribbon award. We didn’t ask them to do it. They chose to.
Andrews admitted that the parents at Willow were far more advantaged than those at
other schools, but he felt that their contributions were important in demonstrating that

when parents are proud of their children’s accomplishments, they want to thank the

teachers and other school staff members.

Case 5 - Denise Todd at Dogwood Elementary
The students at Dogwood were referred to as the “children of the corn.”

It’s a very rural community with good values. The parents chose me as their principal
and I knew they really wanted me to be in this school. I was told in so many words,
“This is your job; you have a certain amount of time to do it.

You are to clean the building out. And you are to make it work.

- Denise Todd, Principal

The Practice of Leadership at Dogwood Elementary
Denise Todd took over as principal of Dogwood on the heals of another who was,

she says. like an ‘old comfortable shoe.” Many teachers had been at the school for 40

years. and there had been relatively no implementation of change or innovation.
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Curriculum and instructional habits had remained constant, even in the midst of new and
radical changes at the state and local levels.

These were the children of third and fourth generation farmers, but there was a

spirit of community among the families. The population is predominantly white,

fairly middle income; the farm people are land wealthy. but they really don’t have
much. The generations had moved back to the farm because of unemployment.

When I arrived, the school was the lowest performing in an area that traditionally

performed rather well.

Todd had been selected as principal by a school interview team made up of teachers and
parents. In her interview, she stressed the importance of change and the need to improve
the achievement of the students. Dogwood. she felt. had tremendous potential and she felt
she had been given a mandate by the parents and her superintendent to bring about change
and improvement. A number of parents and teachers were ready for change. but there
were others who were content with the school’s performance.

[ had half the staff who were probably very excited. They had been on the

interview team and felt that they wanted it to work and like the idea that I came in

with ideas and enthusiasm. The other half didn’t recognize county or state
curriculum. Basically, they knew very little that was current in education. So |
knew I had my work cut out for me.

She felt she had the experience to do the job. She had worked with a number of
schools, including Dogwood, as a gifted and talented resource teacher and had a sense of
the capabilities of the students. She relished the idea of making changes. and the early
ones involved staft.

[ found a passion in looking to change and improve the school: It was almost a

puzzle to be solved. But a number of teachers did not. So the first year was very

rocky. Six people left, retired, and said, "I admire what you are trying to do, but I

can’t deliver it. It is time to leave.” At that point, the staff was invited to help me

select new staff. We needed teachers that had high expectations, that were willing
to try new things. They had to really care about where the school was going. The
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process of new teacher selection was the beginning of our instituting true
collaborative decision-making.

Todd said that she had always been an advocate of collaborative decision-making and
believed in that process long before it was described in the education literature. Her
involving teachers in new teacher selection, in fact, later led to an innovative
reorganization of staff roles at Dogwood.

Creative organization of work roles.

In Todd’s second year. her assistant principal position was taken away by the
school system as a cost-saving measure. But that loss. a tremendous one at the time.
according to Todd, became a significant gain for the school.

[ know that people really don’t want to hear this, but it was the best thing that
could have happened to me as an administrator, because that’s when teachers
really began to contribute in the school. We had always had an AP (assistant
principal), even though it was a small school. The removal of the AP really moved
us a stage forward because the teachers truly became a part of decision-making.
We started to examine what an assistant principal does. Why couldn’t teachers do
some of these jobs? I would say, ‘a rose by any other name is still a rose. They
can do these things-- teachers can do it!”

Todd bargained for an additional teacher in lieu of the assistant principal. The school
system relented and gave her that additional position. She now had enough teachers to

reorganize their work in a creative way.

We set up a completely new organization. We really reorganized the school. Now
this came with year three. [ knew the teachers well. We had added new staff
members that were selected by the teachers, people that could move us forward.
We even decided that we would call ourselves a “self-directed school” and that
scared the superintendent’s staff so we changed it to— an ‘investment-centered
school” because the teachers were invested in all that we did. Then I started
moving people into different positions and deciding who could take on certain
responsibilities at the school. We came up with various clusters, all focused on
student achievement as the mission.
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Teachers with particular skills were identified and given leadership roles at the school.
They were leaders of clusters A and B which comprised curriculum and instruction and
special support services. Additional clusters were devoted to secretarial and support staff,
the physical plant. and parents. Teachers™ roles expanded to cover the work previously
assumed by the assistant principal. For example, secretarial duties were expanded from
setting up schedules, typing, and answering phones, to assisting with budgets and
ordering materials. Todd’s secretary, who had the most knowledge of the community, was
given the job of leading a team to develop the bus routes for the school. Todd rethought
her own skills and decided that, with little effort, she could do her own typing, thereby
giving her secretary time to take on different and more complex work. Most important,
Todd had recast responsibilities based on capabilities, which she said were always
foremost in her mind.
We had a curriculum instruction Cluster which was A. The lead was a person who
became a half-time teacher and a half-time faculty curriculum advisor. She
worked on tasks that were listed in the central curriculum’s integrated plan. She
was outstanding! She had previously been a full-time teacher, and now she
assumed a different role along with part-time teaching. Then we ran two special
support services. [ had a teacher who had technology expertise and was very
organized, very precise. She took over library media and technology. Again it was
a small school, and we weren’t even getting full time special area teachers.
Todd had mastered the art of delegating. But she said, her true talent was in finding
people who could do the job. She talked about how she discovered a music teacher in the
building that was also an exemplary math teacher.
We had a very talented music teacher who was also a phenomenal math teacher.

She was assigned gifted and talented math one half the day. and she was the music
teacher the other half. She was a highly motivating person who also took over lots
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of other areas in the school. We probably couldn’t have kept her without that
creative schedule.

Parents were also given expanded roles at the school. They were actively engaged
in the school-based council and had a role in decisions, including instructional decisions.
Todd said, she usually tried to move to the background and allow others to be the
building leaders.

Parents could be very challenging in that community. They were frightened by

new. so whatever I did. [ had to be sure it was front-loaded with the most

experienced teachers in the building. Teachers did most of the presenting. I truly
moved to the background.

Todd described the progress at Dogwood as taking a number of years with
incremental changes taking place. Parallel Block Scheduling was also introduced at
Dogwood. Todd described this approach in a written hand-out, as a model for
restructuring the distribution of school resources which included staff, space, and time. A
major feature was a substantial reduction in the student-teacher ratio during critical
instructional periods such as reading and mathematics. Typically, her teachers were able
to spend approximately half of their teaching day working with 15 or fewer students,
while other heterogeneously grouped students were assigned to an enrichment lab for
additional teacher-directed instruction. Resource teachers were not assigned to free up
teachers, but rather to contribute to focused student instruction. Todd said that another
strength of this scheduling approach was that it gave teams additional common training
time.

Structure in leadership.

A structured approach to instruction was evident in descriptive materials obtained
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from the school as well as in Todd’s interview. Instructional strategies and data charts
were given to all of the teachers. Todd said she was often called the ‘visual queen’
because she believed so strongly in the importance of visualizing everything possible. She
set up weekly team meetings and a structure for how they should be conducted. She also
developed an advisory committee and met often and consistently with her cluster leaders
and her parents, noting that she made it a point to be open to ideas and ready to provide
feedback when requested.
There was a chain of command and I, as the principal, was certainly the first one
that people came to with questions and problems. But there were many other
leaders. I attended one of our school-based team meetings every other week. We
had a design for the type of meetings that we would have. We didn’t leave it up to
chance. The team leaders, cluster leaders, and principal advisors made up an
important council. We probably had as many parents on it as we had staff
members. In fact, everything we did as a school, the parents were given a copy of
it. They and the teachers would drive the machine. because they refined
everything that we did, the programs and the management. There was always lots
of discussion, lots of dialogue.
Todd believed that she had employed specific techniques that were helpful in turning
around her school but she said that she didn’t do it alone. Not only were the teachers a
viable part of school change, but she often asked for assistance from experts at the county
and state levels.
The Impact of Recognition and Rewards
The MSPAP program and its awards helped sustain a momentum for change at
Dogwood. The teachers had already gone quite a distance in changing the culture and

instruction at the school. but being formally recognized, Todd said, was energizing.

These teachers lived to transform the school. They were true transformational
leaders as teachers. They changed the organization, and when the money started
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coming, we were so excited, particularly after the first reward. We knew we were

on the right track and now we had money to direct toward implementing new

instructional programs.
The school had adopted Everyday Math and Reading Recovery, two new performance-
based instruction programs. Staff development was needed to train the teachers in these
programs and various aspects of the assessments.

Staff development changes instructional practices.

Todd said that her staff wanted to know more specifics about the MSPAP, so she
arranged for them to spend time with test specialists and experts. In some instances, they
moved outside of their school because she felt that teachers can become “very isolated
just looking at their own small world.”

I would take the lead teachers to other high performing schools. Sometimes I

wouldn’t go at all. I trusted my lead teachers to go and come back with the

information. I would listen along with the rest of the group and ask my questions.

The teachers accepted suggestions from the lead teachers. I had two very bright

people that understood the needs of the school. They were critical. They trusted

me, and [ trusted them to present a picture of moving forward with everybody
working together. We were the geese and we were all flying together. If one
dropped, we’d all fall.
Todd said that her master teachers took over some of the role of staff development and
were successful because they had developed a sharing community at the school. Her
teachers respected each other and had established a genuine willingness to accept the
expertise of their colleagues. Rewards money contributed to stipends for teacher training
and to developing performance assessment items.

We used our award money for teacher training, but also for teachers to create

performance tests. If we were going to develop milestones, we wanted to have

good stuff to measure. Our system was producing things that were not piloted by
people who knew what they were doing. They didn’t have a background-no
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understanding of scoring. At Dogwood, every teacher knew how to score; we had

regular scoring meetings. Three of our teachers were on the State scoring teams

every year. and that was an incredible advantage because they would come back
and staft develop. I am really a person who likes to do staff development, but [
would step back and let the teachers share their expertise. And they really learned
from one another.

Outside consultants were an active part of staff development, but they were at the
school to guide the teachers, give them feedback, and reassure them that they were on the
right track. Reward money paid for Dogwood teachers to write MSPAP tasks during the
summer and to support professional development and teacher training in Reading
Recovery. Stipends were also given to parents who became Reading Recovery tutors.

The desire for continuous improvement - a driving force in the use of rewards.

There was an ever present desire to continue the improvement at Dogwood. Todd
and the staff recognized the possibility that they would not be recognized again if they
didn’t keep up their momentum.

We felt we had really done something. Now [ wanted to make sure that we didn’t

lose it; we didn’t want to be seen as the school that got it one time and

disappeared. We wanted to sustain our improvement or it would appear that we
just had a lucky year. We didn’t want to get it by luck. We wanted to get it by
using a process and we knew that as an effective school with effective teachers,

Dogwood could stand out above the crowd.

Todd said that she and the staft also were realizing that the student population was
changing. Children were moving in from a nearby county, and Dogwood was getting
more children with special needs. With this new population of students, the performance

levels and needs of the students had to be reevaluated.

We started looking at the data. We had assembled data binders which outlined all
the data we were collecting. Our team leaders did that. We worked on the data to
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put together a monthly presentation to the staff about how we were doing. At our
school, we had established goals and milestones that meant something to all of us.

The Reading Recovery program and Everyday Mathematics were regarded as
critical programs for the students at Dogwood. The first step in continuous improvement
was to identify the children that needed reading intervention. Todd explained that a
reward of over $20,000 was like another full budget for such a small school and the
money went a long way in supporting the students’ reading and math improvement
programs. The school chose to concentrate. at that point, on interventions that would help
children succeed in critical subject areas by grade three.

Decisions were made by the School Management Team. Todd did not lead that
group because she believed she might prevent the team from being autonomous. The
consensus of the group was that money should be put aside to protect some of the newly
adopted instructional programs. The teachers did not want to run out of money for these
programs and have to face their elimination. Money also was used to purchase another
school copier machine, conferences for the teachers, and the equipping of a workroom for
teachers with everything they would need to develop instruction, such as electric hole
punches, binders, dye cuts for letters, things that the teachers said would make their lives
easier.

The decision-making process included a “wish list’ created by every teacher. The
management team then met and came up with final recommendations. There was never
contention about the decisions, and Todd said that all of the purchases were focused, in

one way or another. on addressing instructional needs. The PTA was also generous after
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the awards were presented and gave the teachers a celebration breakfast to thank them for
their hard work.

During the last administration of the awards. Todd described her interest in
developing a deeper method for teachers to analyze the reading process as it related to the
performance assessments. She felt that she and the teachers were not able to understand
the stances involved in comprehension and wanted to concentrate on closing the
achievement gap at her school.

I really wanted to understand the stances; there was a lot of misunderstanding of
what they were. I love Bloom’s taxonomy, so I was interested in how the reader
responds to or reacts to the text. It was complicated for the teachers, very
confusing. They were struggling with this, so | met with Janet (a performance
assessment consultant.) I wanted to take the reading process apart and look at
comprehension from another view. What did the process mean and how could we
break it down? She happened to be working with another system in breaking the
stances apart so that you could look at some of the skills that you have to teach
when children weren’t succeeding. So we went to observe for the day, stayed for
their staff development and said, “We like this.” We had some ideas about how
we would do it differently, but basically this is what happened with the next set of
money we received. We put it into additional staff development. Then, Janet and I
wrote a school improvement grant to the county, won the grant, and could pay
teachers even more to take on added responsibilities.

Todd gave much credit for school improvement to MSPAP and the recognition awards.
She said that they established standards and designated funds to allow schools to
implement innovative approaches and programs. She talked about the lack of incentive
money at her current school.

[ really miss school improvement money. Right now, I feel [ have plenty of ideas.

I just don’t have any funds to implement them, and I feel that’s strangling the
school.
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Case 6 - Sharon Smith at Elm Elementary School
We are a disadvantaged school and our scores were very low
but nothing about them had been defined. We were near the bottom,
just a step away from reconstitution. I was assigned to the school
and called the teachers together. We don’t want to be a school
where everyone is breathing down our necks, telling us what to do.
Being reconstituted was like a sentence worse than death.

We have to be proactive and make some changes.
- Sharon Smith, Principal

The Practice of Leadership at Elm Elemeniary

Encouraging the staff.

Sharon Smith said she made it a point not to threaten her teachers, but rather to
encourage them to diagnose their instruction and the needs of the students. Because she
was a principal of a low performing school, she was invited to monthly district meetings
where she would hear about new and innovative strategies to improve schools that were
in decline. She felt that any information she received should be shared with her faculty.
One of her first steps was to gather data and information from district meetings and
display that on an overhead projector during staff meetings. She and the staff would
examine strengths and weaknesses, in particular, what grades and subjects were pulling
them down. She felt it was important not to embarrass teachers. She said, “This wasn’t
about pointing fingers. but rather where we were and collectively what could we do.”

She said that she often put herself in the shoes of her teachers in an attempt to
motivate them. In her first year at EIm, she spent a great deal of time observing every

teacher in his or her classroom. This experience could have been threatening to the
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teachers, but Smith cast it in terms of her being a third party who might be able to help.
She said that she always explained what she was looking for and emphasized her belief
that her teachers were talented and would be able to meet new expectations.

[ told them I was going to come in just to watch and see what they did, and simply

ask questions. They didn’t have to worry about what I was looking for because |

told them. Each week, I looked at something else, but initially [ wanted to know
how they questioned the students — what they were doing to get responses.

Through these observations, which were done early on, I was certain that the

missing piece for our school was in teaching reading. That was what we needed to

focus on to improve.

A focus on reading.

Smith and her teachers discussed the important elements of teaching reading skills
as the basis for all instruction. She scheduled faculty meetings every other week to sit
down and talk together as a team. In addition to her professional background in reading,
she had also spent years as a gifted and talented teacher and wanted to apply those same
techniques and standards to her low-performing students. Questioning them and eliciting
responses formed an important basis for active discussion, which Smith felt was lacking
in the instruction she observed.

If you don’t really know how to teach reading, then I think that a lot of stuff

doesn’t happen. So we would meet once a month and have staff development and

talk -- you know just talk -- about questions asked of the students. I had worked as

a gifted and talented teacher, so I really felt that it was important to let students

know you expect them to think and discuss: you know. they like to talk and many

times they could say things that they don’t put on paper.

Smith continued her role as an instructional leader by moving from the development of

active questioning to analyzing how her teachers dealt with student grouping. Once again,
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she observed every teacher in her school and came to the conclusion that teachers needed
to improve in that area as well.
[ wanted to see if they were providing for groupings appropriately. Could they
give the large group instruction and then tailor what was needed for the smaller
groups. | really pulled them back together and told them what I saw, and what I
felt was an area where we could grow.
Frequent and consistent visits and observations of her teachers, was an important routine
established by Smith. Many principals, she said. visit classrooms primarily during periods
of evaluation. However, she spent a great deal of her time every week in her teachers’
classes, and she used her interpersonal skills to make those visits a learning experience
for everyone. She said she was always careful not to pose a threat but rather to act as a
resource for improvement.
Elm teachers become mentors.

In her weekly, sometimes daily, visits to classrooms, Smith had not only built a
rapport with her teachers. but she also built a bank of knowledge about their strengths and
weaknesses. She felt that a number of the teachers were outstanding in delivering
instruction. There were others who had the potential to be excellent teachers and would
benefit by learning from their skilled colleagues. There were also a few that needed a
great deal of help. Smith decided to create a buddy system in the school, with teachers
learning from one another.

Now there were about five teachers that [ would say needed some structural
support. They were just all over the place and not doing what I thought was good
for children. So I decided to pair them with teachers that I had seen and felt really
did something well. And I would say. *Could you go with me and watch so and

so.” It didn"t make them feel that [ was targeting them as not being able to do their
job because I would say. in a casual way. ‘[ saw this lesson and it really worked. I
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want you to see how she made it work.” Then I would say to the teachers that

[ thought could help others. “You know I really liked what I saw in your room.

Would you mind if I bring somebody in to observe?” And that kind of made them

feel like. “wow. she really thinks I am doing something special.” So it really

didn’t divide the staff. In fact. it helped them come together a little bit more.
Smith instigated new instructional practices using these collaborative approaches. She
was also a strong advocate of professional development from outside as well as inside the
building personnel.

Developing better instruction and teacher leadership.

She encouraged her staff to participate in State programs that were geared to
building a deeper understanding of the State assessments and performance-based
instruction. Her efforts to create a cooperative learning community involved inspiring
teachers that opposed change as well as those ready for it.

The State Department was having an MSPAP Conference in Ocean City, so | sent

two teachers from the third grade and two teachers from the fifth and the master

teacher. They stayed overnight and came back very excited. One of the third grade
teachers had always been our trouble maker. If you thought it was day, she’d say
it’s night. She was just something! She was an older seasoned teacher, very good,
but just one who questioned me -- “let me see how much she knows.” So I decided
to send her as part of the team. And [ said, “You really have lots of good ideas and
the teachers could benefit from your leadership. [ want you to go and take the
leadership at this conference.”

The selection of a talented though negative teacher to take on a key role in the
school. was an example of Smith’s own leadership abilities. Her interpersonal skills and

handling of this teacher, ultimately led to creating a strong advocate to help her drive

school improvement and change.
[ really disarmed her. She was much older than I was, and she was thinking, ‘I am

going to give her a run for her money.” But when she was there (at the
conference), she and the whole team had a wonderful experience, and they came
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back, and they were the ones that set the tone for change at the school. That

teacher and the master teacher said to the staff, ‘This is what we must do, and if

you cannot get onboard, you should not stay here.’

Smith said that with her strong interest in staff development, she would hear of a
good workshop in the Maryland, Virginia, or Pennsylvania area and send at least one
teacher per grade level with an assignment to bring back information to the school.
Meetings and conferences, she felt, had helped her enhance her own abilities, and she
wanted to offer these opportunities to her teachers.

It always helped me take a fresher look at ways to do something. I believe teachers

should do that, and I don’t think that, the way we operate, enough time is devoted

to that. So I made it a point to involved teachers in outside learning experiences as
much as possible.

There were a few teachers however that Smith said, “didn’t cut it instructionally.’
She worked with these teachers individually and paired them with talented teachers, but
in the end, she had to encourage those few teachers to leave the school. Encouraging
them to retire or not-renewing several that were on provisional teaching certificates, was
not something to be taken lightly. She described the very difficult and painful process of
terminating teachers who were ineffective. She said she had to remain vigilant, provide
extensive documentation, and spend an inordinate amount of time to remove these
individuals. But, she persisted saying that her first and most important rule was to have
“effective and hard-working teachers who believed in themselves and in the students and
could deliver solid instruction.”

Reorganizing teaching assignments.

Several reassignments of staff helped change the instruction at Elm. Smith



concentrated on the third and fifth grade teams because they were the assessment grades.
She felt that an imperative was to create a more effective third grade team. and to
accomplish this result. she changed the grade level assignments of several teachers. Her
most outstanding teachers in particular subject areas took over the teaching of those
subjects with all third grade classes.
We had some excellent reading teachers in the fifth grade, and I asked one of them
to move down to third grade. As a result, the third grade team became the best in
the whole school. My job was to move people to where their strength was and I
decided that we should have the best person who taught reading, teach reading to
all three third grade classes. I did the same thing with another teacher who was
really good with math. She taught math to all three classes, and the third person in
the team taught social studies and science.
The progress of the students was so impressive that Smith replicated this approach in
fourth and fifth grades. Improvement on MSPAP followed in the fifth grade as well.
Demonstrations of teaching methods.
Smith saw herself as a facilitative and hands-on principal. She believed she had strong
abilities as a manager but also as a teacher. She was frequently engaged in demonstrating
techniques in the classroom
I really love teaching, so [ would go into a classroom and help. Sometimes |
would take over the class and teach a reading lesson myself. The teachers didn’t
object; they saw me as a resource for them, particularly in the field of reading.
The Impact of Recognition and Rewards
The first recognition for Elm was a Certificate of Improvement from the State.

The Certificate carried no awards money, but it did confirm the school’s significant

improvement over the past year.



The first year we got a certificate, we were ecstatic. It put everyone on the
bandwagon and was really a boost. We were so proud, we announced it on the
intercom so all our kids could hear about it. I put it in the parent bulletin and
talked about it with the parents at PTA meetings --- what they had done to help to
contribute to it. It really became our school banner. You know, we could do this
and be proud of the school.

Rewards money helps bring a new reading program to the faculty.

Smith remembered introducing an innovative reading improvement program
following that first recognition. She and her faculty had become not only more interested
in seeking ways to improve instruction, but they had become more confident in their
abilities to succeed. As a strong advocate of moving outside the school for new ideas,
Smith learned of an excellent reading program at the University of Pennsylvania that was
geared to urban teachers that needed additional coursework to support their reading
instruction. Reading had become the initial focus of instruction at EIm, and Smith noted
that many of her teachers did not have a strong background in teaching reading.

At her own expense, she took a trip to the University of Pennsylvania and was
very impressed with their program. Filled with enthusiasm. she met with her central
office administrators and persuaded them to let her pilot this program. The system gave
her a grant of approximately $20,000 which covered the bulk of expenses in offering the
course at Elm. To make up for the amount not covered by the grant, Smith offered the
course to her teachers and asked each one to pay $100 out of pocket. She felt this was a
small monetary commitment for a valuable course which offered the teachers three

reading credits from the University of Pennsylvania and contributed to their instructional

credentials. Smith explained to her teachers that the work would be demanding. She said.,
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“It was no cakewalk, but the teachers were willing to do the work.” The course was
scheduled after school hours and there were to be 20 spaces for participants. Smith said
that, in a strong show of support. most of the teachers signed up. In fact. the course limit
was extended so that 24 of her teachers could participate. When the school received its
awards money, a portion was used to defray the teachers’ cost of taking the course.

This anecdote reflects an important use of rewards dollars, but more important, it
describes the creative talents employed by this principal and the dedication of an inner
city staff committed to school improvement. Elm teachers were willing to invest
personally in money and their own time to gain skills to improve their instruction and the
performance of their students.

Scaling up with a partner school.

Smith described the reading course as a tremendous success. In fact, a principal at
a neighboring school, with a similar student population and scores a bit higher than
Elm’s, heard of Smith’s successes and grew interested in offering the reading course as
well. Smith talked with officials at her central office, and they agreed to let this second
school introduce the program. As a result, Smith and the other principal formed a
partnership, one which paired them in building reading skills, and a year later extended to
include mathematics instruction.

We spent two years developing the reading techniques we learned. and in the

second year, we were improving. That’s when I encouraged the Board to try the

program out at another school. The principal of that school and I were friends. She
was very interested in participating and had Title 1 money to run the program.

Central Office agreed, and we introduced the program at this second school which
was fairly similar to ours. And their scores really jumped also.
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Smith and her partner were so excited about improvements in reading that they decided to
take another step and they introduced math training for their teachers.

We went back to Philadelphia to learn about math instruction. I found an excellent
math instructional support person at Johnson Elementary (the partner school) and
took this math person with me to University of Pennsylvania, and we learned
math together. Again. [ was able to get the board’s permission to introduce the
math program. That next year. I co-taught with the math instructor at her school,
and she and I taught math skills together at my school. It was great for our
teachers. It really gave us some new approaches and was exciting. I could hear our
teachers in the lounge talking about reading and math techniques. It changed the
tone from negative things about the kids to good instructional practices.

Other uses of financial awards.

Supporting student improvement was the determining factor in spending rewards
revenue, according to Smith. She said that her teachers and other staff, and even parents,
were involved in these decisions. A critical eye was cast on where third and fifth grade
students stood in performance scores as compared with the previous year. The question
consistently asked was, “What would propel the students to continue to improve?”
Reading was always one of the answers, and it remained a focus for several years. Smith
offered to pay for reading conferences and training, and the faculty and school
improvement team agreed that these were programs that should be supported by the
awards grant.

We were looking at where the third grade students were the previous year, and

where they were that year. We would also look at CTBS (Comprehensive Test of

Basic Skills) scores for the 2™ and 4" grade students and we used them as our

indicators. Our youngsters were moving along well in reading and in math. They

were making real progress, and the expectation was that they were going to
continue to move up. Then we had a specialist come in to share data because we

needed additional insights even though we were always looking at the average
scores in our system and comparing our scores to those.
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In subsequent years, Elm used their rewards for computers and a new portable PA system,
but the majority of funding was applied to staff development.
[ remember we took a bus trip to U of Penn when they had a spring symposium
on children’s literacy. All the teachers and other staff members came on the bus
and came back with a great deal of information and ideas. It was really something.
They talked about that for weeks.
Smith affirmed the importance of receiving recognition for their improvement.
Even the first year’s certificate without a monetary award meant a great deal. But the
financial awards allowed the school to invest in human capital- their teachers. The
professional development opportunities gave them many ideas and a chance to
collaborate and learn together. Each teacher who participated in a program came back to
teach others in the school. Smith felt that recognition, in various forms, helped her
motivate the teachers to make culture changes at the school.
It was critical when we won — for the teachers, the students, and the parents. The
staff came to believe they could do almost anything they wanted - with hard work.
We all really came together. It was just marvelous when we found out we won. |
came back to school and interrupted instruction. I never did that, and the teachers
were a little worried about what I had to say. I told everyone, ‘I have a very
important announcement.” First | read the certificate and then I said, ‘And we
won more.” They were just ecstatic. They kind of saw the fruits of their labors and
knew that the State saw it too. [ didn’t put a banner out telling the community how
proud we were. but | should have. I can say for certain, that without that money
we could never have given the teachers so many chances to gain new and better
instructional methods.
Resources support parent involvement.
Smith and the staff also dedicated some of the awards money to bolster parent

involvement. Elm, ultimately became a community meeting place for better

understanding the MSPAP. The first year, only a small number of parents participated in
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evening sessions devoted to sharing assessment information with family members. That
number grew significantly over the course of their years of improvement.

We did more things with parents as a result of the award because we had money,
and we could offer things. Before the test would come, we would hold three day
workshops for the parents so that they could better understand what their kids
would have to do. We invited all the parents, and we had food there and showed
them strategies - what they should do with the kids. We gave them samples of the
questions for them to try. Many of our parents couldn’t do the tasks themselves,
but they got a better understanding of what we were working on. We emphasized
that we needed them to cooperate with us so their children would learn. These
were night meetings and the parents were tired, but they still came.

Smith said she was not disillusioned when her early attempts to involve a substantial
number of parents failed. The nine or ten parents that participated in school meetings the
first year more than doubled the following year and continued to increase, and for a

disadvantaged school, that result was extremely encouraging.

Case 7 - Judith Alexander at Maple Elementary School

The school resides in a high crime, high poverty area with incidents occurring
during the day right in front of the children. Many times, [ had to pull our children
off the playground because of the neighborhood disruptions. There were times,
even during MSPAP testing, that I had to hold the children until 4 o' clock
because of a hold-up in one of the apartment buildings connected to the school.
So it was a very difficult, very stressful situation. But in spite of that,

[ maintained my belief that children of all economic levels, can achieve.

- Judith Alexander, Principal

The Practice of Leadership at Maple Elementary
A strong belief in the premise that all children can achieve was the underlying

philosophy that drove Judith Alexander. She said that when the MSPAP test was first
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introduced. it seemed to be so difficult that she and faculty members had little faith that
their students would be able to succeed. They were not afraid of student results, but rather
in awe of those children who were able perform at high levels.
I am not sure whether it was everyone in our school system, but we felt like this
test does not look like a test our kids would be able to handle. The first year that
we used the MSPAP, we were just in such a state of awe of what kids were
required to do on the test. But, I truly believe that poverty has nothing to do with
achievement. I believe that children of all economic levels can achieve; they may
not do it as quickly, and they may not do it as thoroughly in the beginning,
because they don’t come with the experiences that a lot of other students do that
are not in high poverty or high crime. We have to provide them with those
experiences in the best way that we know how.
As an example of this thinking. Alexander described an interaction she had with a
student who returned to school after the summer vacation.
There is language that the children don’t have that comes along with the
experiences of going places. For example, a kid came to me at the beginning of
the school year and said, ‘I'm so excited. We went on a big vacation; we had a
good time and we got in the car and we drove on the highway for ever and ever.” I
said, ‘Where did you go? Let me see, did you go to New York?” This student
continued and said, ‘“We had to pack a lunch, and it took a long time.’
Alexander came to find out that this “big vacation’ was actually a trip to a shopping
center in a neighboring county. To this student, this excursion was equivalent to a
memorable trip to another state.
Additional commitment for deprived children.
Judith realized that the situation for her students called for strong teacher
knowledge of improvement strategies, a broadening of student experiences at school, and

a strong commitment to improve.

In one sense, that child’s story was funny and in another, it was hurtful. It is
hurtful that so many kids never get out of the neighborhood. They don’t know
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what going away is really about. And so [ thought to myself, we have the
responsibility here to do some more teaching and provide more experiences.

Initial resistance.

When Alexander took over the principalship at Maple, the school was in “alert
status,” which was only one step above ‘Reconstitution Eligible,” a designation for
schools with very low test scores. Reconstitution schools faced the possibility of being
‘taken over’ by the school district or the State. The principal and the staff knew that,
unless students” scores improved, their school could be subject to significant
reorganization.

We were determined not to go into Recon, and we really wanted to get our act

together. If other people can increase learning, why couldn’t we? But at the time

there was so much teacher resistance. I didn’t have any teachers at that time that
said, ‘I believe we can do it.” Instead, they were saying, “This is the test that our
kids will never be able to do. It is not written for urban children. This is a test
written for suburban children.” Quite frankly. there were items on the test that our
children would not have experienced. We realized that we had to provide the
experiences for the children vicariously if not actually?
Citing an example, Alexander described an assessment question that asked the students to
order particular items from a menu. This task was alien to students who had never been to
a sit-down restaurant. Instruction would require the introduction of role-play and other
strategies. The teachers agreed to work on new instructional practices, but they still didn’t
believe they would see positive results. Although they were not asking for transfers, many
of the teachers were quite negative about changes that would be required.

They just didn’t want to do it and some of them had to be asked to leave. In most

cases, I think they just felt. *I can bide my time and not have to deal with this. Let

the upper grades be involved because the test doesn’t hit until third grade.” My

feeling was. if you want something to happen in third grade, you have to start in
kindergarten.
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Alexander said that, initially, even the school system was reluctant to take the reform
program seriously. She said there had been so many initiatives adopted. that two years
later had been abandoned. The system may have believed that Maryland’s School
Performance Program would be another new idea that would disappear if people waited it
out. But when, two years went by, and the State persisted, the district began to take a role
in assisting its schools.

The school system encouraged many of its principals to attend Maryland State
Department of Education sponsored assessment meetings. Alexander went to one of
these. Presenters represented schools that had been successful on MSPAP, and they
shared instructional techniques they felt would improve student achievement.

[ went to this meeting because I was interested and because | knew that my

children were as smart as any other kids. They were poor but they were smart. |

don’t recall many principals from the system going, but at the time, the Title I

coordinator told all of her schools about the conference. So I gathered up a little

group of teachers that I felt could

help bring the message back. We would need to convince the staff. We went there

and we listened to what people were doing.

Focusing on assessments and student needs.

Believing that Maple could succeed on the MSPAP was critical and according to
Ale