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ABSTRALCT

The purpose of this study was to describe instructional
leadership practices of Montessori public school principals as
reported by Montessori public school teachers.

The research study employed three methods of collecting
dats fraom the teachers in three urban Montessori public schools
in a midwestern metropolitan city: (1) open-ended
guestionnaire entitied: Inventory of Instructional Leadership
Practices of Montessori Principals (IILPMP), (2} semistructured
focus group interviews, and (3) semistructured individual
interviews. The use of three different kinds of data sources is
one form of trianguiation.

The study participants included fifty-four teachers from
three public Montessori elementary schools who answered the
HILPMP 'qﬂestionnaire, five facus groups involving thirty
teé;:hers, ar;él séven' teachers individually interviewed.

:D::'n“siant .wmparative analysis was used for data

1%



analysis. It is a research design for multidata sources, in which
the formal analysis begins early in the study and is nearly
completed by the end of the data collection.

The questionnaires, focus groups, and individual
interviews were reviewed through & line-by-line inspection of
the teachers’ responses. Specific quotes were taken from these
data sources and recorded under emergent categories and
subcategories. Under the category "communication techniques”
the subcategories are: (1) communicating openly, calmly,
clearly, and fairly with a varied school community, (2) building
consensus through communication, and (3) practicing public
relations through communication. Under the category of
"sharing responsibilities” the subcategories are: (1) sharing
respansibilities with teachers through teacher committees,
through sharing visitor observations between classrooms, rand
through approving student leadership camps planned by the
teachers, and (2) sharing responsibilities with parents. Under
the category of "preserving and supporting the Msntésseri
program” the following subcategories emerged: (1)

bt




understanding the dynamics of the Montessori program, (2)
blending the Montessoari curriculum with the public school
curricutum, {3) having what is needed for the Montessari
programs and mobilizing help to get these things, (4) supporting
the Montessari report card committee, {S) preserving the
Montessori program by educating parents, (6) assisting and
supporting Montessori students, and (7) modeling the Montessori
philasophy. Under the category of "school procedures”™ the
subcategories are: (1) providing support services for students,
and (2) providing student directed discipline and clear school
discipline procedures.

The findings were interpreted by drawing on the theories
of transactional and transformational leadership. Transactional
Teadership occurred when the Mohtessuri principals and teachers
exchanged something of value in order to accomplish
independent objectives. When the Montessori principals and
teachers exchanged something that raised each of them to
higher levels of motivation and morality, transformational
leadership occurred.

%1



This aresa of study is still very new and offers a rich
opportunity for future research. For example, additional
research is needed in the role of staff development in
Montessori schools because the Montessori teachers described a
limited number of instances of staff development as practiced

| by their principals as instructional leaders.

%11



LIST OF TABLES

. Exhibiting Progression from NMES Questionnaire
Responses to the Emergent Topics . ... ... ... . ... 118

. Exhibing Progression from NMES Focus Group and
individual Interview Responses to Emergent Topics . . 121

wiii



CHAPTER 1

STATEMENT OF THE PURPOSE AND PROCEDLRES

In recent years, research on the work of principals has
increased sharply (Blase, 1887A). Much of this research has
focused on principals as instructional leaders (Prickett,
Richardson, Short, & Lane, 1990). As instructional leaders,
principals should instill a vision of excellence and ownership in
their schools (White-Hood, 1991}, they should help teachers
focus on new classrgom instructional techniques (Frase &
Melton, 1992), they should practice professional growth and
reflection {(Lee, 1991), and they should provide continuous staff
development (Sparks, 1892A). ‘Wright (1991} explains that
since the most important activities in school are teaching and
learning, the principal should spend the majority of his/her
time as instructional leader. Thisis e,special:lg critical for
principals of Montessori schools.. Otis:(1992).notes that it
takes a great deal of skill-to-make.the state mandates and the
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Montessori pedagogy work together. She said that Montessori
principals need a thorough comprehension of the Montessori
curriculum plus administrative training. For the Montessori
method of education {(described later in this chapter) to realize
its maximum potential it must conform to the Montessari
philosophy. Montessori public school principals, then, should
have the strongest knowledge base possible about the
Montessori philosophy and how to implement and support the
philosophy as they practice instructional teadership. Jill Otis,
who in 1992 was finishing her tenth year as a public Montessori
school principal in New Orleans, says, "The (Montessori)
philosophy gives us our essence, and the (Montessori) principal
must work to ensure the school’'s adherence to its philosophy”
{Otis, 1992, p. 11).

Teachers are the direct recipients of the principal's
instructional leadership efforts to adhere to state mandates
while at the same time providing insight into the Montessori
philosophy. The teachers' perceptions provide one valuable

source of data about this demanding role.
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Rosen (1992), a former public Mentessori principal in
Buffalo, New York, asserts that if there were new creative and
research based methods of providing preparation for Montessori
principals they might help resolve some of the challenges and
changes going on in Montessori schools. These challenges
inctude instilling ownership, strengthening classroom
instruction, and providing the strongest Montessori program
possible for all the children. This study can be used to develop
a course of study or a series’of‘articles to help prepare
Mantessori principals to meet the chalienges fc‘ic'ing them in
their Montessori schools. Furthermore, it is useful for
practitioners to utilize for'their individual purposes.

Blase (19874) states that while there is a"develnping
knowledge base regarding school leadership, 1ittle attention has
been given to the relationship between leadership and school
context variables. Although some studies provide detailed
qualitative descriptions of school context, few studies describe
the principals’ actions specifically from the teachers’

" perspective. This study does inciude the Montessori teachers’



perspectives of their principals practicing instructional
leadership.

Because teachers are the recipients of principals’
instructional leadership practices, the Montessori teachers in
this study were asked to describe how their Montesson
principals practiced instructional leadership. The study's |
findings, because of its research foundation, adds to the
knowledge base of Montessori administration and, in particular,
how Montessori principals can better practice instructional

leadership in their Montessori schools.

The Purpose of the Study

This study describes the instructional leadership
practices of Montessori public school principals fraom the
perspective of Montessori teachers. This wilil add to the
knowledge base of how public schooal Mantessari principals
practice instructional leadership (an area of research that has
not been investigated). A likely reason that it has not been

investigated is that only recently have public schools begun to
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adopt the Montessori philosophy in significant humbers. As
these numbers grow, and the trend line is sharply up, it is
becoming increasingly critical that a knowledge base develops
on how Montessori principals in public schools practice
instructional leadership that both adheres to scholastic and
bureaucratic pressures experienced in public schoals while at

the same time preserving the Montessari philosaphy.

Background of the Study

Montessori Method of Education

The Montessori method of education was developed by
Maria Montessori early in the 1900s in Italy. She considered her
classroom observation and experience with the children her
"true degree in pedagogy” {(Deighton, 1971). The central aspect
of Mantessori education is the development of the reasoning
mind to be the precondition of independence.: In Montessari
education, the preschool child enjags a prepared environment of
muiti-sensory materials: Montessari education for ages six to

twelve'is a period-of-the acquisition of culture, just as the



6
farmer was the absorption of the envircnment (Montessori,
1973). Elementary children need to work with other children
and be encouraged to make choices. "0ur teaching must only
answer the mental needs of the child, never dictate them”
{Montessori, 1873, p. 7).

The Montessori method of education is increasingly being
adopted by more public and private schoois. The title af an

article in Education Week {(Cahen, 1989) is illustrative: "Public

Schools Embrace Montessari Movement.” There are now about
164 public schools in 92 districts offering thousands of pupiis
this educational model (Schapiro, 1894). in the fall of 1989,
Cairo, Nlinois became the first public school system in the
United States to make Montessori education the only option for
preschool through first grade {Schapiro, 1989). It is further
estimated that as many as 4,000 schools bearing the Montessori
name are now operating in the private educational sector of the
-~ United States.

Several factors have contributed to the expansion of

Montesseri education into an increasing number of public and
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private schools. These factors Include.

(1) The proven success of Montessori education in public
and private education. Between 1913 and 1884 there were
thirty-two avallable studies comparing children in Montessori
and non-Montessori programs. Eighty-eight percent of these
studies showed that Montessori children performed
statistically significantly higher on academic achievement
tests than non-Montessori children, and eleven percent showed
Montessort children did as well as children who were not in a
Montessori environment (Boehniein, 1987).. -

(2) Inpractice, the Montessori method respects and
supports the student’s. individual-development in.an ungraded
classroom in which a diverse group of children work together.
There is evidence which shows that mixing age groups and
abilities within classrooms has a positive.effect on student
motivation and-learning (Cuban, 1889). To help build self-
esteem within the.children.and help reverse the increasing
dropout rate, education must-meet the:diverse:needs of all our

children.. High.standards and demanding:pedagogy:are precisely
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what students need (Glenn, 19689). The Montessori curriculum
and humanistic classroom procedures offer this to children in
Montessori schools.

(3) Extensive Montessori certification training is
available and required for all Montessori teachers. A number of
associations offer Montessori teacher certification courses in
the United States and in ather parts of the world. Thaose
seeking accreditation by the Montessori Accreditation Council
for Teacher Education (MA.CTE.) are: The American Montessori
Society (AM.S), Association Montessori Internationale (AM.1.),
International Association of Progressive Montegsorians
{l.A.P.M.), London Montessori Centre {L.M.C.}), Montessori St.
Nicholas Centre (S.N.), the National Center for Montessori
Education (N.C.ME.), Pan American Montessori Society (P.AM.S.),
St. Nicholas Montessori College Ireland (S.N.1.), Ca!ifornie; =i
Caonsartium of Independent Courses, Independent Mnn__tessui'i -
Consortium #1 (IL.M.C.#1), Independent Montessori Cansartium *2
(IL.M.C.*2), indepehdent Montessori Consartium #3 {|M.C.*3), -

“I'MA-U.C. Consortium (1.M.1.-U.C.), and Montessori Institute of
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America (M.1.A.). There are several other Montessori teacher
training centers, such as the Institute for Advanced Montessori
Studies {[.A.M.S.}, which have not, by their choice, become part
of MACT.E. The training courses offer one or more of the
following areas of Montessori training: Early Childhood | {birth-
age 3), Early Childhood [l {ages 2-1/2-6), Elementary | or |-11
(ages 6-9 or 6-12), and Secondary ! or I-1i {ages 12-15 or 12-
18).

{4) There is a direct relationship between the Montessori
preschools and the Montessori elementary programs. Very few
hon-Montessori preschool programs in the field of early
education have lasting effects-on the ability levels of
elementary children because there is no congruency between the
preschool and elementary programs (Cohen, 1990}, In contrast,
the Montessori curriculum does progress in a very systematic
way from the preschool experience to the elementary
experience. For example, in t-hé preprimérgarﬂuntessari
classroom the children manipulate-the:triangles.in the

constructive triangle boxes to make new shapes:like rectangles,
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squares, parallelograms, etc. Montessori actually designed
these baxes to be used in the elementary classrooms to help
children tearn concepts of equivalency, congruency, and
similarity. Early childhood educators have reported that
cognitive gains in preschoolers can be sustained in programs
that continue into and complement elementary schoaoling (Cahen,
1990).

Changes Needed in Preparation Programs
for Gchool Administrators

Between 1985 and 1990 new proposals for the education of
principals have been issued by the National Commission on
Excellence in Educational Administration, the Danforth
Foundation, the National Policy Board for Educational
Administration, the Snuthe.rn Regional Consortium of Colleges of
Education, and the National Commission for the Principalship
(Duke, 1992). These groups agreed unanimously that reforms in
principal preparation programs must take place as soon as
possible, even if uncertainty exists concerning the emerging

- role of principals. Teacher empowerment, chaice, and school
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restructuring are only three of the changes affecting the
principal’s role (Duke, 1992). Otis (1992}, who in 1992
completed ten years as a public Montessori administrator at the
Audubon Mantessori School of New Orleans, stated that it is
time to develop Montessori administrative training programs to
prepare Montessori principals for their responsibilities. Gne of
thase situations includes the instructional leadership role:,
which is one of the most important responsibilities of
Montessori principals {Rosen, 1992). The Mantessori teachers’
perspectives in this study should generate insights and ideas for
developing the instructional leadership aspects of Montessori
administrator preparation programs. The Montessori public
school movement has resulted in Montessori administrators
needing insight about what Montessori is and how to be an

instructional leader in this type of schocl.

Expressed Concerns About Mantessorl Admm]strators
as Instructional Leaders '

 As the Montessori movement has penetrated the public

arena ‘several important issues-have emerged. For instance,
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some feel that bureaucratic constraints and a lack of Montessori
trained public schoal educators wiil mean that public schools
will adopt Montessori in name without fully adhering to the
movement's principles (Cohen, 1889).

Montessori schools have special needs beyond the unique
requirements af other magnet programs (Schapiro, 1980). The
Montessori magnet is not an embellishment of already existing
curricula or standard practices as other magnets generally are.
Rather, it is a unique school which uses only Montessori
methods, curriculum, and philosophy to direct the child's
tearning experiences. The unique nature of the Maontessori
school can put the nen-Montessori trained principal in a very
awkward position in several respects. For example, the
Montessori principal may have to defend budget requests which
are nat fully understood by the principal. Schapiro (1990)
asserts that the mast commeon obstacle Montessori staffs face
with non-Montessori trained administrators in Montessori
schools is the firm public school belief that all programs must

be treated similarly.
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Berliner {19809) states a concern about Montessari
programs from the perspective of organizational theory and
political reality. Berliner's arguments focus on the political
nature of the public schools and their constant need to serve a
variety of constituencies. "Policies and procedures are set by
governmental departments of education (federal and state),
local school boards, superintendents, principals and teachers.
All of these people are public emplioyees” {Berliner, 1989, p. 2)
and represent some of the cehstituencies invalved in public
schools. Berliner is cencemed that the districts might
introduce standardized textbooks, et.anderciized tests, large
class size, large student—feacher ratios, and teaching to the
whole group rather thar.r...on an individual basis. All af these
would violate Montessori instructional practices. Any
instftutien can use the Qverd Monteseeri be;ause there is no
legal restriction agamst usmg it. Since this is true, the public
cnuld.be misled into thmkmg a true Monteeeurl alternative was
| berﬁg mfered ‘.h.fhen. t.t. wa.s net due t.o. pehtleei end budgetary

comprem1ses (Mmer 1989) Une of the Dest defenses against
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such compromise is a principal thoroughly knowledgeable about

Montessori practices.

Instructional L eadership Important for Montessori
Principals

Another important issue in instructional leadership is the
working relationship between the principal and staff. Brookover
(1082) states that the principal should take on the role of
instructional leader in improving the school learning climate.
Morganthau (1990) states that effective school-based
rnanagement is an outgrowth of the principal’s leadership
ability. The instructional leadership effectiveness of
Montessori principals is critical to the success of Montessori
schools. Research can identify effective instructionatl
leadership practices to help Montessori principals become
stronger leaders.

There have been no qualitative research studies using
Montessori teachers’ perspectives for identifying the effective

practices of Montessori principals as instructional leaders. A




number of studies have used the teachers' perspectives to
fdentify school leadership in traditional public schools (Blase,
1G687A, 1987B, 1989, 1990, 1892; Gainey, 1990; March, 1984,
Sergiovannt & Corbally, 1984; Smith & Blase, 1988; and Smylie
& Brownlee-Conyers, 1990). Blase (1987A) conducted a
quatitative study of 75 t-o 80 high school teachers in a biracial
high school in the southeastern United States which focused on
the teachers' perspectives of effective school teadership. The
study data shows that effective high school principals
contributed to the development of associative (_cohes?ve), social
(behavioral), and cultural (values, norms) bat:'téf*ns in schools,
The nine prominent talsl%r'e}ated' themes Include accessibility,
consistency, krﬂ'ow!e"dgé/expérti'se, clear and reasonable
expectations, dec!si_ve_z__-ness,_goalsfdirec:tiQn,_fo_{iow—through,
ability _to manage tir_ne, and problem_—_solvi{j_g orientation (Blase,
1978A), The.proposédﬂ_ﬂresearch. fs fﬁodeled_ af;e_r the Blase study
because he .too was fn_t_e_res_ted___m t‘.h’g te_.ach_erl'.s':__iéérspectives on

thelr principals practicing Instructional leaders.
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Dr. Rae Raosen, a faormer principal of Bennett Park
Montessaori Center which is a public Montessori school in
Buffalo, N.Y., says, "The instructional leadership role is one of
the most important aspects of the principal’s work. This is
especially critical for a Montessori principal” (Rosen, 1992, p.
8). To become an effective instructional leader Dr. Rosen
proposed that the principal articulate a vision of the school and
consistently hoid out that ideal to the staff, to parents, and to
the community. According to Rosen (1992):

Again, this is particularly impartant for a Montessori
principal Lo de, since a Montessori vision may differ
considerably from one developed for a mare traditional
school program. It is not the expectations that are
different for a Montessori principal, but the way in which
one chooses to meet them that matters most. {p. 8)

As an examnple, all schools need equipment, books and
materials, but Montessori schools need specific materials which
were designed by Maria Montessori. The principals must

understand what these materials are and know how to convince

the central office to purchase these materials.
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As an instructional leader, the Montessori principal
should be a visionary who is out and around the school and
community creating a visible presence for staff, students,
parents, school board, and school district administratars at both
the physical and philosophical levels. The principal should
publicly advance knowledge about the nature of their Montessari
schaol (if he/she has the knowledge to da this). The f’tante‘ssari
principal should support the following characteristics of the
Montessori schoal: The three age/grade classroom environment,
individualized instruction instead of group lectures,
uninterrupted marning and afternoon work sessions where
students choose their work, the purchase of concrete Montessori
materials in all subject areas, the cosmic education theme
which uses history and science as the core of the curriculum,
mastery learning, subject integration, and the use of
parent/teacher conferences to discuss student progress in all
areas of deve!nph’;éﬁi (sgcial, phgswa! _anq_:_ac:ademic) instead of

- using letter grades. .
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The Research Problem

This study describes instructional leadership practices of
Mantessori public school principals from the Montessori

teachers’ perspaectives.

Luestions

(1) what practices do Montessori principals engage in
when responding to their most difficult
instructional leadership job/responsibility in
Montessori public schools?

(2) What practices do Montessori principals engage in
when. responding to their most frequent instructional

leadership job/responsibility in Montessori public

schools?

Definition of Terms

Qualitative Research

Uualitative research is defined by Kirk and Miller (1986)

3s 8 particular tradition in social science that fundamentally




depends on working with or watching people in their own
territory and interacting with them in their own terms.
Qualitative research as described by Kirk and Miller
(1989) is a four phase affair: (1) invention denotes a phase of
preparation; (2) discovery denotes a phase of observation or

data collection which produces data; (3) interpretation

dengtes a phase of analysis; this phase produces understanding;

(4) explanation denotes a phase of communicatian which

produces a message.

The researcher begins to collect data, looks for key
practices in the data that become categories of focus, collects
more incidents to add to the categories, writes about the
practices which are in the data, works with the data to discover
relationships, and continues writing as the analysis focuses on
the core categories. This is des_c__r_ibed' by Bogdan and Biklen

(1992) as constant comparative analysis.



Facus Group Interview

"The contemporary Tocus group interview generally
involves eight to twelve individuals who discuss a particular
topic under the direction of a moderator who promotes
interaction and assures that the discussion remains on the topic
of interest” (Stewart & Shamdasani, 1991, p. 10). Focus groups
produce a very rich body of data exprassed in the respandents’
own words, but a balance must be struck between what is
important to the members of the group and what is important to

the researcher (Stewart & Shamdasani, 1991).

I[nstructional Leadership

Instructional leadership is defined by Smith and Andrews
(1989) as: (1) providing the necessary resources so that the
school’s academic goal can be achieved; {(2) possessing
knowladge and skill in curriculum and instructional matters so
that teachers perceive that their interaction with the principal
leads to improved instructional practice; (3) being a skilled

cammunicator in one-on-one, small, and large-group settings;
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and (4) being a visionary who is out and around the school
creating a visible presence for staff, students, and parents at
both the physical and philosophical leveis concerning the nature

of the school.

Montessori Public Schools

Montessori public schools are schools found in public
school districts in the United States that have Montessori
trained and/or certified Montessori teachers who use the
Montessori philosophy, teaching methods, curriculum, and
concrete materials to teach the children in their classrooms.
These schools have three age/grades in each classroom, they
use individualized instruction instead of group lectures, they
have uninterrupted work sessions where students choose their
work, they use the Montessori cancrefe-ma_t__eria!s in all
subjects areas, they use cosmic g_q_ucati_an at the elementary
level which uses histor:g, _a__r_}d science as the core of the

curriculum, and they do not use letter grades on report cards.



The Montessori Method, The Montessori method of

education is described by Standing (1966) in the following
twelve points; (1) based onyears of observation of the child’s
nature by Maria Montessori, (2) proved throughout the universe--
race, color, climate, nationality, social rank, or type of
civilization does not affect outcomes; (3) based on the child as
a lover of work, and work carried out independently; (4) based
on the child's natural need to learn by doing. Each stage of the
child's mental growth 1s challenged and stimulated; (5) offers
the child spontaneously self-directed scholastic attainment,; (6)
offers an active discipline which originates from within the
child and is not imposed from without; (7) based on a profound
respect of the child, and allows a large measure of liberty
which forms the basis of real discipline; (8) enables the teacher
to deal with and guide each child individually and to guide each
child according to individual requirements; (9) permits each
child to work at his/her own pace; (10) encourages éach child to
help others; (11) provides each child the opportunity to choose

his/her own work which frees him/her from a feeling of



CHAPTER 11

ANALYTICAL REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The literature and research review will focus on these
areas:

(1) Historical and philosophical aspects of the
Montessori method of education;

(2) Maontessari research in education;

(3) Preparation programs for school administrators
including the Montessori administrators;

(4) Instructional leadership-factors:and studies:

(5) Leadership theories. -

Historical and Philosophical Aspects of
Montessori Educatmn

Maria Mﬁntessom (16?0 1952) was the first Italian
remale phgsaman She developpd & spemal method of teaching
goung Lhﬂdrpn after wnrkmg Wlth mpntang rptarded children.

38



39
Montessori began to study the "physiological education”™ methods
of Edouard Sequin and Jean |tard.

Soon after 1898, Rome’'s minister of education selected
Montessori as director of the state Orthophtrenic School.
Montessori considered her classroom experience her "true.degree
in pedagogy” {Deighton, 1971).

From 1896-1907, she taught at the university level in
Rome. in 1907 she opened her Tirst Casa dei Bambini (Children's
House) where she adapted her pedagogy to normal children.
Maria Montessori started the preschool program in 1907 with
the two-to six-year-old curriculum. In the preschool
environment, the young children enjoyed a beautifully prepared
enviranment of multi-sensory materials laid out in an ordered
sequence that allowed children to both enjoy and succeed at
learning. The children were in multi-age groups that
corresponded to developmental stages and allowed interaction

and modeling among the younger and older children {Cohen,

1989).
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in 1912, The Montessori Method became g best seller in

the United States, with the first Montessori school opening in
1912 in Tarrytown, New York. From 1912 to 1914 the Journal of
Education published 22 articles about Montessori (Matheson,
1989). Montessori's first visit to the United States was in
1913, and two years tater she taught a course at the Panama-
Pacific Expasition in San Francisco.

During the early 1940s, Montessori spent five years
training teachers in India. She had to close her schools and
leave Italy during the years of World war i1.

In 1933 a Montessori renaissance was started by Nancy
Rambusch’s article in Jubilee. -The American Montessori Society
vwas founded in 1960.

In 1935 Montessori (Montessori, 1973) devised her
elementary program which was developed for the child's second
plane of development, which includes ages 6-12. The
characteristics she considered were the child's intellectual,

maral, sacial, and emotia_nalneeds..John_‘_H.fPestalnzzi and John
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Dewey also expressed the doctrine that the whole child must be
educated (Doughton, 1935; Hildreth, 1966).

The starting point in the Montessori elementary program
is Cosmic Education (Montessori, 1973), which includes a unique
vision of the world. This centers around the child's
understanding of the cosmic task of each element in our cosmos
and shows the interrelationships of each area of study. Thé
elementary children, as described by Montessori (1973), are in
their "sensitive period of culture” which enables them to study
the world through all aspects of history, geography, science,
geometry, and math. The Montessori method also argues that the
elementary children are in their sensitive period for imagination

which makes creative writing, compositian, and research an

important part of the curriculum.

Montessori Research

The review of research about children attending

Montessori programs, both private and public, reveals several

important points and strengths.
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Miller and Bizzell (1983) show that children who had pre-
Kindergarten Montessori schooling exhibited significantly higher
achievement in math at seventh and eighth grades than other
groups. Karnes (1982) finds higher school success ratings and
the highest percentage of high school graduates among her
Montessori group. Jones and Miller (1979) find that the long-
term effects of four different preschool programs on sixth and
seventh grade students showed that the Montessort children
were conststently superior over those students from the other
three preschool programs. Sciarra and Dorsey (1876) in their
study show that the children who had early Montessori training
score higher on subtests of the Metropolitan Achievement Test
administered at sixth grade level than those children who had
Head Start or no preschool experience. ¢

Stodolsky and Karlson {1972) demonstrate that the
Montessori curriculum is effective over a two year period in
nurturing continuing development in‘areas of visual-motor
Integration, matching and sorting skills, psycho-motor skills,

and in number concepts. Berger (1969)'finds that Montessor|
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trained children did consistently better on certain perceptual
tasks than traditional nursery-school children did. Seefeldt
{1977) shows that children with prior Montessori experience
scored significantly higher in Kindergarten on the Caldwell"
Achievement Test than did children without this experience.
Erickson (1969) shows Montessori four-year-olds scored at the
first grade level or above on every test given in this research
study. This research, however, also shows there was a
significant difference in favor of the direct instruction group on
the Auditory-Vocal Association subtest and in favor of the
Montessori group on the Visual Decoding subtest. These
research studies suggest that children with a Montessori
experignce often were able to perform significantly higher on a
number of tests than children without a8 Montessori experience
or with alternative school experiences.

Bereiter and Engeimann (1966} and Karnes (1377}
conducted research on the learning styles of disadvantaged
children and it shows that the traditional public schaol

kindergarten was not appropriate for these children. This
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finding suggests that alternative instruction, including
Montessori, might be more suitable for disadvantaged children
because it includes more tactile experiences, an ungraded
environment, and certified teachers who use observation to
quide each child individually according to the child’'s needs and
abilities.

There is no research in the area af Montessari
administration but research continues to show how important

administrators are to successful-schools,

Preparation Programs for School Administrators

“Despite the earnest efforts of .Qariﬁus reformers,
educational administra.tion today remains much as it was a
decade ago” (Duke, 1‘3@2, p 768). Stover {1980) states that
research continues to show that schools ére only as good as
their administrators. | | ”

Tffva areas of concern are inciﬁd_ed ifl the review of
schnal___ .adn;linist.ratnr's...grepafﬁtiun :p.r:c.;él.fams._ The first area of

review involves both what professionals:believe are the
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prablems in school administration training (Forsyth, 1992;
Koerner, 1992; Strover, 1990; Polite, 1990; Hallinger &
Murphy, 1991) and suggested remedies (Polite, 1990; Hallinger
& Murphy, 1991; Playko, 1991; Sergiovanni, 1991; Stover, 1890;
Duke, 1992; Troisi and Kidd, 1990; Bacharach & Coney, 1986;
Cambron-McCabe & Foster, 1990; Heller, 1987; Yornberg, 1987;
Smith, 1987; Schueckler, 18587). The next topic includes the
Montessori training programs for educational administrators in

Montessori schools (Rosen, 1892; Otis, 1992; Kripalani 1992).

Problems With and Proposed Preparation Programs
faor Educational Administiratars

Forsyth {1992, p. 24) states that "there is no common
vision af what schoal administratoré should know and be able to
do.” She suggests two reasons far this: (1) university
prafessors who determine university course subjects are |
isolated from public schaol, and (2) administrators:who are in
the field have been radically constrained by unimaginative

practice and goal ambiguity. "Both groups are inexplicably
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perplexed by call for radical reform,; they don’t know what all
the fuss is about” (Forsyth, 1992, p. 24}, She goes on to
pbserve that the purpose of educating school administrators
should be to assure that knowledge and skill related to the
improvement of teaching and learning is the focus of the
experience. This includes being able to scan, analyze, and
reflect about people, processes, information, and systems that
are relevant to teaching and learning.

Forsyth (1992) asserts that preparation for school
administrators should gradually give candidates authority and
access to increasingly realistic settings until the person is
licensed to practice independently. This training process should
include: (1) studying the theory, research, and clinical writing
organized around administrative problems of practice; (2)
practicing mentoring.in standardized problem finding and
making sense of these problems; (3) practicing collaborative
problem-finding and decision-making simulations; (4)
experiencing field residency-to include-assignments in

cooperating schools:with:limited-authority, some
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responsibility, a salary, a field mentor, and return weekly to the
university for a seminar; and (3) experiencing an internship for
a probationary period of actual practice with mentoring,
support, and a system of feedback avaiiable to the interns. The
concept of state licenser and present licensing procedures may
have to be changed to support this new approach to preparation
of administrators.

Tom Koerner (1992), editor of the NASSP Bulletin,
interviewed Arthur £E. Wise, president of the National Council
for Accreditation of Teacher Education. Arthur Wise states
that principals using site-based decision making in their
schools should have training and competence in organizational
behavior, strateqgic planning, and team building/consensus~
building skills (Koerner, 1992).

As many see it, thousands attending today's university
programs in educational administration are receiving an inferiar
education that will leave them ill-prepared to take the
respansibility of s school (Staver, 1990). The National Paolicy

Board for Educational Administration (Stover, 1990) has
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proposed reforms, but many say their reforms are not suitable
because the Board failed to seek educators’ opinions before they
published their reform proposals. Stover (1990) continues by
listing the general Board recommendations: (1) take two years
of full-time study including cne year of fieldwork, (2) pass a
national certification examination, and (3) chtain a doctorate
before taking charge of a school. Duke (1992) recommends
several changes; one would be to have the local school systems
assume responsibility for preservice education of principals by
providing a district-based internship and orientation program
tor a period of three years. After the three years, a school
administrator would qualify to apply to a graduate principal
preparation program at a university. This would allow the
individuals to bring questions about the effectiveness of certain
practices as well as an assortment of practical experiences
against which to compare theory and research (Duke, 1992).
Three years of experience would coincide with Troisi and Kidd's
f-{iegéo} statement that.only time inthe trenches can translate

knowledge into:wisdom: :A.number-of administrators fail to
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become leaders not bhecause of their lack of technical skills but
rather because of their lack of people skills and their inabitity
to exercise good judgement (Troisi & Kidd, 1950). Duke {1992)
mentions that universities are often best equipped to offer
inservice programs because the university faculties are best
prepared to provide insights, understandings, and knowledge
derived from research and theory.

Duke (1992) recommends select educational
administration programs in the universities which could be
designated as centers for specialized doctoral work in areas
such as the administration of magnet schools. Bacharach and
Coney (1986, p. 642) state that, "Researchers have produced
evidence that effective schaols maximize the coordination of
programs and increase the discretion of individual teachers.”
The principals of effective schools who are strong leaders make
conscious efforts to minimize the difference in status that
exists between themselves and their teachers.

Polite (1990) mentions a variety of interpersonal skills

needed to be an effective school administrator in the role of
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instructional leader. These skills include being able to relate to
peaple, being sensitive to the needs and interests of ather
individuals, and having skill in effective listening. Polite
(1990) reports that at Southern {11inois University in 1890 a
course entitied "Human Relations Skills for Administrators”
was added to their curriculum in arder to provide opportunities
for teaching and practice of the skills associated with effective
interaction. -This course was offered in a workshop format,
meeting daily in order to provide the opportunity to develop
guickly an environment of trust and rapport between students
and the instructor. This allowed the students to. integrate and
practice interpersonal skills.

Hallinger and Murphy (1991) mention that there is a lack
of attention to the techniques of effective teaching,
organizational processes, or curriculum, which.are the technical
care of schoaling. Administrative trasining, traditionally, was
provided by the universities and school districts. "Today,
intermediate service agencies;research development centers,

- professional-associations: and state education:departments are
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the most visible providers of training and development services
to school leaders™ (Hallinger & Murphy 1891, p. 517). Now &
large number of the administrative developrment services are
using practicing administrators to assist in activities ranging
from defining needs to delivering instruction. Unfortunately,
seldom do these development services provide support to those
trying to implement the new knowledge and skills into their
schools. Thus the institutionalization of practices like
coaching, mentoring, and cross-school visitations with feedback
depend on individual administrators.

Hallinger and Murphy (1991) state that improved
research on various approaches to administrative development
must be done. There should be an extensive induction program
for all new administrators to include periodic on-site support
and open access to assistance. The administrative tréim’ng
should include a focus on crurriculum and instructional
leadership (Hallinger & Murphy 1991).

Plyka's article (1991) discusses administrative

mentoring as a way to encourage new administrators to take the
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risks needed to become instructional leaders. Mentoring is a
method of being supportive and encouraging to a protege.
Mentoring is a vital part of the developmental processes
associated with the preparation, induction, and ongoing
education of individuals. Experienced administrators can help
proteges in facilitating both change and student learning. Plyko
(1991) lists the follawing five areas in which mentors can
provide assistance to other administrators:

(1) gaining knowledge of the district’'s curriculum and
available instructional resources; (2) sharing information
about leadership practices that are effective in helping
teachers improve their instructional skills and classroom
rmanagement techniques; (3} serving as role models for
completing managerial tasks; (4) sharing effective
practices and strategies for-developing positive
school-community relations; and (5} helping proteges to
formulate personalized insights about how to develop a
productive, satisfying work environment for teachers so
that student tearning outcomes may be improved. (p. 126)

Another possible response to improving instructional
leadership for principals would be in‘the area of principal

develapment programs (Andrews, 1989) to assist principals in

the area of formal mentoring (Playko & Daresh, 1889). Hall and
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Lutz (1989) suggest a clinical field experience for principals
which would include instructional leadership practices.

Besides mentoring, arqu—time internship for
prospective administrators continues to be practiced in many
places. The Loyola University internship (Heller, 1987}, ane of
the early internship programs, focuses on instructional
leadership. East Texas State University's (Vornberg, 1987')
internship program focuses on an inservice component, which
takes the trainees into the schools, and a preservice component,
which requires the trainees to go to classes at the universitg: in
1980 Texas A&M University (Smith 1987) introduced an
internship program for graduate students seeking a doctorate in
Educational .&.‘dministratidn. The Texas A&M internship program
requires that after the students have completed their residency
and mid-management requirements they must go into the
schools and do a residency that meets the specific needs of each
student in training. Throughout the year A&M University sends
an internship supervisor to visit the schools an several

occasions to observe the student’s progress first-hand {(Smith,



1987). Serglovanni (1991) writes that a new definition of
professionalism for educational administration should be
created. He is proposing that teaching become a natural
springboard into administration which would bring educational
administration and teaching closer together, He 1s against
lengthier study, higher certification requirements, the use of
certifying boards, and higher degrees for educational
administraticn because that might cause a program weighted
more toward management themes and further widen the rift
that now separates teaching and administration: Sergfovannt
(1991) belleves more emphasis for educational administrators
should be on the ability to serve purposes, commitments, and
values that are shared with parents and teachers.
Cambron-McCabe -and Foster (1990) presented a paper at
the annual convention of the University-of Council for
Educational Administration. ‘They -explained the recasting of
Miami's doctoral program along the lines identified by
reformers. "Since schoolradministrators are toprovide

“transformative leadership; the educational programs of the
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administrators focus on inteliectual, moral, and technical
practice. To accomplish the goal of critical practice, the Miami
pragram includes the doctoral core, major, and research
components. The core courses (Culture and Education, Ethics
and Education, and Power and Schooling) are intensive, involving
significant student participation in seminars, case studies, and
Freiereian-type “problem-posing” situations (Cambron-McCabe
& Faster 1990). The core courses link theory to practice by
requiring students to address a concrete school problem or
issue in a particular school site.

To emphasize the professional practice or clinical nature
of administration, the facuity endorsed a problem-based
teaching approach for the coursework in the doctaral major.

The three cuiminating seminars in the major are problem-based.
The transformative leadership seminar is directed toward the
technical aspects of transforming schools rather than just
maintaining existing schools.

The research component of the program consists of no

fewer than 12 semester hours in research and the dissertation
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(Cambron-McCabe & Foster, 1980),

Proposed preparation programs in educational
administration could include specific plans for administrators
in the field of Montessori education.

Montessori Training Progr for &d ion
Administrators in Public Montessort Schools

Rosen (1992) asserts that new creative and research
based methods of providing preparation for Montessori
principals and administrators in all unigue situations might help
them solve some of the problems they face in the public
Montessori schools today. Rosen, a former Montessori principal
in Buffato, NY., has made an interesting observation that fully
trained Montessori teachers who became principals in public
schools could not handle the complex soctal organization of a
large urban school district. Their problem areas ml.ght inctude
lacking the flexibility needed to balance the mandates of the
school district with the goals of thertraditional Montessori
program:. Shehas also:seen dynamic:public school

administrators-who.did quite well taking cver.a Montessori
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school without the Montessori training. Her personail preference
fs the dynamic, secure educator who enjoys new challenges and
has the clout necessary to get adequate program support from
the top school officials (Rosen, 1992). She recommended that a
Montessori teacher who has been in the school district for a
number of years complete the administration requirements and
become a school principal. This would fit what Charot
Shakeshaft (Strover 1990, p. 19) describes when she says, “If
schoot executives are to learn about curriculum development
they must work on actual curriculum projects.”

J111 Otis, who has finished her Itenth year as a public
Montessori principal in New Orleans, has also expressed a
concern that, "The philosophy gives us our essence, and the
principal must work to ensure the school's adherence to its
philosophy. However, a philosophy can never remain static, but
rather must continually evolve as the school evolves” (Otis,
19892, p. 11). Otis notes that it takes great skill to make the
state mandates and the Montessori pedagogy work together.

"Keeping the creeping encroachment of traditionalism at bay




 {Kripalani, 1992,p.2).

S8
hecomes the difficult job. This encroachment is insidious and
pervasive and comes fram fear”™ (0Otis, 1992, p. 11). She feels
that Montessori principals need a thorough comprehension of the
Mantessori curriculum plus administrative training. Martin
(1982), as a Montessori administrator for 13 of his 23 years in
administration, also states that Montessori administrators
must be immersed in the Montessori philasophy and methods.

"A principal in a Montessori school must familiarize
him/herself comprehensively with the unique principles of
Montessori pedagogy and its practice” (Kripalani, 1992, p. 2).
The principals need to understand that the goal of Montessori
education is to help each child develop his or her unique
potential in a heterogeneous grouping of mixed ages. The
Montessori environment must be responsive to the changing
needs of all Montessori children. This requires extensive
invalvement and the cooperation of parents, the business
~community, and the general community. "We need special

seminars/workshops to prepare principals for the venture”
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In the following section instructional leadership factors
and studies are described. Preparation programs for school
administrators should include training in the area of

instructional leadership.

Instructional |Leadership Factors and Studies

The instructional teadership literature review will
emphasize and identify instructional leadership practices and

options available to principals.

Instructional Leadership Defined In Literature

Instructional leadership has a number of components and
requires principals wha: (1) instill a vision of axcellence and
ownership in their schools (White-Hood, 1991; Andrews, Basom,
& Basom, 1991; Rosen, 1992); (2) help teachers focus on new
classroom instructional techniques (Frase & Melton, 1992;
Bernd, 1992; Kaiser, 1982; Richardsan, Fanigan, & Blackbourn,
1991); (3) weave together all their instructional 1eadership

behaviors in a holistic way (Daresh, 1991; Lane, 1992; Hallinger,
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1986, Stronge, 1990), (4) practice professional growth and
reflection (Lee, 1991),; (5) provide staff development designed
according Lo current research (Sparks, 1992A; Hansen & Smith,
1989); (6) define "Instructional leadership" as "transformational
leadership" (Leithwood, 1992); and "instructional leadership”
defined as including both "direct” and "indirect" instructional
leadership (Kieine-Kracht, 1993; Peterson, 1989; Liu, 1984;
Daresh & Liu, 1985, Daresh, 1989),

An essential aspect of instructional leadership is the
ability to instill ownership among all members of the schoo!
community and instill a vision of excellence for the schoo)
among 1ts members (White-Hood, 1991; Andrews, Basom &
Basom, 1991, Rosen, 1982). White-Hood (1991) includes the
entire school management unit as an integrated part of one's
instructional leadership focus. Principals should arouse
ownership among staff members, students, parents, and faculty.
As a Montessori principal, Rosen (1992) states that the
“instructional leadership role is especially critical for

Montessor principals and it includes articulating a vision of
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excellence throughout the entire Montessori community with an
emphasis on the Montessori philosophy and curricutum. In
schools where student achievement is high, the principals
profess, and get other people to articulate that, their school is
going to be great (Andrews, Basom & Basom, 1991).

Another essential aspect of an effective instructionatl
leader is the willingness to empower teachers (Frase & Melton,
1992; Bernd, 1992; Kaiser, 1992; Richardson, Fanigan, &
Blackbourn, 1991). At the Naticnal Council of Professors of
Educational Administration, Richardson, Flanigan, and
Blackbourn (1891) affirmed that leadership alone will not
suffice for the principal in quest of excellence in schools. "The
guality principal must be a person who makes instructional
quality the top priority of the school, and must be able to bring
that vision to realization. Therefore, instructional leadership
and excellence are inseparable and essential elements in a
quality school” (Richardsan, Flanigan, & Blackbaourn, 1991, p. 6).
They summarize the skills of effective principals as including

opportunities for staff development, providing for adequate
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resources, sharing information about how to provide high
quality instruction, and providing opportunities for group
problem solving.

As a principal at J. 4. Hill Public Montessori School in St.
Paul, Minnesota, Kaiser (1992) states that the primary
characteristic necessary for a principai of a Montessori school
is a cammitment to ancourage the Mantessori teachers to feel a
sense of facus and empowerment to teach the best Montessori
program possible. This characteristic would require the
principal to understand the Montessori form of teaching.

"Teacher empowerment 1oses its effectiveness if the
teachers do not have an instructional leader to keep them on
track, well-informed, and involved. The principal must fill this
role” (Bernd, 1992, p. 64). This can be achieved if the principal
encourages decisions that result in greater alignment among
curriculum and teacher directed practices (Bernd, 1992). Alsa
the principal should ensure that teaching decisions are based

upon appropriate research or professicnal practices (Hansen &

Smith, 1989}
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For instructional leadership {o be effective, the
principal’s interaction with the rest of the school is very
personal and takes a great deal of planning (Lane, 1992; Daresh,
1991; Hallinger, 1986; Stronge, 1990). Daresh (1331)
identifies effective instructional leadership behaviors in a
holistic way or as an important part of the principal’s total
leadership responsibility. Likewise, Stronge (1990) calls
instructional leadership successful only when the principal has
a global view of the complete educational enterprise. The six
effective instructional leader characteristics Strong (1890)
identifies are not meant to be viewed as independent behaviors
but, rather, to be woven into thé total pattern of leadership
behavior. The characteristics according to Daresh (1991) are:

(1) gaining awareness of personal beliefs, (2}

understanding their organization, (3) providing

continuous instructional leadership, (4) developing
sensitivity to alternative perspectives, (5) committing
to continuous improvement of teaching activities, and

(6) respecting and understanding pecple. (p. 110)

The principal's instructional leadership role will be

maximized only when it is applied within a broader, cultural
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perspective of the principalship. Lance (1892) states the

following:

Once principals have developed an understanding of the
underlying key values that drive the school's
Instructional culture, they can begin to channel thelr
efforts toward reinforcing or reshaping these values
through the actions of cultural leadership. That is,
through thoughts and deeds these principals work to
directiy and indirectly influence the underlying cultyral
systems which support all instructional activities. This
cuitural leadership consists of three operational modes:
culture assessment, culture bullding, and culture
brokering. (p. G91)

Principals who practice professional growth and
reflection are seen as puttihg energy toWard effective
instructional leadership. Much of the work.done by principals is
unseen or "invisible” (Wt%!i‘s, 1980). A.ccordmg to Lee (1691):

By developing site administrators’ own capacity to
engage in conscious reflection and interpretation--
become more aware and articulate about the sense they
make of their own work--they not-only develop their own
skills but also serve as a model of this form of
professional behavior for the staff, (p. 87)

The role of the principal asinstructional leader 1s one of
spanning’boundaries.” This includes promoting growth among the

teaching-staff. The'principal as-instructional leader 15 the
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fundamental partner in impiementing and conducting staff
development programs {Hansen & Smith, 1989). Sparks (19924)
includes as part of the principal’s boundary several factors such
as promotling risk taking behaviors, promoting new things as
the norm, promating collaborative experiences among the staff,
promoting development that is designated according to current
research, and promoting staff development that involves many
different forms.

Of all the articles reviewed, only Leithwood (1992)
states that instructional leadership should be subsume-d by
transformational leadership. Transformational leadership
evokes a more appropriate range of practice for today's
administrators in light of current restructuring initiatives
designed to take schools into the 21st century. The term
“instructional leadership” focuses administrator's attention on
“first-order” changes, which is defined as improving
instructional activities by the maonitoring of teachetrs’ and
students’ classroom work. However, Leithwood (1992) states

that instructional leaders should also make "second-order
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changes” which involve building a shared vision, improving
communications, and developing collaborative decision-making
processes.

Instructional leadership has been defined to include both
"direct” and "indirect” instructional leadership (Kleine-Kracht,
1993; Peterson, 1889; Liu, 1984; Daresh & Liu, 1885; Daresh,
1889). "Direct instructional leadership has a ‘hands an’ an;:! ‘face
to face’ quality and can be associated with discrete activities”
{(Kleine-Kracht, 1993, p. 1588). Daresh and Liu (1985, p. 7} stated
that "direct instructional leadership occurs when the principal
improves the instructional practices through such behaviors as
supervision, evaluation, or inservice,”

“Indirect instructional leadership activities are
behaviors that deal with the school’'s internal and external
enviranment, the physical and cultural context surrounding the
classroom, teaching, and curricula, and the meanings that
principals’ actions have for teache__r-‘__s‘:_'-____.(KI__Q__i.ne—-Kracht, 1893, p.
189).  Daresh and Liu (1985, p. 7}_;-_-'?.‘:3"_"}"'"59”1;_:9-_‘? that "indirect

instructional leadership is provided when the principals,
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through the support functions such as instructional facititation,
resource acquisition, building maintenance, and student problem

soiving, took action with the intention of facititating

instruction.”

R r r

Research on instructional leadership includes
information about methods of assessing instructional
leadership (Prickett, Richardson, Short, & Lane 1990; Ahadi,
1990) and studies which have actually assessed areas of
Instructtonal leadership in different settings: wright, 1991,
Ahmed, 1981, Stronge, 1988; Rallis, 1988, Tallerico &
Blumberg, 1991, High & Achilles, 1986, Chance, Work, &
Larchick, 1991, Hannay & Stevens, 1884, Kleine-Kracht, 1993
Daresh & Ltu, 1985; Liu, 1984

Prickett, Richardson, Short, and Lane (1990) presented a
paper at the 1990 Annual Conference of the National Council of
Professors of Educational Administration. Prickett observed

that research indicates the skills and qualities (goal setting,
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managing curriculum and instruction, supervising and evaluating
teaching, providing staff development, managing resources, and
promoting a positive climate and expectation for success) the
instructional leader should have, but research is lacking in how
these skills and qualities are to be assessed (Prickett,
Richardson, Short & Lane, 1890; Ahadi, 1890). This presentation
reveals that a five-phase madel of assessment for instructiona!l
leadership has been conceptualized and is undergoing
deveiopment for evaluation to determine effectiveness and
validity. The five-phase model includes: (1) interviews that
probe the participant’s awareness and understanding of skills
and functions of the instructianal leader; (2) instructional
management skills; (3) strategic planning and empowerment
skills; (4) participant’'s presentation skills; and {5) feedback and
professional growth skills (Prickett, Richardson, Short, & Lane
1990).

_Ahadi. (1990) published, through the Nationai Center for
School Leadership, a project report in.which the results shows

substantial agreement between principal-and teacher ratings of



69
instructional leadership. Factor analysis Indicate that teacher
ratings are influenced by their perceptions of school culture,
However, teacher ratings of instructional lteadership clearly
appear in this study to be diagnostic of effective school
functioning (Ahadi, 1990). The report states that teacher
ratings of instructfonal feadership, using the Instructional
Leadership Inventory, have guestionable validity in identifying
specific principal behaviors that contribute to schoot
erfectiveness and the principal behaviors that indirectly affect
student success th academic outcomes.

wright (1991) explains that since teaching and learning
are the most important activities in schools, principals might
spend the majority of their time as instructional leaders
(wWright 1991). However, studies of principals at their Jobs
have found that one is more likely to see principals spending
relatively little time on task as instructional leaders (Ahmed,
1881, Stronge, 1988). This article states that new directions,
includtng implementation of school based management,

modirication of time management, and improvement of change



70
leadership, would enable principals to minimize the
fragmentation of their time and provide effective leadership
(Wright 1991).

in a Pennsylvania State University dissertation Ahmed

(1981) determines that the actual and ideal roles of elementary
schoo! principals are different. The ideal highest role of school
principals in this study is "instruction and curriculum
development” and the actual highest role is "staff personnel.”
Similarly, in another study, Stronge (1988) determines that
elementary school principals in {1linois spent only eleven
percent of their time on instructional 1eadership activities
because of managerial tasks. This indicates that if principals
are to be the primary instructional leaders, a drastic role
change would need to be implemented in schools like the ones in
the I1linois ét'udg. However, another answer to instructional
leadership concerns would be to empower teachers as
instructional leaders (Rallis, 1988).

" Tallerica and Blumberg (1991, p.316) write: "Thera is 8

need to connect the perspectives of teachers with the
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administrative structuring of the workplace.” This study
identifies some conditions under which teachers engage in
meaningful dialogue about the core of their work. It also
identifies some specific examples of how administrators can
provide the necessary oppsortunities for this dialogue to happen,
which is interpreted as a way for principals to practice
instructional leadership (Tallerico & Blumberg, 1991}

High and Achilles (1986) conducted a study to analyze
influence-gaining behaviors of principals in schools of varying
levels of instructional effectiveness. Principals included in
this study were perceived to gain influence in the following
ways. (1} In high-achieving schools the principals were
perceived by the teachers as exhibiting expertise, norm setting,
and fegitimate authority to the highest degree, whereas the
behaviors of coercer and enabler were least exhibited. (2} In
high-achieving schools the principals rated themselves highest
in referent and legitimate authority behaviors and lowest in
invalver and coercer behaviors. (3} in an Implementation survey

principals in high-achieving schools were rated highest in
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referent and expert behaviors, and rated lowest in involver,
coercer, and norm setter behaviors. In summary, High and
Achilles (1986, p. 114) write "there are perceived differences
between the influence-gaining behaviors of principals in high-
achieving schools and principals in other schocls.” High and
Achilles (1986) suggest: (1) Prospective administrators might
research the beginnings of the principalship ta understand.that
their roots lie in instructional leadership; {2) administrators
might survey their teachers to determine what expertise is
valued most and plan in-service activities to respond to these
needs; (3) administrators might study the practice called
"nrincipal-as-expert” to see if it offers the most potential for
influencing teachers toward school improvement.

Chance, Work, and Larchick (1991) presented a paper at
the Annual Convention of the National Rural Education
- Association. They reported on how the Little Axe School
District administrators and teachers-took the research
regarding the Effective School Maovement and embarked on an

extensive school improvement program. in their research, they
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found that effective schools were characterized by: (1) strong
instructional leadership; (2) high expectation of achievement
for all students to learn; (3) orderly and positive climate that
supports learning; (4) carefully developed instructional focus;
and (5) reqular measurement of student learning. Une dimension
of this process involves having staff from the University of
Oklahoma, utilizing a case-study approach, conduct research to
analyze the principals specifically under Instructional Leader
Correlate, which ig one correlate of an Effective Schools
Program (Chance, Wark, & Larchick, 1991). This was done
because "many studies have reported that a strong building
leader can help create the type of environment and schootl
culture needed to improve the quality of a district’s
instructional program” (Chance, Work, & Larchick 1991, p. 12).

Hannay and Stevens (1984) did a study on the indirect
instructional leadership influence evidenced by one principal on

the curriculum of a K-5 elementary schoal. According to

Hannay and Stevens {(1984):
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The Tinding provided another avenue to interpret
the managerial nature of the principaiship. Direct
curriculum leadership aoccurs when the principal
intends to imprave instructional practice through
such activities as evaluation or inservice. Indirect
curriculum leadership is provided when the principal,
through managerial tasks, takes action with the
intention of influencing the curriculum.

Direct and indirect 1eadership exist within
school climate. The principal is invalved in
establishing and perpetuating a school climate. When
the principal intentionally creates a climate that is
conducive to effective instruction that principal is an
instructional leader. The principal, involved in this
study, created a school climate that was professionally
and personally supportive. The intention to influence the
curricutum was continually evident in personal
interactions and work patterns of the principal. (p. 26)

Kleine-Kracht {1983) case studies describe one
principal’s reliance on primarily indirect instructional
leadership behaviors. The principal interacts with the teachers
and students informally while the division chairs interact
formally with teachers about curriculum and methodcleggj The
Township District's building~level administrative structures
also support the principal’s exercise of indirect instructional
teadership by allawing the principal freedom to be in charge of
improving.instruction and waorking with teachers (Kleine-
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Daresh and Liu (1985) reported their research on
instructional leadership at an American Educational Regearch
Association meeting. They used & questionnaire designed to
identify the extent to which principals believe that they are
engaged in various direct and indirect instructional leadership
behaviors. These are clustered into six separate scales: staff
development, teacher supervision and evaluation, instructional
facilitation, resource acquisition, building maintenance, and
student problem resolution. This study (Daresh & Liu, 1985)
provides evidence that high schoel principals engaged in more
indirect instructional leadership than direct. "The findings also
pravided implications related to the preservice training, initial
selection, and ongoing inservice support of high schaal
principals” (Daresh & Liu, 1985, p. 9). Daresh and Liu (1885)
recommend that high school principals should take training in
the area of instructional leadership.

- Liu {1984, p. 90) states in a dissertation, “The high

school principals engaged in more indirect instructional

leadership than direct regardless of the quality of a particular



school (effective, average, and not effective).” This study
reveals that a principal’s ability to assume the role of
instructional leader significantly influenced the school
effectiveness. This study also suggests that principals need to
return to the role of lead teacher and actively assume the role
of instructional leader praviding for teacher inservice, clinical
supervision, teacher evaluation, instructional support, resource
acquisition, building maintenance, ahd assistance in student
problems.

The Managerial Grid, Theory X and Theory ¥, and
Transactional Leadership Theory and Transformational
Leadership Theary are described and contrasted in the next

section.

L eadership Theories

The leadership theories described below include: (1) The
Managerial Grid by Robert Blake and.Jane Mouten, (2) Theory X
and Theory ¥ by Douglas McGregor, and:{3) Transactional

Leadership Theory and Transformational Leadership Theory by
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James MacGregor Burns. Blake and Mouton (1978) were selected
to be representative of the situational approach to instructional
leadership, others in this group include Hersey and Blanchard
(1982) and Fiedler and Chemers (1974), McGregor (1960) was
selected as representative of jeadership theories that
emphasizes the fmportance of life time employment, security,
participation by employees in decision making, and management
concern for the self-esteem of employees. Others in this group
are Argyris (1957) and Ouchi (1981). Burns (1978) was selected

for his seminal complex theory of leadership which includes an

aspect of moral betterment.

Managerial Grig

Blake and Mouton (1978) developed the Managerial Grid.
The Grid has two axes: one 1ists "concern for people” and the
other an orientation toward a “concern for production.” The
toncerns are not independent, but interact with one another as

the manager works to solve problems (Hanson, 1985).
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Blake and Mouton (1978) state that open communication
between people permits sound problem solving and decision
making. An organization is unlikely to succeed without open
communication. The Grid concentrates on what makes
communication effective or ineffective and how to change
ineffective communication into effective communication,

Regardless of the specific purpose of an organizatic;n.
there are several characteristics which seem to be universal
(Blake & Mouton, 1978). The universals of an organization are:
(1) purpose of the organization, (2) people of the organtzation,
and (3) power flow of the organization. The third universal
describes a hierarchial arrangement whereby some people are
bosses and others are bossed. The boss' actions are dictated by
certain assumptions he/she makes r‘egarding how to manage
(Blake & Mouton, 1978).

The Grid graphically represents the'interaction of the
three concerns, whichare purpose ‘people, and power. Getting
“results or production Is one concern, ‘Production can be

increased in schools by finding, through research or experience,
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new ways of increasing student achievement. A second concern
is for people and recognizing them as individuals. Some leaders
realize that working conditions, salary, fringe benefits and job
security are very important for their workers. "Depending upon
the character of concern, subordinates may respond with
enthusiasm or resentment, involvement or apathy, and
commitment indifference” (Blake & Mouton, 1978). The third
concern is how the organization uses the power hierarchy to
achieve production with and through peopile.
| Concern for production and conce;rn for people are
pictured on the Grid on a nine-point scale where (1) represents
minimum concern, (35) represents intermediate or average
concern, and (9) represents maximum concern. The other
numbers denote degrees of concern.

The manner in which these two concerns are linked
together defines the use of power. For example, when high
concern for peaple is coupled with low concern for production,
the people involved expressed they were "happy,” but when high

concern for pecple is coupled with high concern for productian,
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the people strived enthusiastically to contribute to
organizational purposes (Blake & Mouton, 1978).

tt 1s Important Lo rememper that when a manager
confronts a sttuation in which work is to be accomplished
through people, there are alternative ways for him to go about
managing. To be a good manager, he/she needs to know and be
able to seject the best course of action for any given situation
(Blake & Mouton, 1978).

A manager's style is plotted by scoring him or her from
one to nine on each dimension.
(1,1) impoverished: Minimum effort exerted to get work

done and is barely sufficient to sustain

organizational membership.
(3,1) Task: Efficiency in operations are arranged so human

elements interfere to a minimum degree.
(5,5) Middle-of-the-road: Organizational performance is

- “palanced between getting work out and maintaining staff

= satisfaction,
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(1,9) Country Club. Thoughtful attention to needs of people
which leads to friendly and comfortable organization

atmosphere.

(9,9) Team Approach: Work accompliishment is from
committed people; common purpose leads to
relationships of trust and respect (Black & Mouton,
1978).

The scores together describe the managerial styles. The

team approach ieads to the best results in most organizations.

Theory X and Theory Y

In the 18505 Douglas McGregor produced two theories of
leadership. Theory X (McGregor, 1960) states the following: (1)
workers have an inherent dislike for work and will avold it; (2)
workers must be coerced, controlled, and directed to work
toward the organization's goals; and (3) workers lack ambition,
disiike responsibility, and want security. Practices associated

with Theory X are essentially useless when the needs of the
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teacher or administrator are essentially sccial or related to
self-actualization (Hanson, 19853).

tnstances of Theory X ¢an be found in s¢hools, Teachers,
for example, work only under close supervision. "Few Instances
of teacher initiative can be found. Instead they seem to be
defensive and preoccupied with maintaining the status quo”
(Sergiovanni & Starratt, 1993, p. 16). McGreger argues that
when teachers are not taking initiative, the problem may be
more a lack of the administrators’ expectations than the
teachers' lack of initiative. Teachers are likely to respond in a
negative way, sensing negative assumptions and expectations.

Theory X focuses on fuifilling the needs of the
organization. "The central principle of organization which
derives from Theory X is that of direction and control through
the exercise of authority-what has been calied 'the scalar
principle™ (McGregor, 1960, p. 49). The requirements of the
organization are given priority. If'the'personal goais of an
individual are considered-at all, 1t is assumed that the rewards

-+ ofrsalary and position:will satisfy him/her.
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Theory ¥ is McGregor's alternative to Theory X. Hansan
(1989) explains that Theary Y exhibits a positive orientation of
the workers. Theory ¥ (McGregor, 1960) states the following:
(1) Physical work and mental work are as natural as play, if
they are satistying; (2) workers will exercise self-direction
and self-control toward an organization’s goals if he is
committed to them; (3) warkers are commitied to function for
rewards, and the best rewards are satisfaction of ego and self-
actualization; (4) the average worker can learn to accept and
seek responsibility. Avoidance of responsibilities and emphasis
on security are learned; (5) creativity, ingenuity, and
imagination are widespread among workers and do not occur
anly in a select few; and (6) the intellectual potential of the
average worker is only partially utilized.

Theory ¥ focuses on fulfilling the needs of the worker. If
the needs of the worker are fu!fil!éd, then the essence of
arganizatianal contral shifts fram external pressures {principal

to teacher) to an internal sense of self-control and self-

direction (Hanson, 1985). Building mutual trust and respect and
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commitment to worthwhile objectives is basic to Theory Y.
Success in work is assumed to be dependent on whether the
exchange of valid and authentic information is present
(Sergiovanni & Starratt, 1983).

If members of the organization can achieve their own
goals while directing efforts toward the success of the
agrganization, then the central principle of Theory ¥ has beén
achieved (McGregor, 1960). On the other extreme, if the
organization ignores the personal needs and goals of the
workers, then a negative result can occur. "The principie of
integration demands that both the organization’'s and the
individual's needs be recognized” (McGregor, 1960, p. 52).

Transactional Leadership and Transformational
Leadership Thegries

Burns {1978) describes transactional 1eadership
accurring when one person makes contact with athers for the
purpose of exchanging something of value, whether economic,

“‘political, or psychological in nature. An ecenomic exchange



85
could be a swap of goods or one item for money. A trading of
votes between candidate and citizen or between legislators,
could be a political exchange. A psychological exchange could
be hospitality to ancther person in exchange for willingness to
listen to one’s troubles (Burns, 1978). Each person, whether
teacher or principal or parent, recagnizes the other as a persan.
Their purposes are related to the extent that the exchange of
something of value stands within the bargaining process and can
be advanced by maintaining that process. "The relationship does
not go beyond this. The bargainers have no enduring purpose
that holds them together; hence they may go their separate
ways” (Burns, 1978, p. 19). Although he recognizes it as a
transitory leadership engagement, he concedes it has a useful,
legitimate function for thase individuals involved in the
transaction.

As Burns (1978) defines it, transactional theory must
lead ta short-lived relationships because sellers and buyers
cannot repeat the identical exchange; the teacher and principal

must move on to new types and degrees of gratifications. Also
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the transactional gratification itseif may be a superficial and
trivial one.

According to Burns {(1978) the relationships are often
likely to be psychological:

Leader communicates with fallower in a manner designed

to elicit follower's response; follower responds in a

manner likely te produce further leader initiatives;

leader appeals to presumed follower motivations;
follower responds; 1eader arcuses further expectations
and closes in on the transaction itself, and so the

exchange process continues. {p. 258)

A transactional leadership act takes place, but it does
not bind leader and follower to a higher purpose. The
transaction may consist first of a gesture, smile, applause,
promise, or letter, and later take a more tangible form like &
vote for a leader in an election.

Burns (1978} states that transforming leadership cccurs
when leader and led engage with each other in such a way that
leaders and followers raise one another to higher levels of

motivation and morality. The leader and led are linked in a

mutial support for a common purpose. Transforming leadership
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raises the level of human conduct and ethical aspiration of both
principal and teacher, thus having a transforming effect on both
(Burns, 1978). Gandnhi 1s perhaps the best modern example who
aroused and elevated the hopes and demands of millions in india
and whose iives were enhanced in the process.

Burns (1978) also defines transformational teadership as
transcending leadership because {t is a dynamic leadership. The
leaders feel elevated and more active themselves because of
the way they relate to foliowers and the successes they have
together,

The leader is more capable of evaluating the motives of a
foltower, and the leader takes the initiative in making teader-
ted connections even in respect to communication and exchanges
which may take place. The leaders take care of the followers'
wants and needs, as well as their own, and thus serve to change
the makeup of the followers' motive base through satisfying
their motives (Burns, 1978),

Lelthwood (1992) suggests that transformational school

leaders provide the necessary incentives for indlviduals to
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attempt improvements in their practices. Leithwood (1991)
suggests further that transformational school leaders are in
pursuit of three goals: (1) helping school personnel develop and
maintain a collaborative, professional school culture by
allowing staff members to plan together, and by giving teachers
shared power and responsibilities; (2) fostering teacher
development by encouraging them to set goals for professional
growth, and establishing a schoel mission; (3) improving group
problem solving by keeping the group on task, facilitating open
discussion, avoiding preconceived solutions, actively listening,
and summarizing information at the end of-the meeting. These
leaders share a genuine belief that their staff members as a
group can develop better solutions than the principal can alone
(Leithwood, 1992). «

Under his four stages: of leadership far schoaol
improvement, Sergiovanni.compares his "leadership by building”
and “leadership for bonding® or "valued-added leadership” to
Burns’ transformative:leadership: Initiailytransformative

leadership takes the form of"leadership by‘building” since the



focus is on arousing human potential, and both leader and
follower are motivated to a higher Tevel of commitment and
performance. Finally, transformative leadership takes the form
of "leadership by bonding” when leadership- becomes moral
because it raises the level of ethical conduct of both leader and
ted, thus transforming both.

Sergiovanni and Starratt (1993} explain that
transformational leadership in schools involves an exchange
amang people seeking commaon aims which calls people's
attention to the basic burposes of the organization. Values such
‘as freedom, community, equity, justice, and bratherhood are
important as part of transformational leadership.
“Transformational leadership changes people's attitudes,
values, and beliefs from bein‘g self-centered to being higher and
more sltruistic” (Sergiovanni & Starratt, 1993, p. 187).
Transformational leaders are inspirationat, intellectually
stimulating, and considerate of individuals.

A maral approach to leadership is to use a theory that

Tits people better in the first place. TAhe utilization of a
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leadership theory must not only enhance teaching and learning,
it must fit human nature. Moral leadership taps the spirit. Is
the leader honest, sincere, and caring? Does the leader
represent something of value to the followers? Leadership
should combine managément know how with values and ethics.
Moral considerations are both the beginning and the end of

transformational leadership (Sergisvanni & Starratt, 1993).

Cantrasting Leadership Theories

Blake and Mouton’s Managerial-Grid,McGregor's Theory X
and Theory Y, and Burns' Transactional Leadership Theory and
Transformaticnal Leadership Theory are contrasted in the
following ways: (1) The theories are organized in different
ways. The McGregor and Burns leadership theories are divided
into two separate main theories, whereas Biske and Mouton use
a Grid to describe how different managerial styles dictate how
people in ieadership positions'manage. oo

(2) The three theories deal withipeople in different

ways. The McGregor's X and Y Theories are described by him as
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two different leadership styles and one limits the teachers’
authority. A leader under Theory X may be a close supervisor
giving his/her teachers limited authority or respect. Under
Theory ¥ the 1eader exhibits a positive orientation toward the
teachers. Both Transactional and Transformational Leadership
theories show positive respect from the leaders toward the
individuals in the arganization. As explained earlier in this
chapter, a transaction takes place between leader and led for
the purpose of exchanging something of value.
Transtarmational leadership provides incentives to the Teader
and led to improve their practices.

The Managerial Grid by Blake and Mouton {1978} also
explains that sound prohlem solving and decision making in an
organization will not succeed without open communication and
without showing concern for the people in the organization.
wWhen high concern for people is coupled with high concern for
production, the people strive enthusiastically to contribute to

arganizational purpaoses (Blake & Maouton, 1978).
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(3) The three theories differ conceptually concerning
the raising of leader and led to a higher sense of morality.
Theory X does nat believe that teachers can perform without
Ieadershi-p direction and encouragement; therefore, it does not
see teachers being raised to a high level of morality. Theory Y
focuses on fulfilling the needs of the worker and building
respect between teacher and principal, but it does not discuss
anyone moving to a higher level of morality.

The Managerial Grid does not deal with raising leader and
led to higher levels of morality. 1t is concerned with how the
organization uses hierarchy of management to achieve
production with and through people: . .

Burns (1878) in his transformational leadership stated
that his theory becomes active when-leader and led engage with
each other in such a way that leaders and followers raise one
another to a higher level of mafivaticn.ﬁnd maorality.

After.reviewing and-contrasting these leadership

theories; the researcher chose-Burns transactional and
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transformational leadership theories to better inform the

reader’'s understanding of the findings.

Upen issues on Instructional Leadership

As a result of the analytical review of literature it was
found that there are several open issues which are important to
investigate in relation to instructional leadership.

in Montessori education re#earch is limited to a few
quantitative studies about student academic and social
successes in schools. There are no research studies
specifically about Montessori administrators.

Preparation programs for school administrators are
viewed as needing revision (Forsyth, 1982; Koerner, 1992,
Strover, 1990; Polite, 1990; Hallinger & Murphy, 1991), and
several researchers (Polite, 1990; Hallinger & Murphy, 1991;
Playko, 1991; Sergiovanni, 1991; Stover, 1990; Duke, 1992;
Heller, 1987; Vornberg, 1987; Smith, 1987; Schueckler, 1987)
have suggested remedies to improve administrative preparation

programs. A few Montessori administrators have voiced their
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professional opinions about how Montessori administrataors
should be trained, but there are no research studies on
Montessori administrators to back up these comments and
suggestions. One principal said, "The philosophy must work to
gnsure the school's adherence to this philosophy” (Otis, 1992, p.
11). The present study identifies the actual Montessaori
instructional leadership practices of the principals as
described by the Montessori teachers using a qualitative
research design.

Research was reviewed on methods of assessing
instructional leadership (Prickett, Richardson, Short, & Lane,
1990); however, this model by Prickett and others (1990) had
questionable validity in identifying specific principal
instructional leadership behaviors becausge it is undergoing
evaluation to determine its effectiveness and validity. This
madel and other resesarch in this area, including Tallerico and
Blumberg (1991), only used one method of collecting data. in
the present study internal validity was strengthened through

triangulation (Goetz & LeCompte, 1884).
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The literature review also emphasized and identified
instructional leadership practices and options available to
principals. The articles reviewed depended a great deal on
exXpart opinions. The present qualitative researth study
included the practices of the principals as instructicnal leaders
in Montessori schools as identified by Montessori teachers,
which will add to the knowledge base about Montessori

principals as instructional leaders.

Summary

The present study seeks to describe the instructional
leadership practices of Montessori public school principals
fram the Montessari teachers’ perspectives. Principals make a
difference in the success of schaools. Training in instructional
leadership practices needs to became an important part of
administrative preparation pragrams. Principals of Mantessori
public schools are expected to provide instructional teadership
in the same measure as principals of regular public schools ™

However, the way Montessori principals meet these
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expectations for instructional leadership, may vary due to the
unique nature of their programs. Montessori programs are
unique because they use the Montessari methods and philosophy
to structure their teaching experiences.

Chapter |11 will include: (1) a description of the pilot
study, (2) an averview of the research design, (3) a description
of the participants and sites used for the study, (4) an ove;'view
used for the study, {5) an explanation of haw the data were
analyzed, and {6} a description of what procedures supported

the validity and reliabitity of the study.



CHAPTER IIIX
RESEARCH METHODS: DESIGN, DATA

COLLECTION, ANALYSIS

Qualitative Research Desian

A qualitative design was chosen in arder to gain an
understanding of the Montessari teachers’ perspectives of
instructional leadership practices af public Montessari school
principals. A pilot study was conducted in arder to shape the
research design and finalize the open-ended questionnaire.

Burns' transactional and transformational leadership
theories have been used by the researcher to better inform the
reader's understanding of the Montessari principals’
instructional leadership practices as described by the

Maontessari teachers.



Pilot Studuy

The gpen-ended questionnaire used for this study was
modeled after Blase's (1990) “The Teachers Work-Life
Inventory” (TWLI). The TWLI and the [ILPMP {Appendix A) were
devaloped to gather data regarding the perceptions of teachers
on a familiar topic. The researcher used "maost frequent” and
"most difficult” in the [ILPMP because she wanted the teachers’
perceptions on how their principals most often practiced
tnstructional leadership and what areas of instructional
leadership were the hardest for their principals to deal with,
The first version of the |ILPMP was inspected by a committee of
four Montessori teachers from a local university, and they made
no changes in the instrument. Next, a pilot study was performed
which also helped tg validate the questionnaire.

Goetz and LeCompte (1984) assert that prior field work
and trial sessions are essential for carrectly anticipating the
variety of respondent’s styles encountered in qualitative
studies. Therefare, in preparation for the reported research in

“this study, a pilot study was conducted with nine private schog]
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Montessort teachers in a midwestern metropolitan city. Nine
Montessor! teachers completed an open-ended questionnaire
entitled the "Inventory of Instructional Leagership Practices of
Montessor! Principals” (HLPMP) devised by the researcher,
After completing the IILPMP, they then evaluated the questions
for clarity, ease of interpretation, and thoroughness, Principals
at the three public Montessori schools involved in the study
were asked to review the questionnaire and to offer suggestions
for tmprovement. As aresult of the principals' suggestions, the
wording of the questionnaire changed from "describe what you
think s your principal's most difficult problem” to "describe
what you think is your principal's most difficuit fob
(responsibility) as an instructional leader as related to the
Montessori program.” This was the only change to the
questionnaire.

After the pilot {ILPMP was administered to nine

Montessori teachers, the answers were reviewed and the
descriptive data were sorted into relevant topics. From the

analysis, topics emerged which identified the instructional
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leadership practices of the Montessori principals in their
particular schools.

A focus group was selected from the teachers who
responded to the questionnaires. This group consisted of Tour
Montessori teachers who identified similar instructional
leadership practices for their respective principals. The focus
group met for a thirty minute semistructured interview, which
vwas audio taped and transcribed. Field notes describing the
physical and interpersonal contexts of the focus group were
recorded. The transcribed interview of the focus group was
analyzed for topics that identified instructional leadership
practices of their Monteséam’ principals. For example, during
the pilot study the focus group talked about how impartant
honesty is for principals. "Honesty” was included under the
topic of communication. The field notes described where and
vwhen this group met, and that they were very relaxed because
they did knew each ather.

Next, one teacher was selected and interviewed in order

to clarify and expand on the teacher's answers on the
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questionnaire. Gay's (1987) semistructured interview approach
was followed. At the beginning of the interview, time was used
to establish rapport and a trusting relationship between the
interviewer and the teacher in order to get as much in-depth
data as possible (Gay, 1987). The individual semistructured
interview was audio taped and transcribed, providing practice in
transcribing audio taped interviews. After the interviews, field
notes describing the physical and social situation were
recorded. The researcher noted whetre and wheh the interview
took place. The transcribed interview was used t0 generate
additional tentative topics thatl identified instructional
leadership practices of the Montessori principal.

The pitot study was helpful in restructuring the wording
of the open-ended questionnaire. It also pravided an opportunity
to practice interview skills and transcribe the audio taped
interviews. "Ta enhance skill and dexterity in minimizing their
own talk, many interviewers run the trial or pilot sessions”
(Goetz & LeCarnpte, 1984, p. 129). The pilot study allowed the

researcher the oppartunity to practice minimizing her talk
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during the interviews. The pilot study also provided practice in
developing topics of instructional leadership prattices af
Montessori principals as described by the teachers through the

npen-ended questionnaires and interviews.

Quverview of the Eesearch Design

The pilot study prepared the researcher for the acu;ﬁl
research study in which all Montessori teachers at three
Montessori public schools were asked ta respond to an open-
ended guestionnaire entitled the "Inventory of Instructional
Leadership Practices of Montessori Principals” (1ILPMP). A
second method of data collecting invalved a group of teachers at
each school who formed focus graups for their particular school.
The teachers who responded similarly to questions about their
principals’ practice of instructional leadership were invited to
participate in a focus group at their school. The focus groups
were organized in order to permit teachers to clarify and expand
their answers to the {ILPMP. The facus group semistructured

interviews were audio taped and transcribed. The written
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answers given by each of the teachers to the [ILPMP were
reviewed for clarity and content; and three teachers from
Northern Montessori Elementary School, three teachers from the
Sauthern Montessori Elementary School, and one teacher from
the Central Montessori Elementary School were interviewed
individually to allow the teachers to clarify and/or expand their
responses to the initial open-ended guestionnaire. The teachers
chogen for the individual interviews were those whose
responses were not clear or whose responses were extensive
and covered a number of topics. The semistructured interviews
were also audic taped and transcribed.

The descriptive data collected from the answers to the
HILPMP, semistructured focus group interviews, and
semistructured individual interviews were coded and the actual
words were written under topics. when the findings were
described in Chapter |V, the topics were found to fit under cne
of four major gategaries {(communication techniques, shared
"_:?S_D_Q_F}_Sibi“.U'E_S, preserving and supporting the Montessori

program, and school procedures). The four major categories
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have subcategories which help to describe the findings in more

detail.
The remainder of this chapter describes the participants
and site selection, data coilection, data analysis, and criteria of

validity and reliability.

Participant and Site Selection

In order to offer each teacher equal opportunity to
participate in this study, all sixtg—sik Montessori teachers from
the three public Montessori schools in the midwestern
metropolitan city were invited to participate. The names of the
schools, which are pseudonyms, are Central Montessori
Elementary School (CMES), Southern Montessori Elementary
School (SMES), and Northern Mantessori Elementary School
(NMES). The teachers at these schools were invited to
participate because all three schools are well established
Montessori schools, and the principals and teachers have the
same Montessori certification or training and state teaching

credentials. The public Montessori schools in this city have
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three grades in each elementary classroom (pre-K to K or K, 1-
3, and 4-6) and they extend from kindergarten through the sixth
grade with the Montessori curriculum and concrete materials.
This selection of schools provides a favorable setting for this

study.

Rata Collection

In this study three methods of collecting data were
used. The use of three different kinds of data sources is one
form of triangulation (Goetz & LeCompte 1984). More
discussion about triangulation can be found later in this chapter
under validity of the research design. The three methods used
were: (1) an open-ended questionnaire entitied the "Inventory of
Instructional Leadership Practices of Montessort Principals”
(11LPMP), (2) semistructured focus group interviews, and (3)

semistructured individual interviews.

The questionnaire. The [{LPMP (Appendix A) was
administered to fifty-four out of sixty-six Montessori teachers

in the three Montessori public schoals. As shown in Appendix A,



the first page of the |ILPMP included the definition of
"instructional leader.”™ The [ILPMP included the fallowing
questions: (1) Please describe what you think is your

principal’s MOST DIFFICULT job (responsibility) as an

instructional Teader as related to the Montessori praogram,

describe the TYPICAL WAY your principal deals with this type of

job (responsibility), GIYE &N EXAMPLE of how your principal

deals with this type of job (responsibility), and RATE THE

EFFECTIVENESS ("1" was low and "5” was high) of this method in

dealing with this type of job (responsibility). (2) Please

describe what you think is your principal’s MOST FREQUENT jab

(responsibility) as an instructional leader as related to the

Montessori program, describe the TYPICAL WAY your principatl

deals with this type of job (responsibility), GIVE AN EXAMPLE of

how your principal deals with this type of job (responsibility),

and RATE THE EFFECTIVENESS {"1" was law and "S" was high) of
this method in dealing with the job (responsibility). Each

question relies on a single idea which follows Goetz snd
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LeCompte (1884) guidelines for open-ended questions used in
gualitative research.

Each time | went to a school to have the teachers fill out |
the guestionnaires, | typed a set of field notes to help me
remember what | did and what happened. For example, the
following describes the situation at the SMES when the teachers

filled aut their questionnaires.

| arrived at 3:15 p.m. | visited with the principals

for a few minutes befare | went to the resource room
vhere the teachers were attending a regular staff
meeting followed by my questionnaire. | took photos, and
by 3:45 p.m. most of the teachers had arrived. The
principal introduced me. She asked the teachers who
missed the staff meeting the week before to please fill
out the permission form, if they were willing to
participate. The letter of introduction about my
research, and the permission forms were given out to all
teachers present the week before. | had an agenda made
out ahead of time: | thanked them for helping me and |
made sure | had all the permission forms. | explained
briefly what the project was about by referring to the
letter they already had. | explained the "thank you” gift |
brought for them, which was a twenty page Bloom's
Taxonomy curriculum to be used by their students as
independent work. This is a curriculum |
developed to be used with the Montessori elementary
cosmic curriculum. | explained that after | reviewed

- the questionnaires | would be asking them to meet one
mare time in a focus group or for an individual
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interview, if they were willing. Finally, | went aver
the questionnaire, reminding thermn that their names
would not be used. As the twenty-seven teachers
started filling out their questionnaires, two teachers
came up to ask questions. One teacher asked, "Will

gur principal be reading these?” 1| said, "No, only i

will see them.” Another teacher asked, "Can | reflect
my answers using the Montessori principal | had before
the present principal?” | said, "yes.”

Several of the teachers were taiking, and a couple
of the teachers asked nicely if they would not do that.
The principal, after about twenty-five minutes, asked
if they could finish in five minutes? Most of them had
finished by then and they brought me their
questionnaires and picked up a copy of the 8loom’'s
Taxonomy. One teacher asked if | could send him my
disc so he could make the "Bloom's Command Cards”
larger. | said | had a larger set at my office. If they
wanted a larger set on card stock, it would cost five
and one half cents per copy. | sent the infarmation to
the principal the next week, and several teachers ordered
another set. | collected my things and left the room
about 415 pm.

This excerpt illustrates what happened at the SMES when

the teachers filled out their |ILPMP questionnaires.

The focus group interviews. The second method of

collecting data consisted of audio taping and transcribing the
entire focus group interviews. The focus group interview

derives its name from the selection of groups which are
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"focused” on a given topic (Lederman, 1990). Focus group
interviews produce a very rich body of data because the
information is expressed in the respondent’s own words
{Stewart & Shamdasani, 1991; Patton, 199Q),

“The contemporary focus group interview generatly
involves eight to twelve individuals who discuss a particular
topic under the direction of a moderator who promaotes
interaction and assures that the discussion remains on the topic
of interest” (Stewart & Shamdasani, 1991, p. 10). A total of
thirty teachers participated in five focus groups (EMES had
seven teachers in one focus group; NMES had seven teachers in
ane focus group and three teachers in another focus group; SMES
had five teachers in one focus group and eight teachers in
another focus group). After the questionnaires were reviewed,
questions were designed to probe mare deeply, ta collect mare
incidents, and to develop more diversity of dimensions under
the tr;apics which had emerged (Be-gdan & Biklen, 1992). Each of
the f.t'vé: fdcus groups discussed the topics which haed emerged

fram the questionnaires.
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The following is an example of a question and answer

from the CMES focus group (Appendix D):

I said, "Under the following topic, which emerged
from your responses to the I[ILPMP, of "Instructional
Leadership Practiced Through Clarifying and Educating
Parents and Community About Our Montessori Program,”
you wraote that, "The teachers are encouraged to be
invelved in butlding and district meetings.” | asked, "Are
these meetings with all the elementary teachers in the
district or with the other two Montessori schools?* A
teacher responded: "It's interesting that you bring that
up. The district is forming what they call ‘curricuium
councils’ which invalve all the elementary schools in the
district. | went to the one on communication arts. we
are going to be doing curriculum work that used to be
done by curriculum supervisors, wha are no longer
working for the district” (Feb. 18 Focus Group p. 11 lines
118-123 CMES).

The Tollowing is an example of a question and answer
from the NMES focus groups (Appendix E):

I said, "Under the following topic which emerqged
from your responses to the HLPMP, "Instructional
Leadership Practiced Through Dealing and Supporting a
Diverse School Community,” a teacher wrote, "Our
principal supparts each teacher as an individual, letting
teachers develop their own style of teaching the .
Montessori curriculum.” | asked, "Can somecne explain in
maore detail how your principal supports each teacher as
an individual?” A teacher responded: "He supports ideas,
and even when there gare lability issues, he still
supports and helps like the trips to ‘Camp Joy' for the
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leadership training for students” (April 27 Focus Group A
lines 11-19 NMES).

Here is an example of a question and answer from the
SMES focus group:

| said, "Under the following topic which emerged
from your responses to the [ILPMP, 'Practicing
instructional Leadership Through Dealing with and
Educating Parents, Community, and Downtown',” one
teacher wrote, "The Montessori program is explained to
the personnel at the central office.” | asked, "Could
sameone or several of you comment an how you did this?”
A teacher said, “The district was developing a new
reading pregram. They had invested in several new
reading texts. We didn't need the money invested in
the reading text, we needed money invested in what we
were working with . .. like the literature program ...~
(March 8 Focus Group A p. 9 lines 11-17 SMES).

Field notes were compiled by the researcher after the
focus groups met and included the physical and interpersonal
contexts which took place during the focus group interviews
{Stewart & Shamdasani, 1991). Each of the five focus group
interviews lasted from forty-five minutes to one hour, and they
took twenty-five hours to transcribe.

_The following is an example of the field notes |

wrote after the focus groups met: On Monday, March 8,

the principal saw me in the office of the SMES as | was

signing in as a visitor at 3:00 p.m. The principal is
always very friendly. She told me the focus group would
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meet with me in the "docter's office” (the nate af the
raom where we were meeting). She had posted a note
on a big message board in the office about where the
teachers should meet me. Each member of the focus
group had been sent a letter reminding him/her about our
meeting, but not where the meeting would be. The
“doctor's of fice" is to the right of the main entrance of
the school and down the hall on the same level as the
office. The janitor asked me, "How many chairs will
you need?” That was at 3:15 pm,, and | needed eight
chairs by 3:30 p.m. No problem-there were already five
chairs in the room, so he brought four more. As | was
waiting for the teachers, who usually had bus duty every
day, three different teachers came into the room to ask
if they could use the phone. | did tell them "yes,” but,
when the focus group came in, they would have to find
another phone. The room had one rectangular table

in the center of the room (20" by 14°) and a desk at one
end with a telephone on it. A bed for sick children was
against one wall. The teachers arrived, | gave them a
granala bar, which most of them ate as we informaliy
visited befare the interview started. The interview
went very well, the teachers appeared relaxed and
willing to be part of the discussion. The interview
ended by 4:00 p.m. :

The individual interviews. A third method of cm‘mcting
data consisted of individual semistructured interviews with
s.ev.en teachers from the thrae Montessori public schools (one
teacher at the CMES, three teachers at the NMES, and three
teachers at the SMES). Interviews provide data that arise ina

natural or indigenous form because the individual respond
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in their own words (Stewart & Shamdasani, 1991). The [ILPMP
responses were reviewed for clarity and content, and seven
teachers were invited to expand on their initial responses to
the 1ILPMP. Teachers were chosen if their responses were not
clear ar if their responses were extensive and covered a number
of topics which allowed Tor the gathering of more detailed data.
Each of these teachers was interviewed once for thirty to 'sixtg
minutes. These interviews explored the teachers’ thoughts
about their principals’ practices as instructional leaders
(Lederman, 1990). Follawing are three responses from the
individual interviews.

One of the answers given by a teacher at the CMES
an her questionnaire (Appendix ) was as follows: "Most
frequent responsibility as an instructional leader has
been discipline of both students and faculty. Building a
program is no srnall thing. Students are learning to live
in peace and work through cooperation. The facuity is
learning to balance and modify great work loads
and old habits. They also are beginning to 1ook at the
whole rather than individual parts.” | asked this teacher
during the individual interview, "Do you see the balance
between great work loads and old habits as a result of

- Montessori responsibilities versus general
expectations?” The teacher responded, "! think
there is a tremendous load of wark, planning takes a
great deal of time. | realize that as you go through each
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cycle for each grade level it gets easier, but_ until you
have that built into your planning, it takes time” {ind.
Interview JNC p. 12 lines 123-127 CMES).

One of the answers given by a teacher at the NMES

(Apendix H) on her questionnaire was as follows:

"Our principal is not necessarily the chairperson of
a convening group, but he is an active component of it
always.” | asked, "After he has thought out an answaer,
how does he communicate the results?” The teacher
said, "My experience has been that he comes back to you,
he does not communicate through memas” (March 11
Faocus Group A p. S lines 17-21 NMES).

One of the answers given by a teacher at SMES (Appendix

Y was as follows:

“The most difficult job/responsibility for our
principal is involving our parents of low achieving
students to help with tha job of training/educating their
children.” | asked this teacher, "Can you expand on this
concern?” The teacher's response, "(f one of us is having
trouble, the child is not normalized, he/she can't choose

work, the rules haven't sunk in. We need to contact the
parent and be with them and see if the parent can help
us. Often times we can't get a hold of the parent, the
parents don't have phones, even have addresses.
I'11 phone and get a non-functioning phone. Yau can't
direct your classroam and be on the telephone. Now
Maria Montessori had a contract between her and the
parent, we may need to initiate something like that" (ind.
Int. GAGS p. 4 lines 7-15 SMES).



1S

The Interviews were audio-taped and transcribed by the

researcher. All of these interviews took a total of thirty-five

hours— to transcribe.

Each time | went to a school Lo give an individual

interview, | took field notes and typed them as soon as possible

in order to describe what | did and what happened. For example,

following field notes were written during one of the individual

interviews at NMES,

{arrived at NMES at 2:10 pm.. | asked the
secretary to phone the teacher | was interviewing today
Lo see if | could come to her classroom. She asked me to
meet her in her room. | went downstairs but couldn't
find her room. A teacher took me to the correct area,
which required walking through the careterfa. The
teacher being Interviewed teaches in a very large open
classroom with two other teachers with students
ages nine to twelve, When | walked into the classroom,
it was after school but there were several students all
around the area working on projects. | did see one of the
other teachers working with several students. | plugged
the tape recorder in, and talked Informally to the teacher
for a few minutes, | tested the recorder and the extra
microphone was not working, so 1 unplugged it and
used the microphone in the unit itselif. i finished the
interview at 2:45 p.m.
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(n summary, three methods of collecting data were used.
Fifty-four teachers at three public Montessori schools answered
an open-ended guestionnalre. On the guestionnaires the teachers
had identified the instructional leadership practices of their
principals. Thirty teachers participated in five focus groups.
These teachers responded to questions which probed more
deeply into thelr answers on the original questionnaire, Each of
the five focus groups discussed the general topics which had
emerged as the researcher read through the guestionnaires
answered Dy the teachers. The third method of collecting data
was Individual interviews with seven teachers. These teachers

expanded on their initial responses to the |ILPMP.

Data Analysis and Interoretation

Constant comparative analysis was used for data
analysis. "The constant comparative method is a research
design for multidata sources,. . . the formal analysis begins
early in the study and 1s nearly completed by the end of the data

collection” (Bogdan & Biklen, 1992, p. 72). The researcher
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started her Tormal analysis after reading the first set of
questionnaires, which were given to the teachers at ane of the
Montessari schools, and continued through review of the
transcriptions of the focus group interviews and individual
interviews.

Tha researcher alone reviewed all the data through a line-
by-line inspection af the Mantessari teachers' responses to the
open-ended questionnaires and transcriptions of the focus group
and individual interviews. Bogdan and Biklen (1992} describe
the process of "coding the information,” as searching through
the descriptive data collected fraom all sources for examples
that will fit under different topics. The descriptive data may be
recorded as phrases, sentences, or long exchanges between
teachers. The only requirement is that the descriptive data be
relevant to the particular identified topic (Stewart &
Shamdasani, 1981). The descriptive data were listed under
topics which had emerged from the data. When the findings
were descriﬁed in Chapter IV, the topics were brought together

and nut under one of four major categories by the researcher.
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The categories have subcategories which help to describe the

findings in more detail.

Table 1 shows examples from the NMES questionnaire

responses and the topics which emerged from these responses.

Table 1: Exhibiting Progression from NMES Questionnaire

Responses to the Emergent Topics

Questionnaire Respohses Topics

1 "Listens to all sides” Skilled

communicator

2 "Everyone has a 'say’ in sharing
decisions through the decisions
Building Committee”

3 "Possessing knowledge in Preserves and
Montessori instruction so supports
teachers feel interaction Montessori
leads to improvements” program

4 “Deals with students who can't Deals with

conform to open environment”

discipline
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As the guestionnaires from the three schools were reviewed and
responses were recorded, the responses were kept under the
two separate divisions "Most Difficult” and "Most Frequent” jobs
{responsibilities) of the principals. However, when the
questions were being developed to be used during the focus
group and individual interviews, it became clear that some of
the teachers' responses warked best under "Most Difficult,”
whereas another teacher would see the same respgnse fitting
best under the division of "Most Frequent.” The following is an
example:
At the SMES one of the topics which emerged under
both "Most Difficult” and "Most Frequent” was "parents.”
Under "Mast Difficult” topic called "parents;” teacher *1
wrote, “dealing with parents;” teacher #*5 wrote,
"balance demands of parents and teachers;” and teacher
#29 wrote, "dealing with parents who misunderstood
Maontessori philosophy.” Under "Most Frequent” topic
called "parents,” teacher *4 wrote, "dealing with
parents”; teacher #3 wrote, "educating parents about
Montessori”; and teacher #27 wrote, "conveying
Montessori to parents.”

Therefore, these two separate divisions ("Most Difficuit”

and "Most Frequent”) were not used during the focus group or
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individual interviews, and data from the questionnaires were
merged during the data analysis.

Table 2 shows examples from the NMES focus group and
individual interview responses and the topics which emerged
from these responses.

when describing the findings in Chapter 1V, the final
categories (communication technigues, shared responsinity,
preserving and supporting the Montessort programs, and school
procedures) encompass the topics for which the researcher had
the most evidence. This evidence came from the open-ended
questionnaires and transcribed focus group and individual
interviews, and Indicated how the teachers described their

principals practicing tnstructional leadership (Bogdan & Biklen,

1992).
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Table 2. Exhibiting Progression from NMES Focus Group and
Individual Interviews Responses to Emergent Topics

Focus Group & Individual

Interview Regponses Topics
1 "Always follows-up with Skilled
kids he has taiked to” communicator

z "The Building Committee isnot  Sharing

a threat to our principat” decisions with
teachers
3 "Provides information on Mantessori
Montessori needs to central specific
office” to preserve
Montessort
4 "Ask students to write own Discipline
plan”
S "Not political” General
information
6 "Available for discipline Accessibility

concerns” and avatlability
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After reviewing several leadership theories, which are
described in Chapter l, the researcher chose Burns'
transactional and transformational leadership theories to better
tnform the reader's understanding of the findings. The
Managerial Grid was not used because it identified a hierarchial
emphasis for the leadership style involved and it did not include
a move toward a higher level of morality for leader and led. The
Theories X and Y were not used because Theory X does not
respect the teachers as being able to take initiative and go
beyond the status quo. Theory Y does involve a positive
orientation of the workers but it does not show the leader and
led working together to reach a higher level of moratity.

The transactional and transrormatlonai leadersnip
theories were chosen because they best fit the Montessori
principals’ instructional leadership practices as described by

the teachers. As Burns (1978) states, the leaders' genius is
shown in the way in which leaders value their foﬂowers. The

Montessori principals practiced working with their staff and
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parents in a supportive and respectful way. The principals
encouraged teacher and parent involvement, input, and ideas for
improving school practices. Transactional and transformational
leadership theories work together to help the leaders and the led
accomplish what they need to do to benefit the schools'
environment. Sometimes the teachers gave examples of their
Montessort principals practicing leadership skills which
represented transactional leadership because the principal and
the teachers or parents exchanged something of value. For
example, In the Montessori schools used in this study the
principals tratned parents about the Montessori philoscphy In
exchange for the parents’ involvement in their childrens’
education. Under transformational leadership, the principals and
the teachers integrated the Montessori language/arts curricuium
with the district's curriculum which ratsed the principal and
teachers to a higher level of motivation and moratity. Chapter
IV describes how the transactional and transformational
teadersnip theories are practiced by the principals at the

Montessort schoels according to the teachers.
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Validity and Reliability fn Qualitative Research

To support the validity and reliability of the research,
several procedures were followed. Criteria for the soundness of
the research is supported by including the procedures described

below.

External and internal Validity in
Qualitative Research

External validity, drawing on Goetz & LeCompte (1984),
refers to the degree to which a reat life experience can be
compared legitimately across groups. "This problem is
addressed to an extent by multisite qualitative designs. The
increase in size of selection from one to several supports a
study’'s generalizability” (Goetz & LeCompte, 1984, p. 229).
Montessori teachers from three Montessort pubiic schools were
tnvited to participate during the course of the lnvestigation,

“Internal validity refers to the extent to Wmﬁh sclentific
observations and measurements are authentic representations of

some reality” (Goetz & LeCompte, 1984, p. 210). Goetz and
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LeCompte (1984) state that internal valldity can be sattsried by
triangulation. "Triangulation prevents the investigator from
accepting too readily the validity of the initial impressions; it
enhances the scope, density, and clarity of constructs developed
during the course of the investigation” (Goetz & LeCompte, 1984,
p. 113 One form of trianguiation is the use of three different
kinds of data sources. Triangulation occurred In this study by
collecting data from the open-ended questionnaire, focus group
interviews, and individual interviews.

Kirk and Miller (1989) assert that {f 1T can be shown that
the data generated by an alternative procedure supports the
initial data, then the case for internal validity is strengthened.
The data from the individual and focus group interviews
supported and clarified the data from the questionnaire (IILPMP).

In Chapter IV, the findings, including examples from each
school, proceed in subsequent sections starting with the
responses from the guestionnaires, then the focus groups, and
finally from the individual interviews., This renders an

increasingly specific understanding of the instructional
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leadership practices of Montesseri principals from the teachers’
perspectives,

Internal validity was also strengthened by including
three teachers who performed a “member check.” Lincoln and
Guba (1985) use the word "credibility” as the naturalist’s
equivalents of the conventional term “internal validity.,” "The
member check, whereby data, analytic categories, |
interpretation, and conclusions are tested with members of
those stakeholder groups from whom the data were originally
collected, {s the most crucial technique for establishing
credibiltity” (Lincoin & Guba, 1985, p. 314). Member checks were
conducted by the researcher after the interpretation of the data
were written. The investigator arranged a session with a
teacher from each of the three schools. The teachers had
responded to the questionnaire; two had been members of a
focus group at their schools; and cne had been individually
interviewed. The teachers were shown and asked to discuss the
research design, analysis, interpretation, and findings. The

three teachers all expressed how they agreed with the
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interpretations and conclusions, which were drawn directly
from the teachers who participated in this study. They also
expressed that the results were accurate and clear.

Lastly, throughout the findings, the actual words of the
teachers are quoted. Verbatim conversations and direct
quotations from the participants constitute the principatl
evidence for assessing the internal validity of a quatitative

research report (Goetz & LeCompte, 1984).

_ .
Www litative &

"External relfability addresses the {ssue of whether
independent researchers would discover the same phenomena or
generate the same constructs in the same or similar settings”
(Goetz & LeCompte, 1984, p.210). If another researcher
replicated the study at these three Montessori schools or at
three similar Montessori schools, would he/she generate the
same topiés, categories, and written findings as this report

does? “Replicabllity is impossible without precise
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identificatton and thorough description of the strategies used to
collect data” (Goetz & LeCompte, 1984, p. 217); therefore, four
major relfabiiity concerns were addressed. Goetz and
LeCompte (1984) argue that external relfability of the data is
enhanced if the gualitative researcher recognizes and addresses
through a written explanation the four major reliability
concerns: researcher status position, participants (teachers),
social situations and conditions, and methods of data collection
and analysis. By providing such a written explanation, other
researchers are in a better position to discover the same
phenomena or generate the same constructs in the same or
similar settings.

The first retiabllity concern is the researcher's status
position. The researcher's status position in this study was one
of an outside observer. The researcher was new to the area but
met with each principal, talked several times to each principal
over the phone, and wrote several letters to him/her about this
research project. A letter of introduction describing the

research project was also sent to each teacher at the three
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Montessori public schools. In order to encourage participation
in this project, each teacher was offered a special gift of
educational materials. The researcher did not kKnow or meet the
teachers who participated in the study except a few who had
interns In thelir classrocms. The researcher supervises
elementary Montessort interns in this and several other public
school districts in this area. The researcher was also able to
work with the three Montessori principals during a week-end
retreat for all the public Montessori principals from the United
States. These principals were part of a group formulating the
general requirements and policies for all public Montessor]
schools. This was an opportunity for the researcher and
principals in this study to become better acquainted.

External reliapllity requires careful delineation of the
sampklng used In the research (Goetz & LeCompte, 1984), The
s"arhbnng“in this research included an fnvitation to all sixty-six
teachers at the three Montessor! public schools in a
nﬁetropontan city because it has well-established Montessori

schools. Fifty-four teachers volunteered to participate in the
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guestionnaire portion of the research, thirty participated in the
focus group interviews, and seven in the individual interviews,

A third element influencing the external reltability of
the data collected is the social sttuation from which they are
gathered (Goetz & LeCompte, 1384). The physical and
interpersonal contexts within which the data were gathered are
delineated and recerded in the field notes, thereby enhancing the
possibility that an independent researcher could follow the
procedures and discover the same constructs in a similar
setting. After the questionnaires were answered and the audio
taped focus group or individual interviews were completed,
fleld notes describing the physical environment and the

interpersonal contexts of the specific situations were recorded

by the researcher.

The fourth concern in establishing external relfabtiity
requires explicit descriptions of the strateglies and techniques
used to collect and analyze the data. The process of developing
the questionnaire, and the gulding questions which were used

during the focus groups (Appendix D-CMES, Appendix E—NMES,_
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Appendix F-SMES) and the Individual interviews (Appendix G~
CMES, Appendix H-NMES, Appendix I-SMES) at each of the three
schools are thoroughly described in this chapter and in the
appendices listed in this paragraph.

All Interviews followed Gay's (1987) semistructured
approach which involved asking structured questions followed
by an informal discussion. Time was used to establish rapport
between the teachers and the researcher. The interviews were
audio taped, and transcribed by the researcher.

The data analysis processes are also described. "Because
(external) relfabllity depends on the potential for subsequent
researchers to reconstruct original analytic strategies, only
those accounts that specify these in sufficient detail are
replicable” (Goetz & LeCompte, 1984, p. 217). The constant
comparative analysis method, which was used for this study, is
described earlier in this chapter. Table 1 and Table 2 alsc show
examples of the questionnaire, focus group, and individual
interview responses, and which topics emerged from the data as

it was reviewed by the researcher.
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"Internal reltabtlity refers to the degree to which other
researchers, given a set of previously generated constructs,
would match them with data in the same way as did the original
researcher” (Goetz & LeCompte, 1984, p. 210). All the
categories developed froml the data collected and the processes
used throughout the study have been recorded and saved. The
field notes, the tape recordings, the transcripts of ali the |
interviews, and the coples of the open-ended questionnaires are
all available for future scholarly re-analysis. Data collection
that relies on tape recordings strengthens the internal
reltability of results (Goetz & LeCompte, 1984),

The analysis process also permitted similarities

between the three sites to emerge which contributed to internal

retiability (Goetz & LeCompte, 1984),

Internal retiability was also strengthened by including a
peer debriefing session, which was conducted after the data had
been gathered and interpreted. “Peer debriefing is a process of
exposing oneself to a disinterested peer in a manner parallieling

an analytic session and for the purpose of exploring aspects of
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tne inquiry. The inquirer’'s biases are probed, meanings
explored, and the basis for Interpretations clarified" (Lincoln &
Guba, 1985, p. 308). The researcher met with a person who has
been the teaching associate and research assistant for a
professor, The professor teaches the gqualitative research
classes at a large university in a midwestern metropolitan city,
For several hours the researcher and the peer debriefer went
through all the actual questionnaires, interview transcripts, and
written materials Inciuding the interpretations for the entire
research process. This meeting took place from 1:00 p.m. until
5:00 p.m. on March 28 at the office of the peer debriefer. The
debriefer prcbed the methodological, legal, and substantive
aspects of the paper with the researcher. The peer debriefer
approved of the methods used, legal procedures which were
followed to gain entry and protect the participants, and the way
the researcher gathered and interpreted the data which resuited

in the findings.



summary

A qualitative design was used to gain an understanding of
the Montessori teachers' perspectives of the instructionai
leadership practices of public Montessort school principals. The
data were collected by using an cpen-ended questionnaire
CHLPMP), semistructured individual 1nterviews, and
semistructured focus group interviews, which represent an
examptie of trianguiation of the data collection methods (Goetz
& LeCompte, 1984),

A pilot study was conducted with several Montessori
teachers in a midwestern metropolitan city. The pilot study
ofrered practice for each procedure that was used for this
research project and helped finalize the open-ended
questionnaire. After the teachers completed the |]LPMP they
~were asked to evaluate the questionnaire for clarity. Changes
“'were made to the |ILPMP as 2 result of their recommendations.
Ateacher from this group was interviewed to expand 6h"'t'he
original answers to her questionnaire. Four of these teachers

wereincluded in a focus group because the answers on‘their -
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questionnalires were similar. The focus group members were
interviewed. Both the individual interview and focus group
interview were transcribed, and the data from these
transcriptions were placed into descriptive categories.

For the actual study, the questionnaire was completed by
a total of fifty-four out of sixty-six Montessori public school
\__teachers from three different urban schools in a midwestern
metropolitan ¢ity. The [{LPMP responses at each of the three
schools were reviewed and questions for the semistructured
interviews were developed which allowed several teachers {0
expand on their answers. Some teachers were involved in an
interview as a member of a focus group; others were
interviewed individually. Of the fifty-four teachers who
responded to the questionnaires, the five focus groups involved
a total of thirty teachers, and the individuai interviews
involved a total of seven teachers from the three different
schools., The constant comparative method (Bogdan & Biklen,
1992) of data analysis was used for this study, which resuited

in analysis beginning early in the study.



The researcher alone coded all the data through a
line-by-line inspection of the Montessori teachers’ responses to
the questionnaires and transcriptions ef the individual and
focus group interviews, in so doing descriptive data were
placed under a number of relevant tapics. The topics were
reviewed and placed under four major cateqories.

Member checks (Lincoln & Guba, 1935) with three
teachers, ohe from each school, were conducted in order to
discuss the design, analysis, interpretation, and findings af the
research. The teachers expressed that the results were
accurate and clear.

A peer debriefing was also conducted with a guaiitative
researcher from a local university. The peer debriefer reviewed
the methods, legal aspects, and substantive gualities of the
research.

External validity refers to the degree to which a real life
experience can be compared legitimately across groups. This

was addressed to an extent by the multi-site selection. The
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increase in size of selection from one to several supports a
study's generalizability (Goetz & LeCompte, 1884,

The internal validity criterion was strengthened through
triangulation (Goetz & LeCompte, 1984) by using three methods
of collecting data, through member checking (Lincoln & Guba,
1985), and through verbatim accounts of participants’ words and
voices (Goetz & LeCompte, 1984).

External reliability was enhanced as the researcher
addressed the four major reliability concerns (Goetz &
LeCompte, 1684). description of the researcher's status
position, description of the teachers, description of the soctal
situation and conditions, and description of the methods used
for data collection and analysis.

Internal reliability, which refers to the degree to which
other researchers would match the generated constructs with
the data in the same way as did the original researcher (Goetz &
LeCompte, 1984), was enhanced by recording and saving all the
data collected throughout the study. The analysis process also

permitted similarities between the three sites to emerge which
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contributed to internal rellability (Goetz & LeCompte, 1984),
Peer debriefing (Lincolin & Guba, 1985) also strengthened the
internal reliability,

in Chapter 1V the findings will be described. These
findings are supported through teachers' responses on the
questionnaires and during the interviews as to what were the
most frequent and/or most difficult job (respons!biiities).
practiced by their principals as instructional leaders. Also in
Chapter iV, the findings are interpreted by drawing on the
theories of transactional leadership and transformational

leadership (Burns, 1978),



CHAPTER IV

FINDINGS

This study describes Montassori principals’ ihstructionail
leadership practices from teachers’ perspectives. In this
chapter, vignettes of the social situations of the interview
process are described. The findings are described and linked to
the theories of transactional leadership and transfarmational
leadership {Burns, 1973).

By reviewing the teachers’ responses from ail the data
sources to what were the most frequent or most difficult jobs
(responsibilities) practiced by their principals as instructional
leaders, the descriptive data were coded and listed under Lopics.
The topics were brought together and put under one of four
majar categaries by the researcher. The categories have

subcategories which help to describe the findings in more
detail. The following categories and subcategories emerged
from the data analysis: (1) communication technigues inciuding

139
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(a) communicate openly, caimly, clearly, and fairly with a
varied school community, (b) bulild consensus through
commuhication, and (c) practice public relations through
communicatton; (2) shared responsibilities including (a)
principal sharing responsibilities with teachers and (b)
principal sharing responsibilities with parents; (3) preserving
and supporting the Montessori pregram including (a)
understanding the dynamics of the Montessor] program, (b)
blending Montessor! curriculum with public school curriculum,
(C) having what is needed for Montessori programs and
mobilizing help to get these things, (d) supporting the
‘Montessori report card committee, (e) preserving the Montessor
program by educating parents, (f) assisting and supporting
Montessori students, and (g) modeling the Montessorf
phitosophy; and (4) school procedures including (a) providing
support services for students and (b) providing student directed
discipline and clear school discipline procedure.

In this chapter the vignettes of the social situations of

the Interview process are described. Transactional leadership
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and transformational leadership theories are then discussed and
linked to the four major categories and subcategories. Findings
vwill proceed in subsequent sections starting with the responses
fram the questionnaires, then the focus groups, and finally from
the individual interviews. This will render an increasingly
specifﬂ:understandingtﬁ'theinstructional¥eadershﬂ39rac§ices
af Montessari principals from the teachers’ perspectives.

The thearies of transactional leadership and
transformational leadership were used to better inform the
reader's understanding of the findings. After each category is
discussed, if there was an exchange of valued things (Burns,
1978}, these exchanges are described as examples of how
transactional leadership informead the researcher’s
understanding of the practices of instructional leadership. If
the principal and teacher are raised to a higher level of
mativation and rﬁaralitg (Burns, 1978}, then examples are used
ln ;erer ta show how transformational 1eaaership quided the

analysis.



142
Natural Settings: Exarmples of the Facus
Group and Individual {nterviews

Facus Group Interview Vignettes

All of the teachers involved in the five focus groups
were invited to participate. If they accepted the invitation,
they were sent another letter that identified thé day and time of
the facus group meetings, which had been approved by the
principals. The following are examples of haw the focus group
meetings went. The researcher abstracted this information
from her field notes.

Un Thursday, February 18, seven faculty members
met far a focus group interview at 8:45 a.m. at CMES.
Earlier | had plugged the tape plager in to make certain it
would work. At first it worked, but then the microphone
stopped working. It was upsetting to me, but one of the
teachers offered to get a player out of her room, which she
did. We were at one long table in the school's tibrary. |
asked the teachers to talk as loud as they could or move
closer to the recorder since this machine did not have an
adequate microphone for picking up voices fram a distance.
Some of them seemed to talk with plenty of volume, |
assured them again that their names would not be used in
the final report. Because of the recorder problem, there
were only twenty-five minutes to complete the interview.
The teachers are always very busy, on a tight schedute, and 1
told them they would be out in time to go to their rooms at
their scheduled time. One teacher did leave five minutes
before the others. They seemed relaxed. Oniy one teacher
did hot respond to any of the questions. At the end | did



axpress my appreciation far their willingness to
participate.

On April 27, | arrived at 2:00 p.am. at NMES. The
secretary, who was very friendly, asked me with whom |
would be meeting so she could call them from their
classrooms. | saw one teacher who was in this focus group,
and since we met in his room the last time, { asked if we
could meet in his room again.

This is actually the second time | have met with this
group. The first time | met with this group, the tape player
recorded the tatk before the interview started, which was
my way of testing the recorder, but it did not record the
actual interview. | wrote the teachers another letter to ask
them if they would be willing to do the interview over, and
all but one was able to come. After the interview session
an that day, the teachers explained that the reason they
wara willing to do it aver was because | was 50 interested
and sincere about the project, and they wanted to taik about
their principal, who they think is terrific.

The interview started at 2:20 p.m. and finished at 2:50
p.m., but four of the teachers kept talking so we went on
until 3:05 p.m.. This was a very enthusiastic group. They
were retaxed and willing to share during the interview.

The social situations for the five focus group interviews
were all different, but twa examples have been described above

to contextualize the study for the reader.

individual Interview Vianettes

- Seven teachers had been contacted about participating in

th_e__individual interviews. They all agreed, which pleased me
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very much. | made arrangernents to meet them at their
convenience.

On February 8, | sent the SMES vice principal a letter
requesting help in setting up three individual teacher
interviews. One teacher phoned me February 12 about meeting
with her after schaol the same day. The fallowing is a vignette
of what went on during this interview.

we met in the office, and then we went to a room

on the first floor of this very large urban public Montessori
school. She suggested the space. Somecne was on the phone
in this room. While we waited, she asked if she could read
over her questionnaire. | Tet her, but it made the interview
a little more difficult for me because Yy questions were
planned to address what she had written. | wanted hetr ta
respand to my questions, not what she had just lTooked at.

At the end of the interview to help express my appreciation,

I gave her a box of Valentine candy since it was Valentine
Party day.

Below is a a vignette of an individual interview held at

the CMES.

March 5, Friday, | arrived in the office area of the
CMES at 8:20 am. While waiting for the teacher | was
going to interview, | read aver the questions | had
prepared. | arrived twenty-five minutes early, but it
W8s snowing so | gave myself extra time to travel. it
takes about ane hour to arrive at this schoal from my



house. While waiting, the principal came in. | was
scheduted to interview and shadow her earlier that week,
but the school was closed because of show. |
rescheduled the interview with her.

At 8:40 a.m. the teacher phoned from her room and
invited me down. She is 8 very nice person and easy to
talk to. After taking a photo of her room, we sat at one
of the children's desk. | ptugged in the tape player. The
conversation started with an informal discussion about
the weather. Then after testing the recorder the
interview started at 8:47 am. Her room is in the
basement of this large urban eiementary school. She
does have windows on one wall, and shelves on the other
three walls filled with Mantessori materials and
books. The student desks are placed on the outside of the
raom ih a semi-circle and the f{eacher's desk is an a
separate wall. This creates a large floor area for the
students. The interview was finished at 8:15 am,
and | thanked her for participating.

The social situations for the seven individual interviews
ware all different, but the above examples provide some insight

intg the individual interview situatians.

James MacGregor Burns: Transactional and
Transformational Leadership Theory

Burns (1878, p. 19) defined leadership as "leaders
inducing followers to act for certain goals that represent the
values and the motivations of both leaders and followers.” The

leaders’ genius is shown in the way in which leaders valued
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their followers. The interactions between the leaders and the
followers take two fundamentally different forms, which Burns

(1978) calls transactional Teadership and transformative

leadership.

Transactignal Leadership

Burns (1978) described transactional leadership
accurring when one person makes contact with others for the
purpose of exchanging something of value, whether econamic or
political or psychological in nature. Mast aften it engenders
short-lived relationships and the Teader and led move on to
other interactions. Although he recognizes it as a transitory
leadership engagement, he concedes it has a useful, legitimate
function for those individuals invelved in the transaction.

In the field of educational leadership Leithwood (1992)
writes that transactignal leadership practices are central to
maintaining the organization by getting the day-teo-day routines
carried out. According to Sergiovanni (1990) there are four

stages of leadership for school impraovement. These are
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bartering, building, bonding, and banking. Sergiovanni (1990)
connects his “leadership by bartering” with Burns' transactionatl
leadership (the leaders and followers matching needs with
services in order to accomplish independent objectives). For
example, followers may receive merit pay in exchange for
increased perfarmance, pasitive reinfarcement in exchange .fr.ar
good work, and/or a feeling of belonging in exchange for
cooperation,

Sergiovanni and Starratt (1993) identified transactional
leadership in school setlings as frequently invalving an
exchange of favor between leader and follower. These
transactions are governed by instrumental vaiues such as
fairness, honesty, loyalty, integrity. Peaple are seeking their
own individual interest.

More discussion on this topic can be found in Chapter 1.

Transformational Leadership

- «"Transforming leadership occurs when one ar more

persons engage with others in such a way that leaders and



148

followers raise one anather to higher levels of motivation and
morality” (Burns, 1978, p. 20). The goals of leader and Ted might
start out as separate but related, as in the case of transactional
leadership, and only later become fused. Transfarming
leadership raises the level of human conduct and ethical
aspiration of both leaders and ied, thus having a transforming
affect on both (Burns, 1978}, The leader is rnore capable of
evaluating the motives of a follower and the leader takes the
initiative in making leader-led connections even in respect to
communication and exchanges which may take place. The
leaders take care of the followers' wants and needs, as well as
their own, and thus serve to change the makeup of the followers'
motive base through gratifying their motives (Burns, 1978).
Transforming leadership can excite the previously bored and
apathetic, and can recreate a palitical connectian with the
alienated.

Leithwood (1992) suggests that transfarmational school
feaders provide the necessary incentives for individuals to

attempt improvements in their practices. Leithwood (1991)
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suggests further that transformational school leaders are in
pursuit of three goals: (1) helping school perscnnel develop and
maintain a collaborative, professional school culture by
allowing staff members to plan together, by giving teachers
shared power and responsibilities; (2) fostering teacher
development by encouraging them to set goals for professional
growth, and establishing a school migsion; (3) improving group
problern solving by keeping the group on task, facilitating open
discussion, avoiding preconceived solutions, actively listening,
and summarizing information at the end of the meeting. These
leaders shared a genuine belief that their staff members as a
group could develop better solutions than the principal could
alone (Leithwood, 1992).

Under his four stages of leadership for school
improvement, Sergiovanni compares his "leadership by building”
and "leadership for bonding” or "valued-added leadership” to
Burns' transformative leadership. Initially transformative
leadership takes the form of "leadership by building” since the

focus is on arousing human potential, and both leader and
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follower are motivated to a higher level of commitment and
performance. Finally, transformative leadership takes the form
of "leadership by bonding” when leadership becomes moral
because it raises the level of ethical conduct of both leader and
led, thus transforming both.

Sergiovanm and Starratt (1993} explain that
transtformational leadership in schools involves an exchange
among people seeking common goals which call people’s
attention to the basic purposes of the organization.
“Transformational leadership changes people’s attitudes, values,
and beliefs from being seif-centered to being higher and more
altruistic” (Sergiovanni & Starratt, 1993, p. 187).
Transformational leaders are inspirational, intellectually
stimulating, and considerate of individuals.

- Further information an transfarmational--]eadership can

be located in Chapter 11.
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Montessori Elementary Schaol Findings
LQuestionnaires, Focus Group,
and Individual Interviews

By reviewing the teachers’ responses to the three
methods of collecting the data, the following general cateqories
were identified by the researcher as instructional leadership
practices of Montessori principals: (1) communication
techniques, {2) shared responsibilities, (3) preserving and
supporting the Montessori program, and {(4) school procedures.

Under the category of "communication” the teachers
responded that the.ir principals as instructional leaders were
able to: (1) communicate openly, calmly, clearly, and fairly
with a varied school community (varied because the teachers
come fram many different Montessori training programs and the
children come from different socio-economic classes), (2) build
cansensus, and (3) practice public relations through
communication.

Under the category of “sharing responsibilities” the
teacher_s e_x__preussed that their principals practiced instructional

leadership by: (1) sharing responsibilities with the teachers by
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supporting "The Building Committee,” sharing observations
between classrooms, and approving the student leadership camp;
and (2) sharing responsibilities with the parents.

in the category of "preserving and supporting the
Montessori program,” the teachers wrote that the principals
practiced instructional Teadership in the areas of: (1)
understanding the dynamics of the Montesseri program, (2)
blending the Montessori curriculum with the public school
curriculum, (3) having what is needed for the Montessori
prograrms and mobilizing help to get these things, (4) supporting
the Montessori report card committee, (S) preserving the
Montessori program by educating parents, (6) assisting and
éupportingrdontessoristudents,ahd(?)rnodelnu;thelﬂontessori
phitosophy.

Underthecategcrgof"schoa]prncedures“theteatﬂéf@
responses suggested the following principal pratticeé:: (1)
praviding support services for students, and (2) providing
's.t.udent directed discipline and clear school discipl.\"'ne: S

* procedures.
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in the following sections the findings will be presented
under each cateqory with subcategories describing first the
findings from the questionnaires, then the focus groups, and
finally the individual interviews. This renders an increasingly
specific understanding of the instructional leadership practices
af Montessari principals fraem the teachers’ perspectives. T_he
theories of transactional leadership and transformational
leadership (Burns, 1978) were used to better inform the reader's
understanding of the Montessori principals practices of
instructional leadership as described by the Montessori

teachers.

Cammunication Technigues

The research question concerned the practices that
Man_tessori principals utilize when responding to their most
frequgn} _a___nd;"qr mast difficult instructional leadership
jq_pf___rgsgg__ps_ibﬂitg in Montessori public schools. As described
ea.{_]_.i:e:_r-':_.i;n Chapt_e__r 11, the two separate divisions of "Most

Difficult” and "Most Frequent,” which were on the
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questionnaires, were merged during the data analysis. The
instructional leadership practices of tontessori public school
principals, which emerged from the three sources of data and
ware labeled by the researcher, includes the category of
communication technigues. The teachers voiced that their
principals were able to: (1) communicate openly, calmly,
mear!g, and fairly with a varied school community, (2} build
consensus, and (3) practice public relations through
communication.

Gpen, fair, clear, and calm communication. The

principals were described as using calm and clear
communication techniques with a varied school community of
parents, statff, and students, At these schools the teachers
received their Montessori certificates from different
Mantessari training programs, and the parents and students
were also from a wide range of different socio-economic
classes; therefore, the teachers in this study referred to their

cammunity as "diverse” ar varied. The teachers included the



ability of the principals to listen as an important part of

communication.

The teachers recorded on their guestignnaires that, "Our

principal is an open and clear communicator” (Feb. 22 {ILPMP *1
p. 2 lines 1-6 NMES). Another teacher recorded, "Our principal
communicates between teachers, parents, students, and
downtown personnel calmiy and fairly sc everyone feels they
were heard and treated equally” (Jan. 25 IILPMP #12 p. 2 lines 1-
6 SMES). As an example of thinking through a discussion, a
teacher wrote, "Our principal leads groups, listens, synthesizes,
and the group comes out of the meeting feeling they participated
in coming to a fair decision” (Feb. 22 HILPMP *1 p. 2 lines 6-15
NMES).

During the focus group interviews the teachers also

discussed how the principals used cleat and calm
communication practices, which the teachers identified as ane
of the principals’ most frequent and/or most difficult
instructional leadership practices. One teacher said, "Our

principal is a clear comnunicator . . . at the end (of a
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discussion) when ne 15 asked to give his opmiqn it s more like a
summary. He's able to listen to each of us. .. he doesn't talk for
us..." (April 27 Focus Group A p. 26-27 lines 112-128 NMES).

During an individual interview, a teacher expressed that

his principal had good listening skills and was a good
communicator who wanted input from members of the staff. He
said, "My principal 1s a good listener, which is important in
order to be a good communicator. You have to be able to listen
to the other person to know what they really want. Good
administrators. .. are people looking for input, willing to
delegate responsibility to others, and willing to listen" (Feb. 18
DGS p. 10 lines 113-124 SMES).

Builds consensus through communication. The principals

as instructional leaders supported different views and molded a
consensus based on the Montessort philosophy. The principals
showed respect and took the time to understand their teachers.
A teacher reported on the guestionpaire, "Our principal
listens to all sides ... he works to draw all factions together. ..

people are happy with the final outcome" (Feb. 22 [ILPMP #7 D.
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2 lines 5-11 NMES). The principals worked at involving everyone
in decision making so & consensus could result. In another

school, a teacher wrote on a guestionnaire, "wWhen a child has a

serigus problem, our principal calls everyone together and
listens to everyone including parents, teachers, and students”
(Jan. 25 {ILPMP #20 p. 2 lines 1-6, 16-20, SMES). The principals
practiced eliminating possible misinfarmation by, as one
teacher wrote . . . gathering advice and opinions from others”
{Jan. 25 {ILPMP *6 p. 3 lines 1-5, 9-13 SMES) and meeting with
everyone invalved with the situation.

During the focus group interviews the teachers were

asked if they had an example of their principal supporting them
through building consensus and through communication. This
was a topic which emerged from the questionnaires as
illustrating how their principal practiced instructional
leadership. -During the focus group interview one teacher
explained that “a fourth grader had trouble adjusting to her
classroam, and the principal pulled everyone together so a

solution could be discussed. We (student, teacher, and principal)
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decided an a plan (which was the student’s idea), read it over . ..
we're going to check it later and help her adjust” (April 27 Focus
Group A p. 23-24 lines 53-62 NMES). (Mote--In Montessori
schools students stay in the same room with the same teachers
for three years--3to 6,6 to 9, 9 to 12 years ald. Therefore,
fourth grade is a transition year.)

Building a consensus also involved having a follow up
procedure so the teachers felt their principal’s support. During

a focus group interview one of the teachers expressed "he

always, always follows-up (with kids he has talked to) with a
meeting with the three of us (teacher, student, principal) to put
closure to the situation” (April 27 Focus Group A p. 24-25 lines
79-54 NMES).

Practicing public relations through communication. The

teachers were asked what practices Montessari principals
engage in when responding to their most difficult and/or
frequent instructional leadership job/respansibility. One of the

subcategories which resulted from the teachers' explanations is
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that Montessori principals practice public relations through
coammunication and accessibility.

As expressed by the teachers, the principals were very
involved with public relations at the schools and throughout the
community. Because the Montessari method of education is hew
to many pecple, the teachers expressed that their brincipal_s

were canstantly talking about the program. A teacher wrote on

a guestionnaire, "Our principal relays informatian to others whao
have questions about our Montessori schools . . . (she) also acts
as a public relations spokesperson.” This teacher went on to
write, "0ur principal ... spends time on the phonhe and with
parents . . . (which is an) important part of public relations”

(Jdan. 27 IILPMP #3 p. 2 lines 12-18 CMES). During a focus group

interview a teacher explained haw public relations in their
Montessari’schoul can involve explaining what the Mantessori
school is. The teacher said, "Sometimes it takes a lot of public
relatiohs hecause we are looked at as an elite group.” This
teacher went on to state, "It takes a lot of experience and

Mantessori knovwledge to be able to talk tothe press ... to
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parents {about the fact that) we are a public Mentessori schoei”
{March 8 Focus Group B p. 28 lines 324-328).

Practicing public relations as an instructional leader
was also voiced by a teacher to include communicating the
success of the Montessori program to the central rm‘fice. During

an individual interview a teacher commented, "A goad principal

enlightens the school district about the Mantessori program . . |
our principal is a good communicator with the school district”
(Feb. 18 DGS p. 5 lines 18-25 SMES).

Linking:communication techniques with transactional

leadership and-transformational leadership theoru.

Transactional leadership and transformational leadership
compiement each other (Leithwood, 1992). Under the category
of communication techniques, the Mantessori teachers explained
how their.principals. practiced instructional teadership. The
theories of transactional-leadership and transformational
teadership.theories have been used by the researcher to inform
the reader's-understanding.of the Mantessori principais

instr—uctianate-.lkeaﬁership;practices as identified by the teachers.



The Montessori principals, through their communication
techniques, practiced transactional {eadership by taking the
initiative in making contact with others, such as teachers or
parents, Tor the purpose of an exchange of valued things (Burns,
1973). As an example of transactional leadership, the teachers
explained that the principals practiced public relations by
talking to the parents, the media, and others in the community
about the Montessori method of education. The principals,
because of their Montessori training and experience, were able
to explain the Montessori philosophy to any interested person.
As instructional leaders, the teachers described their principals
as spending important time serving as public relations’
spokesperson. Consequently, many new parents sent their
children to the Montessori schools. In return, the parents
became advocates of the Montessori schools. The teachers also
‘described how the parents, who now understand the program, are
much easier to work with and more involved with their
children's'education. The exchange of a valued thing (Burns,

1978) included the principals serving as public relation persons
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by teaching new parents about the Montessori method, and, in
return, the parents became advocates af the Montessori schools
and became more involved with their children’s education.

Transformational leadership, where the leaders and
followers raise one another to higher levels of motivation and
marality (Burns, 1978), was also practiced by the Montessori
principals under the category of communication technigues. The
teachers said that the Montessori principals supported different
views and allowed the teachers to votce their opinions about
school concerns. Consensus between teachers and principals
results from these open discussions. Leithwood (1992) says
that transformational school leaders are in continuous pursuit
of improving group problem selving by allowing open
discussions. The teachers felt elevated and valued when their
principal wanted and listened to their input and ideas. Many aof
+ these teachers had experienced principals in other schools wha

'wauld not let the teachers express their ideas pecause. it - .-
seemed to threaten the principals’ power. The teachers felt -

“important and part of the process of initiating new ideas. The
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principals accepted and instituted their ideas. Motivation and
morality are elevated when unity in an organization strengthens
the school's program, which uitimately benefits the students,
As a result of seeing the schoaol’'s program strengthened toward
something that is good for the students and society, both the
leader and follower are motivated to a higher level of
commitment and morality because it raises the level of ethical
conduct of both leader and led (Sergiovanni, 1930).

Summary of cammunication technigues. The teachers

reported that communication techniques were practiced by the
Montessori principals as instructional leaders. The principals
communicated calmly and clearly to the entire school
cammunity, which included the parents, staff, and parents. This
allowed everyone invalved to feel they were communicated with
fairly and treated equally. The teachers also observed that their
p_r__i_ncipals built consensus between those invoived by discussing
concerns and prob_lems at the schools. Finally, comnunication

techniques practiced by the principals resulted in good public
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relations with parents, cemmunity members, and the school
district personnel.

Transactional leadership was practiced by the
Montessort principals when they communicated and took the
inftiative tn making contact with others for the purpose of
exchanging valued things (Burns, 1978). Such an exchange was
exemplified when principais informed new parents about the
Montessori method. In return, the parents became advocates of
the Montessori schools and became more involved with their
children's education.

Transformational leadership was practiced by the
Montessori principals when they used effective communication
for the purpose of rafsing the leaders and followers to a higher
lever of motivation and morality (Burns, 1978). The teachers
felt elevated and valued when their principal requested their
input and ideas. Both principals and teachers reached a higher
level of morality and motivation when their work t'ogether
resulted in improvement of the school's program which, in

return, benefited the students.



Shared Responsibilities

The Montessori teachers were asked what practices the
principals engaged in when the principals practiced
instructional leadership. The teachers said their principals
shared responsibilities. The category included two
subcategories: (1) principals sharing responsibilities with the
teachers to include supporting "The Building Comunittee,”
sharing ocbservations between classrooms, and appraving the
student leadership camp; and (2) principals sharing
responsibilities with the parents.

Principal sharing responsibilities with the teachers,

The teachers reported that their principals allowed and
encouraged the teachers to be an active part of the decision
making process of the schools. The principals asked the
teachers to develop their own ideas and take initiative for
making decisions. The principals also supported the ideas and
initiatives which the teachers took in their team meetings and

other times. In each school the.teachers at each level (310 6,6



ta 9, or @ to 12 years old) met in their tearn meetings on a
reguiar basis to discuss their ideas and concerns.

The teachers also said that the principals practiced
instructional leadership by supporting "The Building Committee”
(TBC), by sharing observations between classrooms for parents
and others, and by approving the student leadership camp
planned by the teachers.

The teachers were asked what practices Montessori
principals engage in when responding to their most difficuit
and/or frequent instructional leadership job/responsibilities.
The teachers responded that the principals shared
responsibilities with their teachers by asking them to
contribute their ideas. In one school a teacher recorded on her

guestionnaire, "Our principal wants us involved, she gives us a

tot of responsibility for making decisions . .. in our Team -~
Meetings™ (Jan. 25 [{LPMP *19 p. 2 lines 4-5, 6-8, 15-17, SMES).

Another teacher on a guestionnaire wrote, "0ur principsl helps

“us feel we are sharing the important responsibilities which

make this school successful . ... whenever a decision needs ta
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be made . .. we're given the opportunity to give input” {dan. 25

HLPMP #1 p. 2 lines 11-21 SMES). On a questionnaire a teacher

from the Southern Montessori Elementary School said, "Our
principal treats us as high quality professionais who are there
to share responsibilities with us” {(dan. 25 lILPMP *9 p. 3 lines
6-7 SMES).

A teacher in a focus group stated, "I've worked other

places where the principals made all the decisions, but here our
principal lets the teachers make recormmeandations, and he's
willing to go with it” (April 27 Focus Group A p. 37 lines 2109-

325 NMES).

& teacher during an individual interview said, "0ur
principal works with us; he encourages the teachers to take on
respansibilities (March 11 AFNA p. 13 lines 171-172 NMES).

During another individual interview a teacher indicated, "Each

agezlevel greuping in our school has a team made up of the
teachers wha teach at that level {preschool 3-6 team, 6-9 team,

and 9-12 team). Team meetings are held once a month to deal
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with problems and make decisions at their level” {Feb. 12 BMS
p. 9-10 lines 107-119 SMES].

The Building Committee, which is made up of teachers,
was identified as an example of principals practicing
instructional leadership under the category of "the principal
sharing respansibilities with the teachers.”™ The Building
Committee is made up of teachers elected from their respective
Team Meeting groups. When teachers in the Building Committee
make recommendations for policy changes the principals are
asked to approve their recommendations. A teacher wrote on a

questionnaire, "The Building Committee is the cantrol center for

concerns and school policy. Everyone has g ‘say and our
principal respects the decisions made” (Feb. 22 {ILPMP *11 p. 3

lines 10-12 NMES). A teacher during a focus group said, "wWe're

at a point here being ten years old, we are allowed . . . in our

Building Committee to sit down to make decisions and policy”
(April 27 Focus Group A p. 29 lines 154~158 NMES). During an
individual interview a teacher expressed, "Our principal is an

active supporter of the TBC, and he does not see it as a threat as
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same principals do. Some principals see it as a threat to their
power. | have never felt that our principsal is into ‘power games.
He doesn’'t seem concerned that teachers might get too much
power" (March 11 AFNA Interview p. 6 lines 27-40 NMES).

The teachers explained how the Building Committee
makes decisions. A problem of student placement was
identified and TBC developed a plan to solve it. The parents
were originally allowed to pick the teacher for their children in
the 9-12 classrooms, but this resulted in unbalanced
rlasarooms. Because of the nature of Mantessori education, the
classrooras need a balance of males and females, ethnic
background, and academic and leadership ability levels. A

teacher in a focus group of fered, “The Building Committee

developed a strategy for determining which students would be
placed in which 9-12 classrooms—--by evaluating all the
students according fco test scares, leadership qualities, and
ethnic background” (April 27 Focus Group Ap. 35 lines 212-222

NMES).
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Decisions about the teachers’ contracts do not go to the
TBC, but planning responsibilities do. A teacher reported during

an individual interview, "Anything contractual does not go

through TBC" (March 10 AFNA p. 9-10 lines 85-~105 NMES). This
teacher alsa said, "0Our principail supports TBC, which is an
example of how he shares the planning responsibilities Tor
decision making with the teachers” (March 11 AFNA p. 6 lines 33~
24 NMES).

The teachers stated that their principals practiced
sharing responsibilities as an example of the principals” most
difficult and/or most frequent instructicnal leadership job.
Sharing visitors’ observations between classrooms for parents
and others is an example of how the principals share
respaonsibilities in their Montessori schools. [n years past some
principals picked anly certain classrooms for visitars to
cbserve. A teacher in a Montessori school said, “0ur principal
highlights the positive aspects of our Montessori program (by
sending people ta observe in our classrooms) while not putting

the burden of 'showing off" on a faw teachers; the privilege is
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passed arsund evenly. We appreciate her willingness to share
this responsibility. wednesdays are observation days and
visitors now observe in different rooms on a rotating basis
instead of a few rooms always being observed” [Jan. 25 HLPMP
#7 0 3 lines 2-11 SMES]. At ancther school a teacher explained

during an individusl interview, "We have parents come in at an

assighed time to see what is happening in the different
classroams during the day. All rooms are available for
agbservations” [March S JNC p. 9 lines 77-30 CMES]

Another example of how the principals shared
responsibilities with their teachers, as an example of
practicing instructional teadership, is allowing the teachers at
the Northern Montessori Elementary School to plan and then take
their students to a leadership training camp. A teacher
respohded'cn"a guestionnaire, "when a colleague and | decided to
pursue a Iea'd'érs'h'ip training opportunity for sixth graders . ..
aur principal eﬁéoﬁraged us . . . and even attended the camp” (Feb.

22 (ILPMP #11 p. 3 lines 13-21 HIMES). During a focus group

" interview a teacher said, “Our principal supported our ‘Camp Joy'
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which was using outdoor education for leadership training”
{(April 27 Focus Group A p. 21 lines 12-14, 17-21 NMES).

Principal sharing responsibilities with the parents. The

—

pachers noted that the principals as instructional leaders

h

v
[y}

red resnonsibilities with the parents. The principals
encouraged parents to be active and involved with school

activities. There are several arganizations which include

parents. In one school a teacher recorded on a questionnaire,

"0ur principal encourages parent invalvement” (Feb. 22 [ILPMP

*12 p. 2 lines 6-10 NMES). During a focus group interview a

teacher said, "The Local Schoaol Decision Making Committee is
made up of parents, tocal community people, administrators, and
teachers; the Montessori Parent Organization is another
committee which consists solely of parents and there are
branches out af that; and the Parent Education Eummi'gt____ee has
parent and teacher members” [March 8 Focus Group A p. 17 lines
+.-152-156 SMES]. These parent arganizations take a very.active
-part in planning special activities and raising money todo

. special things for the children attending the schools. During an
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individual interview, parent involvement was caonfirmed, "we

have very strong parent invelvement” (Feb. 12 BMS p. 6-7 lines
45-48, 55-57 SMES).

Linking the principals’ shared responsibilities with

teachers and parents to transactional and transformational

leadership theories. The teachers reported many activities
under the category of sharing responsibilities that were
considered transforming (Burns, 1978) because the leaders and
followers raised each other to a higher level of motivation and
morality. Teachers described other activities that were
considered transactional because they involved exchanging
something of value.

An example of transactional leadership occurred at the
Northern Montessari Elementary School. The principal worked
out a procedure with the teachers, as members of the Building
Committee, for assigning students to their fourth level
.. classroom. Prior to the new arrangement, parents had requested
specific teachers for their children. This resulted in unbalanced

classrooms with-only-the popular teachers getting the Lop
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academic students. Through open and extended discussions
between the teachers and the principal, a new policy was
developed which does not allow parents to request a particular
teacher for their chiid. Instead, the students are now divided
according to their academic and leadership skills, ethnic
background and sex. This new policy took pressure off the
principal, who had been expected to comply with the parents’
requested placement. The change of poiicy was a transaction,
which was fair for the parents, and accepted by the teachers and
principal. Sergiovanni and Starratt {1993) identified
transactional leadership as often involving an exchange of
favors between leader and follower. In this instance, the
exchange of favors involved the teachers’ getting 8 new balance

of students in their classrooms, and the principal's being

relieved of parent pressure.

The Man_tessari teachers described their Building
Committee and their team meetings as groups who shared power
and policy making with their principals. This is an example of

leaders and followers working together in a mutual and



continuing pursuit of & higher purpose for improving the
Montessori schools. Burns (1973) describes this as
transformational leadership if it leads to a higher level of
motivation and morality. When the teachers and the principal
collaborated on developing new puolicies, such as the one
described below, they were practicing transformational
leadership at the level of reaching a higher level of motivation
but not marality in thig instance.

In accord with the previously described policy, visitors
gbserved tn only a few pre-selected classrooms. This made the
teachers who were not selected feel they were not good enough
for visitor observations. Now that the policy has been changed
to rotate visitors tao all classrooms, the teachers voiced that
they felt very good. This raised the teachers’ self-esteem and
pride in themselves, which resulted in a higher level of
motivation, but not morality. The teachers expressed their
pride and genuine concern for their principal, who now gives
them . and their students continued respect. The principal

~showed this respect and confidence by allowing visitors to feel
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free to visit any classroom. The teachers said the principal
continues this policy since it has worked so well for the
parents, teachers, and principal. Burns {(1978) would describe
this policy as transforming since it raised the level motivation
for both the leader and led.

Summary of sharing responsibilities. The teachers

reported that sharing responsibilities between teachers and
parenis was practiced by the Montessori principals as
instructional leaders.

The principals practiced instructional leadership by
sharing responsibilities, by supporting team meetings and The
Building Committee, by sharing visitor observations between
Classrooms for parents and athers, and by approving a student
leadership camp planned by the teachers.

The principals also encouraged parents to be active and
invalved with school activities, anather subcategory under
sharing responsibilities. The Local School Decision Making

Committee, the Montessori Parent Organization, and Parent

Education Committee all have parents participating and sharing
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raspansibilities with the principals to help the Montessori
schools.

Under the category of "sharing responsibilities” same
activities performed by the teachers come under transactional
leadership (Burns, 1978) because the activities involved
exchanging something of value. For example, the teachers and
the principal decided how the fourth Tevel students would be
assigned to their new classrooms.

As voiced by the teachers there were activities under the
category of sharing responsibilities which exemplified
transformational leadership (Burns, 1978}, because the leaders
and followers raised each other o a higher level of motivation,
but not morality in these examples. An example is that of the

teachers establishing new policies for their schools.

Preserving and Supporting the Montessori Programs

The Montessori teachers were asked what practices their

principéls engage in when responding to their most difficult
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and/or most frequent instructional leadership
job/responsibility in Montessori public schools. Under the
category of "preserving and supporting the Montessori programs”
the teachers wrote that their principals practice instructional
leadership in the areas of: {1) understanding the dynamics of
the Montessori program, (2) blending the Mantessori curriculum
with the public schaol curriculum, (3) having what is needed for
the Montessori programs and mobilizing help to get these things,
(4) supporting the Montessori report card committee, (5)
preserving the Montessori program by educating the parents, (&)
assisting and supporting Montessori students, and {7} modeling
the Montessori philosophy.

In this school district the principals at the Montessori
schools are required to be Montessori certified or working
toward certification. This helps them understand and
implement the Montessaori philosophy . The teachers indicaﬁed

that their principals practiced instructional leadership thréugh

their explaining Montessaori education to parents, to the central

office personnel, and to others in the community. The principals



helped incorporate the Montessort curriculum into the
traditional public school curriculum, and the principals modeled
the Montessori philosophy by encouraging project focused
activities like the new Montessori report card, by assisting the
students, and by showing respect.

nderstanding the dynamics of the Montessori program.

Because the principals are Montessori trained, they discuss the
Montessori program with the parents and the teachers. It is
important for the principal to be able ta explain the Maontessonri
concepts to those just 1earning about the program as well as
thase experienced in Montessori education. As recorded by a

teacher on a questionnaire, the principal as instructional leader

preserves and supports the Montessori program by
“understanding the dynamics within the Montessori envirenment
since the methed is so different from the traditional {(methods)”
[Jan. 25 lILPMP #4 p. 2 lines SMES]. On another questionnaire a
teacher wrote, "Our principal (because of his knowledge)
preserves the educational aims of Montessori so the greater

system doesn't ‘bastardize’ our program .. ." [Feb. 22 HILPMP *16
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p. 2 lines 4-7, 12-15 NMES]. At another school a teacher said,
"Our principal is always explaining the Montessari philosophy to
parents and others” [Feb. 22 {ILPMP #12 p. 3 lines 5-6 NMES].

During a focus group a teacher said, "Montessori

administrators need to talk about and discuss the philosophy
with teachers and parents over and over again” [March 8 Focus
Group A p. 14 lines 100-101]. Ancther teacher said,“'[]ur
principal understands the Montessori classroom procedures and
dynamics; she 15 very helpful™ [Feb. 18 Focus Group p. 16-17
lines 212-225 CMES].

Blending the Montessori curriculum with the public

school curticulum. The principals practice instructions)

teadership as they integrate the Montessori curriculum into the
district’s curriculum. The Montessori curriculum includes a
strong focus on history, geagraphy, botany, zoalogy, and
geometry plus the traditional subjects of math and

tanguage/arts. On a guestionnaire a teacher wrote, "As

instructional leader, our principal's job is to biend the

-Montessori curriculum with the expectaticns from the public
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schoal curriculum. . .. Our principal supports the Montessori
curriculum first” {Jan. 2S5 [ILPMP *#2 p. 2 lines 1-3, 10-12
SMES]. Ancther teacher wrote, "The principal needs to
coordinate the two curriculums” [Jan 27 HILPMP ¥*35 p. 2 lines 5-

6 CMES]. Another teacher recorded on a gquestionnaire that the

principal as instructional leader, "Knows the ramifications of
the district programs and how to unify them with the everyday
functioning of the Montessori curriculum” [Jan. 25 HILPMP *#9 p.
2 lines 1-3 SMES] The same teacher went on to say, "she does
this by having a thorough knowledge of the Montessari
curricutum” [Jan. 25 [ILPMP #8 p. 2 lines 5-8 SMES]. At another
school a teacher wrote, “Our principal maintains the
philosophical goals of Montessori without campromising the
curriculum. He allows the trained teachers to implement fully
the entire Montessori curriculum in all subjects . ..” [Feb. 22
ILPMP *16 p. 2 lines 1-7 NMES].

- Anexample of how the Montessori curriculum has been
integrated into the district’s school curriculum; is the -

‘language/arts project.” A language/arts committee at the
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Southern Montessori Elementary School developed the

Montessori language curriculum as a continuum from age 3 to

12. During a focus group a teacher stated, "Our principal
encouraged the teachers at our school to write up our
Montessori language/arts curriculum ... (For this curriculum)
we didn't want the district’s reading texthooks; we needed
money invested in . .. Maontessori materials™ (March 8 Focus
Group A p. 10 lines 11-16 SMES).

Having what is needed for the Montessori programs and

mohilizing help ta get these things. The principals in these

Montessori schools yorked to acquire the Montessori materials
needed fTor.their program; they provided reasons to keep the
instructional-assistants,.and they encouraged parents.to speak.
to-the necessary members.of-the school district to keep the. .-
instructicnal assista nts.and to purchase Mant essari - materials.

A teacher ona guestionnaire said; "As an instructional leaderin .

our:Montessori-school -incipal insists anshaving.what i

needed-fior-a Montes

S
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[HLPMP #10 p. 2 lines 2-5 NMES]L On another guestionnaire a

teacher said, "Our principatl gets vocal support from parents who
keep in contact with decision makers” [Feb. 22 IILPMP *#10 p. 2
lines 7-11 NMES]. "This happened when gur school district
wanted to cut instructional assistants. He mabilized several
groups in the school to speak against these cuts” {Feb. 22
[ILPMP #10 p. 2 lines 14-17 NMES].

At the Southern Montessori Elementary School, a focus
group reported that the principal supported the purchase af
Montessori materials in general, but let the teachers decide
specifically what they need. A teacher said, "we deal with
material needs through our team groups, since we're so well
established, and, if we put in a bill or a request, she trusts that
we need it. If | say | need something for three different areas,
she does not question my request . . .° [March 8 Focus Group B p.
26 lines 291-301 SMES].

Supporting the Montessori report card commitiee. The

three Montessori schools had been using the same report card as

the rest of the school district. The Montessori elementary
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curriculum includes subjects not mentioned on a traditional
report card including botany, zoslogy, history, and geometry.
Also, Montessori schools do not use letter grades, and the social
and moral development of the child is as important as academic
progress. The new report card was developed by the teachers
and administrators from the three Montessori schools. The
Montessori principals preseived the Montessori program bg'
supporting and helping the report card committee, which is an
example of instructional leadership.

On a questionnaire a teacher wrate, "The report card

committee had several gquestions or issues that needed to be
answered, . . . the principals got the information we needed”
[Feb. 22 IILPMP *10 p. 3 lines 14-17 (rated 5) NMES]. During a

focus group interview a teacher said, "We've been camplaining

about having to use the same report card the rest of the district
uses for years. We had a committee work on revising it for aver
a-year” [April 16 Focus Group B p. 12 lines 89-92 NMES]. -

Preserving the Montessori program bu educating:the -

Montessori parents. In arder to preserve and support thes -
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Montessori program, the principals at twao of the schaols have
evening programs to help educate the parents. One teacher on a

guestionnaire said, "0ur parents, for the most part, do not

understand the Montessori program and need lots of training”
fdan. 27 HILPMP *#5 p. 2 lines 6-8 CMES]. The Northern
Montessori Elementary School has an evening program called
“The Silent Journey" where, as one teacher explained, "Parents
travel first hand through the three levels (3-6, 6-9, 9-12},
exploring vertically the (Montessori) curricuium concepts” [Feb.
22 IILPMP #16 p. 2 lines 1-13 NMES]. "The Silent Journey” was

explained in more detail during a focus group interview. A

teacher said, "This is done with all levels (3-6, 6-9, 9-12) and
it is a parent evening program. [t's cailed ‘Silent’ because there
is a lot of quiet ‘work time"™ (April 16 Focus Group Ap. 11 lines
" 64-67 NMES). All three environments are set up with about
fifteen exercises including a written description aof how tao do

~the activity. A‘teacher during a focus group said, “The purpose

is“for'the parents to work with each other on the exercises set

up:ithenafter twenty minutes, questions are answered, and then
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they move on to the next classroom with the next age group”
[April 16, Focus Group A p. 10 lines 40-49, 54-56 NMES]. All the
parents end up with the principal in the auditorium where they
ask questions and reflect on how this journey compares with
their own school experience. During one of the individual

interviews a teacher explained, "At our school the ‘Silent

Journey' happens on three different nights in order to let as
many parents as possible choose what night is best Tor them”
[March 1t AFNA p. 7 lines 44~-49 NMES].

Asgisting and supparting Montessari students. The

teachers reported that their principals practiced instructional
teadership by preserving and supporting the Montessori program
through assisting and supporting Montessori students. ina
typical scene, the students are independentiy warking on
different projects, moving arcund the classroom and other parts
of the school building, and taking responsibility for their own
behavior and work completion. The Montessaori principal moves

throughout the buildings, giving practical tips to the students,

and observing their work. On a guestionnaire a teacher wrote,
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"My principal visits the classrooms and observes if the children
are on task and concentrating” {Feb. 22 {ILPMP *8 p. 2 lines 7-5

NMES]. Another teacher said on a guestignnaire, "He helps the

children see how they can manage themselves in general. He
gives practical information for achieving goals and keeping the
environment effective for learning” [Feb. 22 1ILPMP *8 p. 2
lines 15-19 NMES]. If there is a concern about how a student is
caoperating, one teacher expressed, "0Our principal sits down
with the student (in the classroom) and talks about strategies
of how to handle a situation better next time” (Feb. 22 [ILPMP
#3 n 2 lines 6-8 NMES). The Montessori philasophy always

works from a positive approach. When dealing with disruptive

students one teacher said on a questionnaire, "The principal
involves the students, asking for their input to solve the
problem. He stays very pesitive and has high regard for the
child's self-esteam” (Feb. 22 {ILPMP #3 p. 3 lines 4-8 NMES).

Modeling the Montessori philosophy. Modeling the

Mnntess_o_r_i philasophy includes showing respect, being

analytical, and involving others in decision making as voiced by
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the teachers about their principals as instructicnal leaders.

During the focus group interviews ane of the teachers said, "She

always keeps in mind how important ‘respect’ is to her teachers;
she has done this from day one. She even got a standing ovation
at the end of last year because of the great respect she had
shown all of us all year. She has that Mantessori curiosity
about getting all the information betore making a decision. |
there are differences among members ot the staff, she always
gets all the peaple together who are invelved with the situation
before a decision is made” [March G Focus Group B p. 22 lines

215-222 SMES]. During a focus group interview a teacher said,

“Even with people who are strangers and come into the office,
she shows complete respect; she models respect just like the
Mantessori philosophy believes in respect to all; she shows that
to everyone, not just the children but to everyone” [March §
Focus Group B p. 26 lines 286-290 SMES].

Linking, preserving and supporting the Montessari

program to transactional and transformational leadership

theories. A number of activities under the category of
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"preserving and supporting the Montessori program” served as
pxamples of transactional and transtormational leadership
theories {(Burns, 1978), which are defined earlier in this
chapter.

As an example of transactional leadership, the teachers
explained how their principals acquired the expensive and
extensive Montessori materials needed for the classrooms.
This is an example of an exchange of samething of vaiue. The
teachers requested certain Montessori materials for their
classrooms, and, when they received what they wanted, their
loyalty to their principal and to their school was strengthened.
when the Montessori schools first opened, their teachers were
not asked what materials they needed. The teachers then
expressed disappointment; but now they ask for and receive the
materials they need. Sergiovanni and Starratt (1993) describe
an exchange of a favor where people are seeking their awn
individual interest as transactional leadership. The teachers

receive the equipment they want, and the teachers reported that
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the principal is pleased because the classrooms are Delter
equipped.

The teachers expressed how important it is for their
principals to have Montessori training. Because the principals
had Montessaori training, the teachers could work with them
toward a mutual belief system for the entire schoal. The
principals, as reported by the teachers, were constantly wbrking
toward preserving the educational aims of the Montessori
philosophy with teachers, parents, community people, and the
personnel at the central office. The teachers also reported that
they tailked to their principals about the philosophy, giving both ‘
the principal and the teacher a sense of support and mutual
respect. when the teachers and the principal collaborated on
integrating the Mantessori curriculum with the district’s
curriculum, such aé the example described below, they were
practicing transfn.rmatianal leadership while preserving the
educational aims of the Montessori philosophy.

According to the teachers, the principals explained and

commended the Montessori methads, curriculum, and phitosophy
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to the central office personnel. For example, the teachers at
the Southern Montessori Elementary School developed a
Montessori language/arts curriculum which they integrated into
the district's language/arts curriculum. The principal took it to
the central office personnel and got it approved. This was
transforming because 1t elevated the teachers' and principal’s
pleasure at the program's acceptance. The Montessori
curriculum is valued extensively, and both teachers and
principals work hard to keep it the focus of their campus
curricula. The principals shared a collaborative, professional
school culture with thelr teachers which s transforming
(Leithwood, 1992).

Summary of preserving and supporting the Montessori
program. The teachers said their principals practiced
instructional Ieadership by preserving and supporting the
Montessori programs. The teachers explained that the principals
understand the dynamics of the Montessort program because the
orincipals had either taken Montessorf training or were

Montessort certified. The principals, therefore, were able £o
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discuss the Maontessori philosophy with teachers, parents, and
others in the community. Furthermore, the principals practice
instructional leadership as they integrate the Montessori
curriculum into the district's curriculum. The teachers also
described how the principals provided teacher requested
Mantessori equipmenf and materials Also, a repart card
committee developed a Mantessori repaort card, which the
principal helped rormulate.

The principsals practiced instructional leadership,
according to the teachers, by preserving the Montessori program
through educating the parents, assisting and supporting the
Montessor students, and modeling the Montessori philosophy.

AS an example of transactional leadership, the teachers
explained how the principals acquired the specific Montessori
materials, which the teachers had requested for their
classrooms.

The Montessori principals practiced transformational
teadership by preserving the educational aims of the Montessori

philosaphy with the teachers assistance. This resulted in the
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principals and teachers riging to a higher level of motivation
and marality. Their moral attitude involves a belief that
together they are doing what is right for their students. Their
attitudes, values, and beliefs are transformed to attend to the
purposes of the Montessori philosophy and for the good of the
children and the organization. As an example, the Montesson
language/arts curriculum was integrated into the district's

curricuium.

School Procedures

The research question concerned the practices that
Montessori principals engage in when responding to their
instructional teadership responsibilities. The instructional
leadership practices of the principals, which were identified by
the teachers, included “school procedures.” Under the category
of “school procedures” the teachers’ responses to the
guestionnaires, focus group, and individual interviews, were

identified under the following subcategories: (1) providing
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support services for students, and (2) providing student
directed discipline and clear schogl discipline procedures.

Providing support services for students. The teachers

explained that their principal practiced instructional leadership
by showing concern and compassion for the children with
special needs. If children had emotional, learning, or family
problems, the principals warked hard to get the help these
children needed. As expressed by the teachers, each school has
a teacher they call a "visiting teacher.” If the child misges
schoal and cannot be reached, the visiting teacher goes out inte
the community to the child's home. The teachers described that
many ot the children in these Montessori alternative/magnet
schools do not live with their parents, they do not have
telephones, and they move often; therefore, they are hard to
locate. These transient children have special needs because
they lack family stability, and, often, the basic needs of foo)d,
clothing, and housing. Under schoal procedures the teachers
wrote an a8 guestionnaire, "0Our principal obtains support

services for students with learning or emotional disabilities.
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He has recruited the best visiting teacher available, one who is
persistent in following through on referrals” [Feb. 22 |ILPMP ¥4

p. 2 lines 1-2, 4-11 NMES]. During an individual interview a

teacher explained further, "Our principal, is very supportive of
the needs of the children. If a child is absent a lot, the visiting
teacher will go ta see if the child is sick. it a child does not
have a reguiar address, the visiting teacher is sent to find out
where he/she is living” [Feb. 12 BMS p. 7-8 lines 69-74 SMES].
"0ur principal has also been extremely receptive to additional
services that aid students, such as music therapy” [Feb, 22
[ILFMP *4 p. 2 lines 1-2, 4-11 NMESL

Providing student directed discipline and clear school

discipline procedures. As instructional leaders, the principals

were supportive of the students who were involved in school
discipline procedures. The Fuss Buster's Program, which is 8
peer mediation program, was explained. A teacher in a focus
group said, "A group came to school about three years ago and
trained the older students and many teachers to do peer

mediation.. The Fuss Busters are out on the playground, and if



196
twa children get upset with each other, the Fuss Buster has
each child express his/her side of the situation and each child
algo has to listen and repeat what he/she heard the other one
say; then they discuss how to resolve the problem” [April 16
Focus Group B p. 17 lines 177-183 NMES]. During an individual
interview further information was given, "! think because of the
peer mediation program, whete the students go to training —abeut
how to deal with their own problems (problems between
students), the students can leave the playground without taking
a problem with them back to the classroom” (March 10 RRNA p. 8
lines 79-83 NMES). |

The teachers also described the method the principal
used to clarify the school's discipline procedures, which have
been developed by the discipline committea made up of teachers.
The principal explains the school rules to the students, but, as

one teacher offered during a focus group interview, "There is &

written discipline procedure. The teachers set up the discipline
rules through the discipline committee” (April 16 Focus Group B

p. 18-18 lines 202-203, 214-215 NMES). At the Northern
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Montessori Elementary Scheol, "Our principal starts the school
year out by taking each group of children (about six classrooms
fn each group) to the auditorium and goes over the rutes. Then
half-way through the year he (the principal) meets with them
again, 'You're half way through the year, and you've done a goed
iob; let's keep it up.' He keeps in touch with each group
throughout the year, going over the total bus rules, goes over the
touch rule, and total school rutes” (March 10 RRNA lines 33-41
NMES).

If there are student discipline problems, the teachers
described the procedures that are followed. As writtenona
guestionnatre, "If there are problems with a student, there is a
clear-cut method or set of steps to go through to deal with it”
(Feb. 22 1ILPMP #5 p. 2 lines 15-17 NMES). At the Central
Montessori Elementary School a teacher during 2 focus group
interview explained the discipline .procedure, “The teacher wil)
| addressthe c"'hil'd,ithen the teacher will address the parent, then

the prmcipa! will be asked to help” (Feb. 18 Focus Group p. 15

iines 195-198 CMES). The principal at the NMES will become



1G98
involved by simply talking to the student with a discipline

problem. During a focus group a teacher noted, "it doesn't

happen often, but if | have a child that isn’t cooperating, our
principal takes the child off to one side and talks to him/her.
That (talk) seems to help the child get back on track. The
children seem to truly respect him. So whatever comes out of
his mouth the children respond to" (April 16 Focus Group B. p. 17~
13 lines 188-193 NMES). At the Southern Montessori
Eletnentary School a teacher said, "I we send a child to our
principal, she believes that we have done (followed all the
procedures) all we can (to help the child deal with his/her
discipline problem). | feel so comfortable that | can put my
heart and soul into what | was hired to do,which is to teach” |
(March 8 Focus Group B p. 27 lines 303-306 SMES).

The teachers went on to explain that their principals, as
instructional leaders, often involve the parents as part of the
discipline procedures. If the discipline problem does require the

parent to come to the school, it is important that the parant

cooperate. A teacher during an individual interview noted, “If
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the parents are asked to come to the school and they don't come,
the child may have to stay home for three days.” Inreturn, the
parents will come because they "don’t want their children to
stay home for three days” (March 10 RRNA p. 8 lines 78-83, 92~
96 NMES).

Linking school procedures to transactional and

transformational leadership theories. Under the category of

"school procedures,” which emerged during the data analysis,
the Montessori teachers gave examples of how their principals
practiced instructional leadership. The theories ot
trransactional leadership and transformational leadership have
been used to inform the reader's understanding of the Montessor
principals instructional leadership practices as identified by
the teachers.

As identified by the teachers, the Montessori principals,
through their “schoal procedures,” practiced transactional
leadership by enforcing the school discipline procedures, which
~the:teachers had.developed. At the NMMES, the principal spends

valuable-time reminding the students about the discipline
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expectations, which allows the teachers to spend more time
teaching. The written discipline procedures had beeﬁ developed
by the discipline committee, which was made up of teachers.
Sergiovanni and Starratt (1993) identify transactional
leadership as freguently involving an exchange of favor, and, in
this exarnple, the principal has weil established schaoal
discipliine procedures, and the teachers have support from their
principal to enforce their discipline procedures.

Transformational leadership was practiced by the
Montesseori principals under the category of "school procedures,”
as described by the teachers. The principals and teachers were
raised to a higher level of motivation and meralitg (Burns,
1978) as they provided assistance for the children with
emotional, learning, and/or family problems. The teachers
wauld identify children in their classrooms Wha had special
needs. The principals would find special help or services for
these children, which the teachers greatly appreciated. Seeing
the children improve and become productive learners raised the

principals and teachers to a higher level of motivation and -
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morality. As an example ot special services, the teachers
explained, the visiting teacher will find students whao have
missed school and have not contacted the office. As a result,
the students return to school and their special needs are dealt
with through special services. This sequence of events raises
the tevel of human ethical aspiration of both the principal and
the teacher involved, thus it has a transforming effect on both
(Burns, 1978).

Suminary of school procedures. The teachers reported

axamples of schoal procedutres which were planned and
practiced by the Montessori principals as instructional leaders.
The teachers expressed that their principals had shown concern
and compassion for the children with special needs Which carne
under the subcategery of providing support services for
students. The teachers also identified how the principals, as
instructional lezaders, supported student directed discipline
procedures and had clear school discipline expectations.

Teachers appreciated the peer mediation program. Clear
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discipline procedures support a strong learning environment
especially where students are self-directing themselves.

Transactional leadership occurred when the principal
enforced the discipline procedures which the discipline
committee had developed. An exchange of valued things (Burns,
1878) is a transaction. The principal has a well established
school discipline procedure, and the teachers have support ‘fram
their principal to enfarce their discipline procedures.

The principal and teachers were raised to a higher level
of motivation and morality (Burns, 1973} as they provided
assistance for the children with emotional, learning, and/or
family problems. This is an example of transformational
leadership because it raised the level of human ethical

aspiration of bath the principal and teacher invalved.

summary

The following genersl categories were identified by
reviewing the teachers' responses tg what were the most

frequent or most difficult job (responsibilities) practiced by



the Mantessori principals as inastructianal leaders: (1)
communication techniques, (2) shared responsibitities, {3)
preserving and supporting the Montessori program, and (4)
school procedures. In this chapter the findings have been
described starting with the responses from the questionnaires,
then the focus groups, and finally the individual interviews. The
theories of transactional leadership and transformational
leadership were used ta better infarm the reader's
understanding of each category involved in the research.

Burns (1978) described transactional leadership
occurring when one person makes contact with others for the
purpose of exchanging something of value either economic or
potitical ar psychological in nature. Transformational
leadership (Burns, 1978) occurs when one or more people work
together in a way that leaders and followers raise one another
to higher tevels of motivation and morality.

By reviewing the teachers responses ta the three
methods of ‘caollecting the data, the category of "communication”

emerged and the following subcategories emerged: (1)
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communicating openly, calmly, clearly, and fairly with a varied
school community, (2) building consensus through
communication, and (3} practicing public relations through
communication. Transactional leadership was practiced by the
Montessori principais when they taught the parents about the
Montessori methaod, and, in return, the parents hecame advocates
of the Montessori system of education. When the teachers and
principals worked together to improve their school’'s program,
transformational leadership was performed.

Under the category of "sharing responsibilities,” which
emerged during the data analysis, the teachers said their
principals: (1) shared responsibilities with the teachers
through teacher committees, through sharing visitor
observations between classrooms, and through approving
student leadership camps planned by the teachers; and (2)
shared responsibilities with parents. When the teachers and
principals decided how the fourth level students would be
assigned to their new classrooms, the principals practiced

transactional leadership because it involved exchanging
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something of value. As expressed by the teachers, when new
policies were formulated by the teachers with the approval of
the principals, transtaormational leadership was exemplified.

By reviewing the teachers responses to the three
methods of collecting the data, the category of "preserving and
supporting the Montessori programs” emerged and the following
subcategories emerged: (1) understanding the dynamics of the
Montessori program, (2} blending the Montessori curriculum
with the public school curriculum, (3) having what is needed for
the Montessori programs and mobilizing help to get these things,
(4} supporting the Montessori report card committee, (5)
preserving the Montessori program by educating the parents, (6)
assisting and supporting Montessori students, and (7} modeling
the Montessori philosophy. As an example of transactional
leadership, the teachers explained how the principals acquired
the specific Montessari materials which the teachers wanted
for their classrooms. Transfoermational leadership was

practiced when the principals and teachers integrated the



Montessori language/sarts curriculum with the district's
curriculum and got it accepted by the central office personnel.
The instructional leadership practices of the principals,
which were tdentified by the teachers, included the category of
"school procedures” which emerged during the data analysis.
Under this category, the follawing subcategories emerged: (1)
praviding support services for students, and (2) providing
student directed discipline and clear school discipline
procedures. Transactional leadership was practiced when the
principals went over the school discipline procedures with the
students, which the teachers had developed. As an example of
transformational leadership, tha principals and teachers were
raised to a higher level of motivation and morality (Burns,

1978), as they provided special services for children with

emoticnal, learning, and/or family problems.
Chapter V will include the summary of the literature
review, research methods, findings and interpretations of the

data, plus implications for future research and the limitations

of the study.



CHAPTER V
FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS,

AND FUTURE RESEARCH

Introduction

Research on the work of principals has increased in
recent years (Blase, 19874). Much of this research has
discussed principals as instructional leaders (Prickett,
Richardson, Short, & Lane, 1990; Ahadi, 1990; Wright, 1991;
aAhmed, 1981; Stronge, 1988; Rallis, 1988; Tallerico &
Blumberyg, 1991). This research defines the skills and qualities
that principals should possess as instructional leaders, but
research is lacking in how these skills and qualities are to be
assessed (Prickett, Richardson, Short, & Lane, 1990) or whether
these skills needed are different in non- traditional schools.

There are several trends in education that are
influencing school leadership practices. "Leaders for America’s
schools'need the strongest knowledge base possible to face the

207
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uncertainties of each day. Efforts toward site-based schools
require knowledge and skitls in collaborative planning and
decision making, curricutum development and instructional
management” (Hoyle, 1991, p. 21). Montessori principals need
their knowledge base to include information about instructional
teadership practices which will specifically strengthen their
Montessori schools.

Another trend that may influence the praétice of

instructional leadership in alternative public schools is the
- growth in the number of Montessori public schools. In these
schools the teachers must have Montessori training or
‘certification which requires hundreds of hours beyond their
state teaching credentials. However, the Montessori public
school principals have no course preparatian that specifically
prepares them to function as public Montassori school
“administrators. This lack of a common background may impair
= the practice of transactiona! and transformational leadership
(Burns, 1978). Burns described transactional leadership

QCCuUrring whan one person makes contact with others far the
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purpose af exchanging something of value either economic or
palitical or psychological. Maost often it engenders short-lived
relationships and the leader and ted move on to other
interactions. Aithough he recognizes it as a transitory
leadership engagement, he concedes it has a useful, legitimate
function. Transformational leadership (Burns, 1978) occurs
when one or more people work together in a way that leaders
and followers raise one another to higher levels of motivation
and morality. Leithwood (1992) suggests that transformational
school leaders provide the necessary incentives for teachers,
parents, and others to initiate improvements in their schootl
practices. As aresult of transformational leadership the
teaders and followers are united in pursuit of higher level goals
that are common to both (Sergiovanni, 1990). Burns' leadership
theories were used in this research te better inform the
reader's understanding of the findings.

Blase (1987A) states that there is a developing
knowledge base regarding effective school principalship but

little attention has been given to the relationship between
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leadership and the school context variables. Although some
studies (Daresh & Liu, 1985, Hannay & Stevens, 1984, Kleine-
Kracht, 1993, Liu, 1884) provide detailed qualitative
descriptions of school context, few studies (Blase, 1987A,
19878, 1989, 1992; Gainey, 1990; March, 1984; Sergiovanni &
Corbailly, 1984; Smith & Blase, 1988; Smylie & Brownlee-
Conyers, 1990) describe the principals’ actions specifically
from the teachers' perspective. According to Blase (1987A):
The 'thick descriptions’ necessary for understanding the
complex nature of the school are noticeably lacking.
These types of qualitative data are essential to building
descriptions and substantive theories of school~based
leadership grounded in the meanings, values, norms, and
symbolic structures characteristic of school cultures. {p.
590) |
Because the teachers are the recipients of the principals'
Instructional leadership practices, the Montessori teachers in
this study were asked to describe how their Montessori
principals practiced instructional leadership.

This'study is significant because it provides new insight

tnto a topic of Interest to the pubtc and 1t gives information on
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an issue of national importance. The Montessori method is now
practiced in more than 164 public schools in 92 districts and
4,000 private schools throughout the United States (Schapiro,
1994), and it is moving steadily into more public and private
schools.

Montessari schools have special needs beyond the u_nique
requirements of other magnet programs. In these schools they
use the Montessori methods, curriculum, and philosophy to
direct the child’'s learning experiences. The study's findings add
to the knowledge base of Montessori administration and, in
particular, how Montessori principals can better practice

instructional leadership in their Montessori schoaols.

Literature Review

Maria Montessori (1870-1952) was the first Italian
fermale physician. She developed a special method of teaching
young children after working with mentally retarded children in

I1taly.
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From 1896-1907 she taught at the university level in
Rorne. In 1907 she opened her first Casa dei Bambini {Children’s
House) where she adapted her methods to normal children. In
the preschool environment the young children ages 3-6 enjoy a
beautifully prepared environment of multi-sensory materials
laid out in an ordered sequence that allows children to both
enjoy and succeed at learning.

In 1935 Montessori (Mantessori, 1973) developed her
elementary program for children ages 6-9 or 9-12. The child's
intellectual, moral, social, and emotional needs were considered
equally important in the educational environment. John H.
Pestalozzi and John Dewey also expressed the doctrine that the
whole child must be educated (Doughton, 1935; Hildreth, 19688).
The starting point in the Montessori elementary program is
Cosmic Education (Montessori, 1873} which includes the holistic
and integrated vision of the world.

Research in the area of Montessori education is limited
to several studies about the educational osutcomes of students

attending Montessori schools. These research studies



213
(Stodolsky & Karlson, 1972; Berger, 1969; Seefeldt, 1977;
Erickson, 1969) indicated that children with Montessori
experience often perform significantly higher on a number of
tests than children without a Montessori experience.

The literature review also examined the preparation
programs for school administrators. "Despite the esarnest
efforts of various reformers, educational administration today
remains much as it was a decade ago” (Duke, 1992, p. 768). The
first area of review involved both professionals’ beliefs about
the problems in training school administrators and their
suggested remedies. The second topic of review focused on
what Montessori experts believe should be included in training
programs for Montessori public school administrators. “A
principal in a Montessori school must familiarize him/herself
comprehensively with the unique principles of Montessori
pedagogy and its practice” (Kripalani, 1892, p. 2).

| The l_ite.r_ature review also included how instructional

le_aqgrship is defined_ and what research has been reported in the

area q_f::__ins:_tru:_cfgio_r_):ﬁ_]___:_]eadersmp. wiright (1991 explains that
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since teaching and learning are the most important activities in
schaols, principals might spend a majority of their time as
instructional leaders; however, Wright found that principals
spend little time on task as instructional leaders. In a
Pennsylvania State University dissertation, Ahmed (1981)
determined that elementary schaol principals spent mare time
an "ztaff personnel” than "instruction and curriculum
development.” Stronge (1988) determinad that elementary
schicol principals in [linais spent only eleven percent of their
tirne an instructional leadership éctivities.

Direct and indirect instructional leadership practices of
pu.t.tl.i::. school principals were included in the review of
literature. Daresh and Liu {1985) used a quastionnaire designed
to identify the extent to which principals believe that they
engaged in various direct and indirect instructional leadership
behaviors clustered into five separate scales: staff
dévéiopment, teacher supervision and evaluation, instructional
:fa:cilitation, resource acquisition, building maintenance, and

studant problem resalutian, This study (Daresh & Liu, 1985)
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provided evidence that high school principals engaged in more
indirect instructional leadership than direct.

Open issues on instructional leadership were described.
Open issues included: {1) There are no research studies
specifically about Montessori administrators. {2) Preparation
pragrams for school administrators need revision. Remedies
have been suggested but no research has been conducted to
suggest how Montessori administrators should be trained. (3)
There are a limited number of qualitative research studies
which identify instructicnal leadership practices of principals
(Hannay & Stevens, 1984; Liu, 1984; Daresh & Liu, 1985; Kleine-
Kracht, 1993}, (4) Some of the research an methods of
assessing instructional leadership (Prickett, Richardson, Short,
& Lane, 1990; Tallerico & Blumberg, 1991) used only one method
of collecting data. In the present study internal validity was
strengthened through triangulation (Goetz & LeCompte, 1984).
(S) The present studyis the first to identify the practices of
the principals as instructional leaders in Mantessori schools.

{R) There:is no research in Mantessori education that links



(V)
Ch

transactional leadership and transformational teadership
theories (Burns, 1978) to the instructional leadership practices

of Montessort princtpals.

Research Methods

The purpose of this study was to describe instructional
leadership practices of Montessori public school principals as
reported by Montessor! public school teachers.

A pilot study was conducted with nine Montessori
teachers in a midwestern metropolitan city. The pilot study
offered practice for each procedure used for the research and, if
necessary, changes in the procedures were initiated.

For the pllot study and for the actual study, the data
were collected and coded according to qualitative research
guidelines for constant comparative analysis described by
Bogdan and Biklen (1992). This approach to qualitative thquiry
began with an open—ended questionnaire entitled "The Inventory
of Instructional Leadership Practices of Montessori Principals”

(ILPMP). The questionnaire was completed by a totatl of



fifty-four Montessori public schoot teachers from three
different urban Montessori schools in a midwestern
metropolitan city. Censtant comparative analysis in quatitative
research methodology permits topics and categories to emerge
directly from the data (Bogdan & Biklen, 1992),

Qualitative researchers are concerned with accurate
assessment of perspectives (Bogdan & Bikien, 1982); therefore,
the second phase of the project involved thirty teachers who
were part of five focus groups organized at the three Montessori
schools. The contemporary focus group interview involves
several individuals who discuss a particular topic under the
direction of a moderator (Stewart & Shamdasani, 1991).
Teachers at each school who answered their initial
questionnalre with similar responses about how their principals
practice instructional leadership were invited to meet as
members of a focus group. These semistructured interviews
were audio taped and transcribed.

" The third phase of the research project involved an

interview session with seven teachers who answered the initial
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questionnaire. Teachers chosen were those whose responses
were not clear or whose responses were extensive and covered a
number of topics which allowed the gathering of more detailed
information. The teachers were asked to review the
interpretations of their particular questionnaire responses and
to expand on their perceptions of their principals’ instructional
leadership practices. These interviews were audio taped and
{ranscribed.

The researcher alone coded all the data through a line-by-
line inspection of the Montessori teachers’ responses to the
questionnaires and transcriptions of the focus group and
individual interviews. After reviewing the responses, the
descriptive data were listed under topics. When the findings
were described in Chapter IV by the researcher, all of the topics
were brought together and put under one of faour major
categories. As an example, many of the topics included _
infarmation about how the principals used communication skills

as part of their instructional leadership practices: therefaore,

. -the researcher decided on "communication techniques” as cne of
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the four major categories. The categories have subcategories
which help describe the principals instructional leadership
practices as described by the teachers.

After the interpretations of the data were written,
member checks and a peer debriefing (Lincoin & Guba, 198%)
session were conducted. For the member checks, the researcher
met individually with a teacher participant from each of the
three Montessori schools. The researcher described the entire
research design and the findings. Each of the teacher
participants responded individually to the data, analytic
categories, interpretations, and findings. While meeting with
each teacher both teacher and researcher read through many of
the actual quotes which described each category. The teachers
agreed with the interpretations of the data.

The peer debriefing (Lincoin & Guba, 1985) was
performed with a teaching associate in qualitative research at a
large state university in a midwestern metropolitan city. For
several:hours-the peer debriefer probed the methodological,

legal, and substantive aspects of.the paper with the researcher,
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and acknowledged that all these areas of concern were carefully
considered.

Bath the member checks and the peer debriefing allowed
the inquirer to probe more deeply into the meanings and
interpretations of the entire research. It helped clarify and
bring a holistic view to the completed project.

Validity and reliability in this qualitative research were
considered and supported through the research design. External
validity was addressed to an extent by the multi-site selection.
The increase in size of selaction from one to several sites
supports a study's generalizability (Goetz & LeCompte, 1984).
The internal validity criterion was strengthened through
triangulation (Goetz & LeCompte, 1984) by using three methods
of collecting data, through member checks (Lincoln & Guba,
1885), and through “verbatim accounts of participants
- conversations” (Goetz & LeCompte, 1984, p. 218). The verbatim
accounts resulted in using primary data (Goetz & LeCampte,
1984) or the teachers voices to describe the principals

~practicing instructional leadership.



External relisbility was enhanced as the researcher
recognized and addressed the four major reliability concerns
(Goetz & LeCompte, 1584): description of the researcher's
status position, description of the teachers, description of the
social situation and conditions, and description of the methods
used for data collection and analysis. Internal reliability, which
refers to the degree other researchers would match the
generated constructs with the data in the sarne way as the
original researcher did (Goetz & LeCompte, 1984), was
supparted by recording and saving all the data collected
throughout the study. The analysis process also demonstrated
similarities between the three sites to emerge which
contributed to internal reliability (Goetz & LeCompte, 1984).
Peer debriefing (Lincoln & Guba, 1985) also strengthened the

internal reliability.

Findings and Interpretation gf the Data

. Sixty-six teachers in three elementary Montessori public

schools in a midwestern metropolitan city were invited to
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participate in this study. Fifty-four teachers volunteered ta
participate. The three alternative schools have 1,552 students
in preschool through the sikth grade. This school district has
sixty-thee percent black students and any child entering
kindergarten is eligible to apply for the Montessori alternative
program. Achieving racial balance is an important consideration
i selecting students. In order to be a principal in a Montessori
schoal in this district ane must have or be working toward
Montessori certification.

wWhen asked what the most frequent or mast difficult
jobs (responsibilities) practiced by their principals as
instructional teaders were, the teachers’ responses resulted in
the following general categories: (1) communication
techniques, (2) shared responsibilities, (3) preserving and
supporting the Montessori program, and (4) school procedures.
After reviewing several leadership thearies, the researcher
chose Burns'iransactional and transformational leadership

~theories to better infarm the reader's understanding of the

findings: -«
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Burns (1978) says transactional leadership accurs when
ane person makes contact with others for the purpose of
exchanging something of value either economic or political or
psycholiogical in nature. Transformational leadership (Burns,
1978) accurs when one or more people work together in a way
that leaders and followers raise one ancther to higher levels of
motivation and morality.

Under the category of "communication” the teachers
responded that their principals as instructional leaders were
able to: (1) communicate openly, calmly, clearly, and fairly
with a varied school community, (2) build consensus through
communication, and (3) practice public relations through
communication. Transactional leadership was practiced by the
Montessori principals when they taught parents about the
Montessaori method, and, in return, the parents became advocates
of the Montessori system of education. When the teachers and
principals worked together to improve their schools’ program,

transformational leadership was achieved.
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Under "sharing responsibilities” the teachers expressed
how their principals practiced instructional feadership by: (1}
sharing responsibilities with the teachers through work with
teacher committees, through sharing visitor observations
between classrooms, and through approving student leadership
camps planned by the teachers; and (2) sharing responsibilities
with parents. Whenh the teachers and principals decided how the
fourth level students would be assigned to their new
classrooms, the principals practiced transactional leadership
because it involved exchanging socmething of value gither
economic, political, or psychological. As expressed by the
teachers, when new policies were formulated by the teachers
with the approval of the principals, transformational leadership
was exemplified.

Under the category of “preserving and supporting the
Montessori program” the teachers wrote that their principal
practiced instructional leadership in the areas of: (1)
understanding the dynamics of the Mantessori program, (2)

blending the Montessori curriculum with the public school
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curriculum, {3) having what is needed for the Montessori
programs and mobilizing help to get these things, {(4) supporting
the Montessori report card committee, (5) preserving the
Montessori program by educating parents, (6) assisting and
supporting Montessori students, and (7) modeling the Mantessori
philasophy. As an example of transactional leadership, the
teachers explained that the principals acquired the specific
Mantessori materials which the teachers requested.
Transtformational leadership was practiced when the principals
and teachers integrated the Montessori language/arts
curriculum with the district’s curriculum and got 1t accepted by
the central office personnel.

Under the category of "school procedures” the teachers’
responses were identified under the following subcategories:
(1) providing support services for students, and (2) praoviding
student directed discipline and clear school discipline
procedures. Transactienéi leadership was practiced when the
principals #orked W?th the parents to resolve their childrens’

discipline concerns. As an example of transformational
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leadership, the principals and teachers were raised to a higher
level of motivation and morality (Burns, 1978) as they provided
special services for children with emotional, learning, and/or
family problems.

The following section describes haw the Ihterature
review on instructional leadership compares to the findings of
how Montessori principals practiced instructional leadership as

described by the Montessori teachers in this study.

Instructional Leadership Research
Compared to Findings

The review of Hter"ature on instructional leadership
identified that principals should instill ownership amaong
members of their staff (wWhite-Hood, 1991; Andrews, Basom &
Basom, 1991; Rasen, 1992). The Montessori teachers also
expressed how their principals instilled ownership by sharing
responsibilities with the teachers, and encouraging parents to
take part in school activities and planning. The teachers

reported that their principals allowed and encouraged the
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teachers to play an active part in the decision making ptocess
of the Montessori schools. The principals asked their teachers
to take initiative for making decistons during the team meetings
and Building Committee meetings. Parents felt a sense of
ownership through their participation in the Local School
Decision Making Caommittee, the Mantessori Parent Organization,
and the Parent Education Committes.

Richardson, Flanigan, and Blackbourn (1991) summarize
the skills af effective principals to include plans for staffr
development, providing adequate resources, sharing information
abaut high quality instruction, and providing opportunities for
group problem solving.

Under the topic of inservice, further literature and
current research (Hannay & Stevens, 1984; Daresh & Liu, 1985;
Liu, 1984; Hansen & Smith, 1989; Sparks, 18924, and Prickett,
Richardson, Short & Lane, 1890) express how important staff
development is and that it should be experienced according to
rcurrent research. The Montessori teachers, at the schools

involvedqin-the:present research, seldom mentioned staff
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development activities, but they did mention how very
important training was for parents and others in the community
in order to help them learn about the Montessgari method of
education.

In the ares of providing adequate resources (Richardson,
Flanigan, & Blackbourn, 1991), the Montessori teachers
expressed that their principals worked to acquire the
Mantessori materials needed for their programs and encouraged
parents to ask the school district personnel to purchase
Montessori materials. Parents also had fund raisers to help
purchase materials.

Under the skill of sharing information about high guality
instruction, the Montessori teachers said their principals
practiced instructional leadership as the teachers and the
principals integrated the Montessori curriculum into the
district's curriculum. The Montessori elementary curriculum

includes a strong focus on history, geography, batany, zoglogy,

and geometry plus the traditiona) subjects of math and language.

Group problem salving was encouraged by the Montessori



principals. As an example, a teacher during a focus group
interview said, "0Our principal encouraged the teachers at our
school to write up our Montessori language/arts curriculum.”
The importance of work on curriculum between principal and
teacher was also expressed by Bernd (1892),

Far instructional 1eadership to be effective the
principal’s interaction with the rest of the school should be very
perscnal {Lane, 1992; Daresh, 1981; Hallinger, 1986; Stronge,
1990). The Montessorit teachers expressed, "0Our principal
listens to all sides . . . he works to draw all factions
together.” when there are concerns about helping students at
the Montessari schools the principals make personal contact
with students, teachers, and parents. The personal put
professignal retationships between the Montessori principals
and the school community were expressed by the teachers.

Lance (1982) stated that the principal as an
instructional leader needs to understand the key values that
drive the'school's culture. As reported by the Montessor

teachers, the Montessori principals as instructional leaders
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preserved and supported the Montessori program by
understanding the Montessori methods and philosophy in order to
direct the schools’ culture toward a unified set of goals and
values.

Leithwood {1992} described that instructi.onal leaders
should make "second-order changes” which include irmproving
communication. The teachers at the Montessori schools vaiced
that their principals were able to communicate openly, caimly,
clearly, and fairly with a varied school community; build
consensus through good communication; and practice public
retations through skilled communication.

Both direct and indirect instructional leadership
practices were identified in the review of literature and by the
Montessori teachers. Daresh and Liu {(1985) stated that direct
instructional leadership occurs when the principals practice
supervision, evaluation, or inservice behaviors. Under direct
instructional leadership practices in Montessori schools the
teachers expressed that their principals provided inservice

activities for parents and others in the community. They alsg
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practiced teacher evaluaticn which modeled the Montessori
philosophy. As an example of evaluation, one teacher said,
"When evaluating our teaching, the principal visits our
classroom to see if the students are on task and concentrating.
He observes to see if the students are in large or small groups
or working individually.”

indirect instructional leadership activities include
behaviars that deal with the schools’ internal and external
environment, the physical and cultural context surrounding the
classroom, teaching, and curricula, and how the teachers see
their principals reacting to them (Kleine-Kracht, 1993} Under
indirect instructional leadership practices, the Montessori
teachers said t-hat their principals involved the school
community in "project focused” and “hands on” activities, their
principals convinced the central office to allow the Montessori
“schools to develop projects unique to their schools, and their
“principals‘modeled the Montesson philosophy by being curious

and showing respect.
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Research Implications

The goal of this study was to determine from the
Montessori teachers perspectives what practices Montessori
principals engage in when responding to their most difficuilt
and/or most frequent job (responsibility) as instructional
leaders. Four categories emerged from the data analysis:
communication techniques, shared responsibilities, preserving
and supporting the Montessari program, and school procedures.
Based on the findings under each category, the tratning for
Montessori principals would differ in many ways from that of
principals in conventional schools.

[t 1s important for a principal at a Moentessori school to
have training in the philosophy, materials, curriculum, and
methods of Montessori education. He/she should use this
background information to communicate the philosophy and

methods to parents, members of the community, and members of

the school board and central office personnel. Knowledge about

the Montessori materials, which are extensive and play a major

role in the Mantessori environment, would give the principal a
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foundation for understanding what needs to be in sach
classroom and why he/she needs to support the purchase of
these materials instead of buying other items like basal
readers. Understanding the Montessori curriculum would help
principals support the classroom activities and organization.
Some examples of these are as foilows: three age groups in
each room, uninterrupted work time, students choosing their
woark independently, individual contracts for each student, use
of the Montessori cosmic curriculum {(core centered in the areas
of history, geography, and science), elementary students corming
from Montessori preprimary classrooms, and use of report cards
modified for Montessori schools.

Based on the findings, Montessori principals would have a
schedule worked out so visitors would be invited to different
rooms on different days and not restrict visitations to only a
few selected classrooms. Also inservice training could be
limited for teachers, but teachers would play an active part in

evenhing training workshops for parents and others in the
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community who want to know rmaore about the Montessari method

of education.

A course of study or articie based on the findingg could
be developed in order to provide valuable inforrmation to
principals in Maontessori schools or those principals transferring

into Montessori schools.

Future Research

This study was a micro analysis of haw fifty-four
teachers in three public Montessori schools described their
Mantessori principals as instructional leaders. Transacticnal
leadership and transformational leadership theories were used
to better inform the reader’'s understanding of the findings.
There is a need for further research to be conducted relative to
8 more universal description-of Montessori principals’ practices
as instructional leaders from the teachers perspective. A 00
hational survey could be sent out to gather turther datafrom "
Montessori public school teachers throughout the United-States

perhaps shaped by the data from this study.
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Montessari teachers in public schools were used in this
study. Private Montessori schools could alsa be involved in
research about the practices of Montessori principals as
instructional leaders from the teachers' perspectives. The same
national survey could be used with teachers in both private and
public Mantessori schools.

Additional research 1s needed on the role of staff
development in Montessori schools. Literature and current
research (Hannay & Stevens, 1984, Daresh & Liu, 1985, Liu,
1884; Hansen & Smith, 1989; Sparks, 1992A; Prickett,
Richardsan, Short, & Lane, 1990) expressed how important staff
develepment is in the practice of instructional leadership;
however, the Montessori teachers in this study described very
few examples of staff development for teachers. The emphasis,
rather, was on parent training. Future research could
investigate specifically the extent to which Montessori
principsls as instructional leaders provide or should provide

staff development.
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The instructional leadership practices of Montessori
public school principals have been explored, but there have been
some limitations to this study which might be avoided in future
studies. 0Only the perceptions of the teachers were utilized-to
determine the principals’ instructional leadership practices--a
further limiting factor. Future research could include an
examination of the principals at the three Mantessori schools
used in this study. Understanding how these Montessors
principals view their own communication technigques, shared
responsibilities, preserving and supporting the Montessari
program, and schogl procedures could be included in future
research.

In addition, a study of Montessori principals throughout
the United States could be conducted to find out how they
practice instructional leadership. This area of study is stil

very new and 'nff-érs'fa”frichfoppertunitg for future research. -
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APPENDIX A
INVENTORY OF INSTRUCTIONAL LEADERSHIP
PRACTICES OF MONTESSORI PRINCIPALS

Name

The purpose of this study is to identify the instructional
teadership practices of Montessori principals. The findings will
be used 1o assist in the development of Montessort principal
preparation programs in colleges or universities and/or to
assist in the development of workshops and/or seminars for
strengthening the administrative practices of Montessori
principals. This Information wouid also be useful to
practitioners as they learn how their Montessori colleagues
deal with jobs (responsibilities) in situations similar to theirs.
Your help in completing this questionnaire would greatly assist
the purpose of this study, and | would be most grateful for your
assistance. A copy of the completed study will be made
available to you through your principal.

For this research the definition selected for
"instructional leadership” is from Smith and Andrews (1989);
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(1) Providing the necessary resources so that the school's
academic goals can be achieved; (2) Possessing knowledge and
skill in curriculum and instructional matters so that teachers
perceive that their interaction with the principal feads to
improved instructional practice; (3) Being a skilled
communicator in one-on-one, small, and large-group settings;
(<1} Being a visionary who is out and around creating a visible
presence for staff, students, and parents at both the physical

and philosaphical levels concerning what the school 1s all about.
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Most Difficult Instructicnal Leadership Job (Responsibility)
for Your Montessori Principal

Please describe what you think is your principal’s MOST
DIFFICULT job (responsibility) as an instructional leader as

retated to the Montessori program?

Please describe the TYPICAL WAY your principal deals with this

type of job {responsibility).

bive an example af how your principal DEALS WITH this type of

job (responsibility).

Please rate the EFFECTIVENESS of this method of dealing with

this type of problem.
low high

1 2 3 4 3
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Most Freguent Instructional Leadership Job (Respansibility)
for Your Montessori Principal

Please describe what you think is your principal’s MOST
FREGQUENT job (responsibility) as an instructional leader as

related to the Montessori program?

Please describe the TYPICAL WAY your principal deals with this

type of job (responsibility).

Give an example of how your principal DEALS WITH with this

type of job (responsibility).

Please rate the EFFECTIVENESS of this method of dealing with

this type of prablem.
low high

1 2 3 4 ]



APPENDIX &
LETTERS TO TEACHERS ABUUT THE PROJECT
Dear Teacher and Montessori Friend,

| haye been talking to the three Montessori principals in
gour schoal district including your principal (put in principal’s
name) about a project | am planning to do in your schogls with
your permission.

| am new to (name of city) and new to Xavier University
as Assistant Professor in Montessori Education. Because | am
coordinating the Xavier elementary interns, | have had many
opportunities to visit the local Montessori schools, which | am
thoroughly enjoying.

{ am asking for your help with a project which is part of
my dissertation plan for Texas Tech University. The purpose of
my project is to get infarmation from Montessori teachers in
public schools about ways instructional leadership is valuable
- to you, which will help me develop a program for other
professionals wanting to become Montessori principals.
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The actual project involves:

(1) Asking you to answer two questions with three parts
each during your (date) staff meeting (time). In my pilot
project it took Montessori teachers about 20 minutes to do this.
| will ask for your names, but everything will be kept
confidential. At this staff meeting time | will share my twenty
page Bloom’'s Taxonomy command card infarmation with each of
you as a gift of appreciation. (¥our principal has a copy of the
Bloom's Taxonomy in the office if you would like to look at it)

(2) After | review your questionnaire responses, | will
ask a few teachers ta meet with me one mare time for 30
minutes in order to ask you personal responses to your original
answers. (1 will gather a group of teachers with their
permission into a focus group, or | will as a few teachers to
meet with me individually.) If you're in a focus group, you will
not'be asked to meet individually.

I sincerely hope you will participate in this project. The
Montessori movement in education needs mare research,and

this project will be strengthened by your participation.
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Please fill out the attached permission form today (or as
soon as possible) and return it to (name of principal) so | will
know how many teachers will be participating.
Thank you 1n advance for your willingness to help. If you
have any questions feel free to phone me at (included phone
numbers here).

Sincerely,

Ginger McKenzie



APPENDIX C
TEACHER'S PERMISSION FORM FOR QUESTIONNAIRE

Please respond to the following statement and turn in to your

principal today.

| {agree, do not agree) to
Please print name Circle one

participate in filling out the questionnaire at a regular

scheduled staff meeting . The
guestionnaire has been developed by Ginger McKenzie Tor &
resaarch project to identify ways instructionsal leadership is
valuable to each teacher at your Montessori school. 1t will take
ahout 20 minutes to fill out the answers to the open-ended
questionnaire.

| realize that my name will be asked for on the
questionnaire, but anly for the purpose of identifying which
teachers will be invited to participate later in one additional
meeting, if the teacher agrees to meet one more time for 30
minutes. Then the names wiil be removed and all participant
names will be kept anonymous.
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As a token of my appreciation to all the teachers willing
to help with this project, t will be giving a copy of my twenty

page Bloom's Taxonomy command card information to each

teacher during the same meeting time

Signature of Teacher



APPENDIX D

QUESTIDONS FOR FOCUS

GROUP CMES

i

MES Focus Group Questions Thursday Feb. 18, 1993, 8:45-9:30
m

[ul]

From the teachers responses on the [{LPMP questionnaires
tapics were identified, and descriptive data were listed under
23ch topic.

2

During the focus group at CMES, the major topics were
discussed infarmally and the teachers were told that their
names would not be included. The Facus Group interview was
transcribed. The Focus Group discussed: (1) instructional
leadership practiced through clarifying and educating parents
and community about the Montessori program. (2) Instructional
teadership practiced through communication with teachers,
Focus Group - CMES School: The gquestions asked by the
resezarcher during the focus group interview are in parentheses.
. Instructional leadership practiced through clarifying and
educating parents and cormmunity about

A. Our Montessori Program (not “different” and yet

"different”) Some of the methods used:
(1) Parent meetings and workshops like Parent

Education Night, Open House, Brotherheood
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Banguet (One person s8id: "This promaotes
good relations but not what Montessori is
about in our classrooms™. Could someone
respond to this?)

(2) Teachers encouraged to invite parents to
pbserve in our classraoms, (Would sameone
axpand on this?)

{2) Staff encouraged to be involved in building and
district meetings, (Are these meetings in the
district with all elementary teachers in the
district or just the other two Montessori
schools?)

(4) Newsletters to parents, (How are these put
together and how do they cover Montessori
issues?)

(5) Someone made a suggestions - what do they
think? "Requiring all parents selecting gny

alternative program to attend a series of
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meetings to inform them of information
about the program.”

B. Expectation of the children including: discipline,
completing their assignments/homework,
respecting others, (Are these expectations
different in the Montessori environment than other
places you've taught? Maybe some of your many
years of experience can help us reflect on this
issue.)

(1) Observations are made of the children and, if

+ necessary, conferences between the principal

and the student are given. Example: child
might be asked to write a paper about his/her
behavior,

{2) Talk to teacher about the child,

(3) Talk to parents about their children, {Is this
practice frequent and effective - comments

or open discussion?)
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() Principal goes into classrooms and 15 very

visible throughout the building, (Are these
methods any different in a hon-Montessori
environment for those of you who have had
both experiences?)

If. Instructional leadership practiced through communication

with teachers.

A, Staff mernos,

B. Communicating directly Lo teachers,

e

Starf meetings - exarmple one teacher listed-"during
staff meeting we discuss and quote our idea”, (Do
these quotes pertain to Montessori instruction?)

D. Monitaring the implementation of the Montessori

pregram by visiting classrooms-qiving praise,

encouragement, suggestions, (What type of
communication is given for this purpose? Written,
verbal? which happens more frequently

‘encouragement or suggestions for improvement”?)
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E. Workshap for teachers about topics of interest like

positive discipline, (Do these workshaps include

Montessori curricutum topics? Are these on a

regutar basis, could they share some that were

most helpful, do they go to professional

meetings off campus too? Are these meetings paid

for? Are there follow-up sessions for these :

meetings?)



APFENDIX E
QUEST{ONS FOR FOCUS

GROUPS A AND B NMES

NMES Focus Group A Questions Tuesday April 13, 1993, 2:15-
2:45 pm

NMES Focus Group B Questions Friday April 16, 1963, 2:15-2:45
Gm

From the teachers’ responses on the [ILPMP
quastionnaires, topics were identified and under each tapic
descriptive data were listed. Because there were two focus
groups, the following code was used: p. 2, 17 means the
descriptive data came from "p. 2° of the list made from all the
descriptive data responses, and "17" means it came aoff the 17th
guestionnhaire handed in during the time the questionnnaires
were answered.

During the focus group A interview at NMES Schoal, two
paints of interest were discussed informally, and the teachers
were told their names would not be included. The Focus Group A
discussed: (1) Instructional leadership practiced in dealing
with and supporting a diverse school community (students,
staff, and parents}. (2) Instructional leadership practiced
through being a skilled communicator. These interviews were
transcribed.

Focus Group "A" - NMES School: including seven teachers: The
questions asked by the researcher during the focus group
interviews are in parentheses.
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1. Instructional leadership practiced through dealing and
supporting a diverse school community {students, staff, and
parents)

A. Supporting each teacher as an individual (p.1,14}),
lets teachers develop their own style of teaching
the Montessori curriculum (p.1, 6, 1,2,3,5,7,4,8).
Examples: relies on teacher input on Montessori
curricutum matters (p.2,11), cbserves in classroom
(p.2,8), participates in staff group meetings (p.2,1),
(Can sameone ar several of you explain in more
detail how he supports each teacher as an
individual and how you feel about this?)

B. Bringing factions together when dealing with
students, staff and/or parents—thése can be
external or internal concerns or expectations
(p:1,7). (Can anyane expand or explain how he
brings factions together whether student ractions,

staff factions or parent factions?)
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instructional leadership practiced through being a skilled
communicataor

A. It was stated that your principal is a skilled
communicator and works well with parents,
students, and staff-Examples: compliments
teachers and students, encourages teachers (p.5,2)
listens and studies and reflects before making
decisians. (Can several of you discuss how you
have experienced your principal as a skilled
communicator?)

B. Counseling both parents and students-Example: tries
to divide students eveniy for Montessori class
assignments (p.5,19). (How does this work? Since
you have students for three years, do you ever need
to change class assignments during that time?)

C. Looks for the best in each teacher and turns problems
over to teachers to empower you to help solve
problems (p.2, 14). (Can some of you explain

how your principal does this?)
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During the focus group B interview at NMES two topics of
interest were discussed informaliy, and the teachers were told
their names would not be included. The Focus Group interview
was transcribed. The Focus Group B discussed: (1) Instructional
leadership practiced through preserving and supporting the
Montessori program and teachers. (2) Instructional leadership
job/responsibilities as it relates to dealing with discipline.
Focus Group B NMES : Including four teachers. The guestions
asked by the researcher during the focus group interview are in
patrentheses.
1. Instructional Leadership practiced through preserving and
supporting the Montessori program and teachers
A. Maintaining goals of the Montessori proegram by
allowing trained teachers to implement the
Montessori program fully (p.1,18) Examples:
{1} Evening program "4 Silent Journey~traveling
through all 3 tevels and then observing, (Does this

‘mean observing in the classroom? Can someone

discuss haw this program works? what percentage

of the parents come?)
(2} Preserve the educational aims of Mantessori

s0 central office downtawn doesn't restrict or change
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our program (p.1,18). Example: Keeping in contact
with decision makers, keeping parents involved
p.2,10; keeping 1.A.'s for our classrooms p.3,10;
Supports letters from the teachers about
standardized tests and report cards p.3,16. (Could
someone expiain these exampies in more detail or
give other examplies and how successful they are for
you?}

(3} Solving concerns of parents and other people-so
teachers can put energy into teaching (p.4,10).
Example: Listen to what teachers say and getting
back to teachers with help or suggestions. (Can
you give ather examples of how your principal helps
you to put your energy into teaching?)

2. iInstructional leadership job/responsibilities as it relates
to dealing with discipline:
A. Discipline concerns Examples:
(1) Dealing with children (p.4, 9,3,13) like discussing

with students how to salve their disruptive behavior
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(p.5,9); "Fuss Busters” program to help solve problems
{p.5,13); Direct children who make ethnic siurs {p.6,9)
to do research about the culture involved, (Can
scmecne expand on Fuss Busters or any program
used?)

(2) Discipline concerns-invalving pérents,chi?dren,
teacher and principal {p.4, 18,3, p. 5, 13); (When-do
the parents get involved?) Set up rules for all
groups-parent committees, students (p.5, 17, 19),
(Are the rules sel up by parent committees and
students, or are these committees only for support-
ing the rules? Do you have any other comments
about how your principals take on their
responsibilities as instructional leader in your

Mantessori school?)



APPENDIX F
QUESTIONS FOR FOCUS
GROUPS A AND 8 SMES

SMES Focus Group A Questions Monday March 8, 1933, 3:30-
4.00 pm
SMES Facus Group B Questions Monday March 8, 1893, 4:00-
430 pm

From the teachers responses on the [IPMP
questionnaires, topics were identifiad and under each
tapic descriptive data were listed. Because there were
two focus groups, the following code was used: p. 1, 14
means the descriptive dats came from "page 1" of the list
rnade from all the descriptive data responses, and "14"
means it came off the 14th questionnaire handed in during
the time the questionnaires were answered.

During the focus group A interview at SMES two
points of interest were discussed informally, and the
teachers were told their names would not be included.
The Focus Group A discussed: (1) Dealing with and
educating parents and (2) Supporting and explaining the
Montessori program and curriculum
Focus Group "A"-SMES Schoot: Including five teachers:
The questions asked by the researcher during the focus
group interviews are in parentheses.

1. Instructional leadership practiced through dealing

with and education of parents, cormmunity, and
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"downtown” about what our program is all about.

A. Explaining to the district how the Montessori
program compares with the public school
(p.5,22;p5,11;p5,19;p.2,23; p.1,23; p.1&2,3;
p.1,16; p.3&2,2; p.2,27).

(1} Example: Teachers got together and
developed a report to present ta the
district about how the districts’
assessment criteria'daesn't Tit their
Montessori school. (Can someone or
several of you comment on this
process?)

(2) Example: Teachers created a Montessori
language curriculum to help "the teachers
be leaders concerning curriculum”,
“Agreeable to our doing ‘our thing' as we
carrelated Montessor curriculum with

district’s curriculum”, (Can someone
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discuss further how this happens and how
you feel about it?)

B. Supporting and explaining the Montessori
program and curriculum to parents &
community
(1) "Takes all points of view and then does

what is best for the whole program”
(p.3,9),

(2) “Supports teachers when talking to
parents about student problems or
misunderstandings about Montessori
program and student expectations”
(p.2,14; p.2,13;p.1,11; p.1,29). (Can you
discuss this procedure?)

(3) Parent nights-faculty teams address age
appropriate Montessori curriculum {(p5,3;

p.2,11; p.1,4; p.,10). (Are these meetings
required? If no, would you like for them

ta be required?)
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() Conferences called-parents are axpected
(p.3,20;p.3,14). (How successful do they
see this methﬁd‘?)

{5) Expiaining Montessori to the community
(p.3,10,9; p.1,25).

(63 Helping with transition process from K to
6-9, to 9-12 (p6,18; p1,17).

(7) Parent relatiaons, public relations,
dealing with difficult parents {(p.5,3,
P.3,<,p.5,25,p.2,13). (This topic did get
mentioned a great deal. 'what do
you see as the biggest concern with
parents. Do you have suggestions for this
concern?)

(8) Ambassador for Montessori program,

tours (p.2,29).

©.vo (9) Monthly parent committee meetings

(p.6,10).
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(10) Inform parents & enlist parents to go to
board meetings. (Can they explain or
comment about this? How is it done-

phoning, person ta person, etc.?)

During the focus group B interview at SMES two topics of
interest were discussed informally, and the teachers
wete told their names would not be inciuded. The Focus
Group interview was transcribed. The Focus Group B
discussed: (1) Open communication, and (2) Staff support.
Focus Group B SMES: Including eight teachers. The
questicns asked by the researcher during the focus group
interview are in parentheses.
1. instructional Leadership Practiced through open
communication with staff and staff support
A. Open Communication {(p.2,17; p.2,19; p.2,1;
p.2,5; p.2,8},
(1) Showing teachers that their problems and
ideas are important-examples (p.2,8) -

“listens to a1l and then makes decisiong”,

"apen to input” {p.2,5). (Can sormecne
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(3)
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axplain how this happens and are there
examples that relate specifically to
Montessori?}, Supports teachers (p.2, 25;
p.2,7, p.2,1; p.2,20); example-~(p.2,25)
good listener; (p.2,7) supports teachers;
trusts teachers and supportive (p.2,19);
“makes teachers feel worthwhile”
(p.2,21). (Can someone give an example of
haow their principals make them feel
waorthwhile or feel trusted?

Open doar policy-how does this work and
does it help?)

Team leader meetings-so all teachers
know what is happening at all levels.
(Can you explain to me how this works?)

Effective communication (p.2,21; p.2,5);

“effective communicator”, "communicates

with kindness” (p.2,7;p.2,12); "good

listener” (p.5,1,p.15,5;p.5,28:
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p.5,12;p.5,16}. (This was a very freguent
response, can someaone give an example or
make a comment about your principal’s
"good listening” skills?)

(4) Updates staff at staff meetings about
Public School. (Can someaone expand on
this practice?)

B. Instructional leadership practiced through staff
support

{1} "Treats staff as quality professionals”
(p5.,9).

(2) "Supports special events and programs”
(p.5,7).

(3} “"Has visitors visit different classrooms”
{p.3,7). (During visits what procedures
are followed? Ex. Do you have visitors
watch, do they walk through classroom
and ask questions or do you

demonstrate?)
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(4) Helps teachers with discipline problems
(p.5,21,132). (Are the discipline problems
and support by your principals any
ditferent because of the Montessori
program? Can someone cefnment on
this’?)

(5) "Letting teachers determine some rules”
(p.3,6,p.5,23; p.3,1,7,8,17); "allows staff
to discuss & then takes an thair
suggestions” (p.3,1); “gets input from
teachers, staff and other sources before
making decisions” (p.3,6) "teachers come
up with an alternative” (p.3,7) "builds

an 8 consensus from all involved” (p.3,8).

(Do any of these teacher directed

decisions deal with Montessori concerns
©- or.do they simple exist across the entire

program in a general way?)



APPENDIX G
QUESTIONS FOR INDIVIDUAL
INTERVIEW CHMES
CMES Individual interview Questions JN.C. Feb. 26, 1993, 8:45-
9:15a.m. In parentheses are the questions asked by the
researcher during the individual interview.

(1) Most difficult job/responsibility-"for this program
is educating parents. Many parents within our population jook at
this program as an "alternative” or "betier” choice than the
traditional Public School. The majority do not appear to truly
educate themselves as to what the Montessori philosophy is, nor
do they actively seek education once their child is enrolled.”

(Do you see this situation getting worse or is it about the same
over the past several years since you have been here?)

(2) Typicsl way it's handled - "Often, everything runs
smoothly until a child is recognized as having difficulty. Then
parents approach the situation from the viewpoint of Montessori
being "different”. My child doesn't understand, or | (parent) do
not understand what is expected. This is handled through

parent/teacher/administrator conferences. But it is frustrating
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that appropriate education is not sought before a crisis comes
about.” (Has she seen this as a growing problem?)

(3) Give an example - "The principal will discuss
philosophy at various parent meetings (Open House, etc.) She
addresses the issues with staff and encourages open discussion
through conferences.” (Conferences just with staff individually,
ar as a group?) {(Have ideas been discussed to solve this? You
use the words "she encaurages open discussian” seems like this
would help. Has it?)

"t would like the district to place a requirement an
parents selecting any alternative program to attend a series of
meetings to inform them of such information.” (Has this ever
come up in discussion, does she see the district doing this?)

(4) Most frequent “responsibility as an instructional
leader has been discipline of both students and faculty. Building
a program is no small thing. Students are learning to live in
peace and work through cooperation. The faculty is learning to

balance and modify great work loads and old habits. They are

atso beginning to ook at the whale rather than individual parts
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(classroom).” (Does she see the balance between great work
loads and old habits pertaining to Montessori responsibilities
vs. general expectations?)

(5) Typical way principal deals with this_— "the
principal supports staff in developing positive discipline
through training and staff meetings. She talks to students
individusally who have persistent problems.” (You ranked the
effectiveness of this law "2". |s there a reason why this isn't
helping more? when do parents get involved and does that help
or does lack of understanding, as you mentioned on page 2, keep
the parent involvement limited and not very supportive?)

(6) Give an example--"Students may be given written
assignments to help them reflact on their actions, or
responsibilities around the school to encourage ownership and
- belonging.” (Does the staff feel a sense of ownership also?)

"Staff is encouraged to be involved at al) tevels-building
_arﬁq._:_district*with representation from K, 6-9, 9-12. Sometimes

this leads to aver extension and results in the same people
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daing everything, or no ane doing anything.” (Will she please

axplain this?)



APPENDIX H
QUESTIONS FOR INDIVIDUAL
INTERVIEWS NMES
NMES individual Interview Questions *1 AFNA March 11, 1983,
2:13-2:45 In parentheseas are the guestions asked by the
researcher during the individual interview.

(1) MOST DIFFICULT JOB/RESPONSIBILITY of your
principals as instructional leaders as related to the Montessori
program. "As | see it the most difficult job for our principat is
as a communicator because he has so many individuals and
qQroups to relate to during the day (evenings included). Qur
school community is a very diverse and active one, and the
principal needs to be working with all the sub groups,
individuals, etc., that exist.”

(2) Typical way your principal deals with these jobs-"He
leads groups, listens, synthesizes and usuatly the group or

individual comes out of the meeting feeling that they, or
he/she, participated and had a part in coming to a decision. He
is not necessarily the chairperson of a convening group, but he
s an active component of it always. Also he is not one to act
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immediately, but usually when he does, | have the impression he
has thought it out.” (After he has thought it out how does he
communicate the results-more talking person to person, notes,
etc.? Do any of these decisions and discussions pertain to the
Montessori methods of teaching, discipline procedures used in
your Montessari classrooms, etc.?)
(3) Example: "He meets monthly with TBC. At this
meeting (TBC meets bimeonthly) TBC members discuss concerns
that have been brought up previously. At this meeting we try ta
resolve problems, etc. He is infarmative, gives us background
we need to know and states his opinion. He also summarizes
our discussion (synthesizes). He, unlike some principals, is hot
threatened if TBC does not agree with him. It makes for open
discussion and resolution.” (She has explained a great deal but
could she take it further - | do need to know what TBC stands
for? Since the members of this group are trying to resolve -
problems, is your principal like a mediator?)

S () Most Frequent jeb/responsibility - “I'm not sure. |

vwould say that helping the schoal get its resources and someane
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vwho is out and about cresting a visible presence for stafr,
students, and community.”

(5) Typical Way of dealing with this responsibility - "He
helps the school get extra resources by working with our schaol
Foundation. (It raises maney for our school). He also
encourages parents who want to work with the schooi-bringing
in special cultural programs, writing grants, etc.” |

"He is very visible - the children know him and vice-
versa. The parents work closely with him and he is always
available to the staff.” (Does he meet with the School
Foundation Group? Who plans and sends ocut notices about their
meetings? Do parents write g 1ot of grants? Does he have an
"open deor” policy so you feel free coming to him?)

(6) Give an Example ~ "Available to staff-1 have had a
problem with my LA. | have talked several times to him aver
the past nine months. | didn’t think he was listening. However,
two months ago, we had a very good meeting and the resolution
appears in sight. | was very impressed with the way he handled

it. (Please note | felt he was available and my problem would



293
be handled with confidentiality.)" (Do you want to say any more
about this situation?)

NMES Individual Interview Questions #2 GWNA March 18, 1993
2:15-2:45 pm. The questions asked by the researcher auring
the Individual interview are in parentheses.

(1) Most difficult job/responsibility of your principal as
instructional leader as related to the Montessort program,

‘I believe It's representing the Montessori philosophy and
educational form to the parents of our particular school and to
the district as a whole, Our principal needs to preserve the
intent and educational aims of Montessori philosophy so the
greater system doesn't ‘bastardize’ the system.” (Can shev
explain this in more detail?)

(2) The typical way your principal deals with this job.
"Our principal stands behind the position the teachers take and
trusts In their attempts to maintain the philosophy and
educational modes,” (How does your principal show "trust”

~toward the teachers, can she think of examples?)
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(3) Give an example: "The principal supports letters
drafted by the teachers trying to elucidate the philosophical
positions as to standardized testing or report cards.” (Can she
explain what this is about, and is there a reason that she
identified the effectiveness of this first section as 3 out of 57)

(4) The most frequent job/responsibility of her
principal as instructional leader., "Our administrator often-
finds himself as a mediator between the other two public
school Montessort programs. Trying to get some agreement or
position Montessori as a whole can represent.” (Could she
explain this? Is this something that has been going on for a
long time or is it something new to the Montessort public
community?)

(5) The typical way your principal deals with this
responsibility is by "attending many meetings”. (Is she
speaking of meetings between the other Montessori principals,
or other types of meetings? If other types, who attends, how

often, what seems to be the concern?)
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(6) Example: "report cards-attends meetings”. (Are
there other examples? s there areason she ranked 2 oyt of 5
on this part of the guestionnaire? Are there other points she

would like to bring up?}

NMES ndividual Interview Questions #*3 RRNA March 10, 1993,
2:30-3:15 pm. The questions asked by the researcher during
the individual interview are in parentheses.

(1) Most Difficult job/responsibility of your principal
as instructional leader-(expressed in two parts) (a) "One of the
most difficult jobs is to be caught in the middle between the
satisfaction of community, parents’ wishes and the needs and
wishes of his staff. (b} Second, principals see mainly
disruptive puptls more often than the quiet mannerly ones."

(2) Typical way your principal deals with these
responsibilities: "Our principal is very effective. He has great

communication skiils. This helps him deal well with his staff

and community, He backs his teachers and gives positive

feedback.”
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(Could you give me more Information about his
communication skills and maybe an example? Any examples
that are specific to how he handles his communication in
respect to the Montessori school environment,)

(3) Glve an example: "He has a way with group
discipline. Our school has whole group programs where the
discipiine is outstanding. Students are expected to show
respect at all times. He is one of the best adminstrators I've
ever worked with.”

(Could you explain more atout the “group discipline”
procedures, You also used the words "worked with", Is that
identifying a sharing environment where what you have to say
ts important and used in planning?)

(4) Most Frequent job/responsibility as an instructional
leader as related to the Montessori program. "Dealing with
problem children and problem parents. we are getting fewer
and fewer of both."'

(Is there a reason you feel that you are getting fewer and

fewer problem children and parents?)
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(5) Typtcal Way your principals deal with these problem
children or problem parents. “1. Defining the rules and
expectations to the child and parent. 2. Consequences if rules
are broken. 3. Ways to aiter the behaviors, 4. Fuss Busters
program for children to learn to solve own problems. S. Problem
children-take Fuss Buster Program. 6. Counseling” (What are
some of the ways used to alter behaviors, and can she explain
the "Fuss Busters” program? In #6 are you speaking of
counseling with a professional that stays on your campus or
other professionals who come to Your campus”?

(6) Glve an example: “Constantly working to help
improve a program situation, more counseling for the student,

parents contacted again.”

(Is family counseling offered? How is the program

situation improved?)



APPENDIX |
QUESTIONS FOR INDIVIDUAL
INTERVIEWS SMES
SMES Individual Interview Questions #1 D.G.S. Feb. 18, 1993,
3:45-4:15 pm. The questions asked by the researcher during the
individual interview are In parentheses.

(1) Most Difficult Job/responsibility of your principal as
instructional teader-"running interference with the downtown
administration so teachers can teach in a Montessori
environment. This includes: (a) keeping funding in place and
Increased when possible, (b) keeping instructional assistance in
the budget, (¢) preventing imposed curriculum or tests that run
contrary to the Montessori method and curriculum.* (Does he
see all of these as equally difficult for his principal to deal
with?)

(2) Typiical way 1t's handled - (a) "Enlist parents or make
sure parent groups are informed and present at budgetary board
meetmgs —parent voices are heard more clearly than
administrators or teachers.” (How does your principal go about

informing parents ~ notices, phone calls, on campus meetings?)
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(b) "Support tax addition, get teachers and students to
demonstrate in many ways." (Could he expiain this?)

(c) Have news media informed of activities at school so we can
get good press. ( How often, and what type of media coverage
happens most often?) (d) Relate comparative cost of one
program to ancther so "myths” like our Montessori program is
very expensive is understood correctly. (Does this involve
teachers and administrators working together?) (e) Currentlyr
comptling 1ist of problems with tests wnich teachers support
through committee work. Could he explain?=+ -

(3) Give an example: "Levy - stand on top of school with
large banners in'cold, freezing, weather so Interstate
commuters see signs to vote for School Tax _Levy." (Whén did
they do this?) - |

t4) You.described your principal's most frequent
Job/responsibility as an instructional leader as related tol the
Montessori program as-- "problem solving” in'many diffefent

areas: teacher-student, teacher-parent, tea{:her—teacher,

parent-parent, teacher-instructional assistant (LAD, LA-
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student---then you put: listen, listen, listen, then respond."
(Could he explain his 1{st, and what he means by “listen” Are
all groups equal?)

(3) Typical way your principal deals with “problem
solving:” “Individually, then sending memos as to rules,
expressing rules in teacher meetings, letting teacher determine
some rules, final step is setting the limit drawing the h’ne'of
what is and what is not acceptable. ({This sounds like your
principal is very clear about expectations once the process has
been foilowed which includes teacher input-is this correct?
Could he explain "letting teachers determine some rules"?)

(6) Give an example - (a) Problem with students who do
not do assigned work, and (b) Lets teachers create recess time
detention program and run it. (Is this something new? How did

it come about? Has it been helpful? Does he have anything
further he would like 10 comment on?) Thank him for his help

and willingness to meet.
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SMES individual Interview Questions #2 GAGS Feb. 12, 1993
3:.45-4:15 pm. The questions asked by the researcher during the
individual interview are itn parentheses.

(1) Most difficult job/responsibliity for your principal
as Instructional leader - "The job most difficult is involving our
parents of low achieving students to help with the job of
training/educating their children.” (Can you expand on this
concernt)

(2) Typical way your principal deals with this - "When
their is a problem, the parents, psychologist and teachers are
used to help parents.”

(3) Give an Example - "Child refuses to do any work,
child Isreferred to office and the mother is immediately
contacted, after a talk with the mother, the principal sends
mother and child back to the art studio so mom can help child
get started onher work." (You marked this method as 2 5 or high
methods of dealing with this type of problem. Do you find the
principal involved enough? Under “typical way" you hadn't
mentioned the principal so | wanted to clarify your answer to

make sure | understood what you were saying.)
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(4) Most frequent job/responsibility: "The principal
deals with (a) problem children and (b) all school routines such
as buses, lunchroom, report cards, reports to the central office”

(3) Typical way your principal deals with this
responsibility: "The child sent to the office after the classroom
Montessorian has handled the problem as far as she/he can.

That means the teacher has used her discipline plan, called the
-parents or has had conferences about the problem, and it still
needs attention. (Sounds like you may contact the parent
yourself, then if it doesn't help, the prmclél wlll get involved
and include the parent again?)

(6) Give an example: “A child is not working. The
parents are informed and child 1s given suspended study
sessions to complete the work. (What time of day and how does
this work?) If the plan that was agreed upon by the teacher and
parent s not working, the problem is referred to the principai
for further work. The principal has access to further help that
can be given to the family. (Can you explain what help is

avallable, is this available to all public school children? You
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Rated this method 5 or high, do you have other ideas for
handling these situations or ways to prevent them?)

(7) Onback side of page 1 she said "I feel very strongly
that as an administrator of a Montessori School the principals
need to know the curriculum, philosophy, and methods well
enough so that their ideas are not in conflict with those
working in classrooms. Not all the equipment in my classroom
telongs to the school, yet | have been told that everything
betongs to the school uniess | can prove that it doesn't. People
trained to make materials will know and feel differently about
this. How can they work to build the school's equipment if they
don't know what 1s needed? (Could you discuss this in more

detatl, are you dealing with this problem at the present time?)
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SMES Individual Interview Questions *3 BMS Feb. 12, 1993, 1:35-
2:15 pm. The questions asked by the researcher during the
individual interview are in parentheses.

You made some interesting comments and | was anxious
to vistt with you further about how you see your principals
practicing instructional leadership.

(1) Difficult job/responsibilities - dealing with outside
world's concept of what we are ail about -~ this problem
originates with parents, community: Example (a) "Sees us as
elite or some people expect miracles even with those children
with behavior and emotional problems." (Can you explain this to
me In more detall?) (b) Examptle: "My child is smarter, the
teacher needs to spend more time with my child--not the
slower students.” (How do the parents bring this to your
attention?)

(2) Typical way principal deals with this. "Qur principal
takes out of our hands certain responsibilities, if it is helpful
to us, and, then, informs us of the results.” (I interpreted your

response to say that teachers are helped by your principals. |s

this what you meant?)
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(3) Example: "Students are transferred cut of my room
If the child is disruptive, which Is very important since we have
them for 3 years.,” (Can you explain more about this? Do you
have other ideas of how to deal with these outside world mis-
conceptions?)

(4) Most freguent job/responsibmt_y: “To provide us
with less paper/busy work." (In Which areas of your
responsibiiities does this happen, maybe different from other
principals you have had?)

(3) Typical way your principal deals with this
responsibility: "Shifts trivial matters, 1imits staff meetings,
stays on task during staff meetings." (Can you expand on this
topic?)

(&) Example: "Limits staff meetings, stays on task, does
not let us run-away with our own personal gripes.” (How does
this help and benefit your over all feelings about your teaching?
Is this something that is.specific to a Montessori environment?

If "yes", in what ways?) (Do you have ideas of how to deal in
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other ways with this job/ responsibility that your principals

have not used like keeping you on task or with less busy work?)



APPENDIX J

NMES REVIEW OF QUESTIONNAIRES TO DEVELOP

FOCUS GROUPS AND INDIVIDUAL INTERVIEWS

After making the list of all the responses, the next step was
making the 1ist of how many teachers and which teachers
answered the same way to the general topics discovered from

the answers {0 the questionnaires,

Focus Group A Participants

A. Dealing & Supporting Diverse
School Community (students,
staff, parents)

B. Skilled Communicator

X !
XXX 2
XX 3
XX 4
XX S
X 6
X 7
X 8
X S
10
XX 11
X 12
13
X 14
15
16
X 17
X 18
19

Focus Group A #1-2,3,45,7,11,14

Focus Group B Participants
A. Preserve & Support
Montessori Program

B. Dealing with Discipline

x 23 Ind. interview 8 yrs.

X
X
X
X
a9,

XX
XX

XX

X

KX

xx Ind. interview 23 yrs 8 M.

XX
X% Ind. interview 11yrs Mont.
XX
XX
XX

Focus Group B #2-6,8,9,10,12,15, 1 7,18,19

Ind. Interviews - 1,13,16
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APPENDIX K
SMES REVIEW OF QUESTIONNAIRES TO DEVELOP

FOCUS GROUPS AND INDIVIDUAL INTERVIEWS

Focus Group A Participants Focus Group B Participants
2,3,4,9,10,11,13,14,17,22,23,24,25 1,5,6,7,8,12,16,18,19,20,21,
A. Dealing with & Educating Parents 27,28,29
B. Supporting & Explaining the A. Open Communication
Montessori program & curriculum B, Staff Support
| XXX
XX 2%
XXX 3
XX 4
D XX
6 X
X 7 OXXXX
8 XX
XX 9
XXXX 10 X
XXX 11
12 XX
XXX 13 X
XX 14
16 x
X 17 %
X 18 xx
X 19 XX
XX 20 XX
X 21 xx
X 22 %
XXX 23 %
X 24 %
XXX 25 %
27 %
28 %
X 29 %

308



