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Reframing Project

	There is a therapeutic day school located in a suburban community in the Mid-Atlantic region that provides a structured psychoeducational environment for adolescents who experience emotional, learning, and behavioral problems that affect their education. The schools’ primary objective is to educate students with the use of small academic classes, individual and group therapy, and family counseling in order to return the student to a less restrictive school environment. Upon admittance to the school program the students and parents are required to attend monthly, individualized and family counseling sessions throughout the academic school year. In addition, the school provides a bi-weekly parent support group, quarterly progress reports, and phone support for crisis intervention.
The school has been in business for over fifteen years and accepts students from seven different school districts. The structure of the school consists of five educational teams, two teams for seniors and juniors, two teams for sophomores and freshman, and one team for middle school. Each team within a classroom has a special education teacher and a case manager, with each team having eight to ten students on their case load. The special education teacher is responsible for the student’s educational needs and the case manager is responsible for the student’s social-emotional needs. However, the two work together when developing Individual Education Plans (IEP) and behavior contracts.  
The school has developed an elaborate behavior management system that teaches students how to advocate for their own needs and success. A level and point system is used to help the student learn the necessary classroom and social skills needed to re-integrate back into the public school system. However, students often chose to stay at the school because of the success they experienced in an academic setting. 
The structure of the school includes a Senior Manager that holds an administration license and manages the policies and regulations of the school program to remain compliant with the state licensing organization. Below the Senior Manager is an Administrative Team, which consists of the Principal, Master Teacher, and Master Counselor. The Principal oversees the day to day operation, management of the staff, and budget of the school. The Master Teacher manages the educational testing of the students, guidance of the curriculum for all grade levels, and teacher training and evaluations. The Master Counselor manages and trains the case managers, and manages the parent support group. The staff of the school consists of five special education teachers, five case managers, who are licenses counselors, one recreational therapist, and one mental health technician.
The Situation
Several years ago the school hired a new Principal who was currently a teacher in the school. As a teacher she held a teaching license with an endorsement in French. She taught at the school for six years and acted as the Assistant Principal for six months. As a teacher she communicated effectively with her partner and the other teams within the school environment. A majority of the students enjoyed her as a teacher and often asked for letters of recommendation from her for jobs and college admission. During a crisis situation with a student she was often one of the first staff members to report to the scene and help deescalate the student. 
She transitioned into her new role towards the end of my first year working at the school. Overall, the staff was pleased to see one of their own move into a management position. We felt that she would understand our needs and support us during the tough times. We overlooked the fact that she did not have a special education endorsement, a graduate degree, or an administrative license. 
As the new school year started the first thing we noticed was that our new Principal spent more time in her office and less time in the school. She rarely responded to a student in crisis and refused to cover any classes that needed to be taught. In one example, a student became agitated and threw a desk at the teacher and Principal. The Principal ran out of the room, leaving the teacher alone in the room with the anger student and six other students. In another example, she refused to cover a teacher’s class and combined two classes for that period, which created a one to sixteen ratio of teacher to students. During staff meetings and one-on-one conversations with the Principal, she seemed to have lost her sense of humor and was much more critical of our actions. Many times during crisis debriefings the Principal would publically announce what the responding staff member did wrong during the crisis. Lastly, the staff started to see that our requests for leave were being rejected and our reimbursements for student rewards and classroom supplies were being denied. 
At the end of the first grading period during a staff meeting the Principal announced that she wanted to reduce the number of time outs during the school day and the amount of time students spent in In-School Suspension (ISS). However, she did not give the staff an alternative to using time-outs. When questioned on how we were expected to reduce the number of time-outs when it is part of the behavior management system and a tool to teach the students how to regulate their behavior, she did not have an answer for us. She suggested we focus on our classroom management skills to reduce the number of time outs. In regards to reducing the amount of time students spent in ISS, she suggested we provide easier assignments, or busy work, to give the students a chance to earn their way out of ISS and back into the classroom. 
As a staff we disagreed with her actions, but we tried to comply. Instead of announcing time-outs over the intercom for an available staff member to monitor the time out, we called staff members who we knew were available. In addition, we provided easier assignments for the students to complete in ISS. However, if one of the Administrative Team knew a student received a consequence of a time-out or ISS, they often changed the consequence without the assigning staff member’s knowledge. For example, the Administrative Team would remove a student from a directed time-out and give them food, take them to 7-11, or allow them to smoke. Or the Administrative Team would reduce the amount of time a student was in ISS without consulting with the staff member who had assigned ISS, which caused confusion when the student returned to the academic milieu earlier than expected. Many of the teachers and case managers felt that their ability to manage students was being undermined by these actions. Often they felt there was not point in following the behavior management system if the Administrative Team was going to change the rules on them. The staff felt it made them look foolish in front of the students and the Administrative Team’s actions took power away from the staff. 
Structure Frame
	All references in this paper to the structural, human resource, and political frames refer to Bolman and Deal’s book, Reframing Organizations: Artistry, Choice, and Leadership (2008). 
As I step back and look at the situation I see the use of the structural, political, and human resources frames being used in describing the above situation. The structural frame is being used in the respect that the Principal is maintaining the school structure as it had been for over fifteen years. The model of a special education teacher and a licensed counselor teamed together had been proven successful for several years. The school was able to maintain such a structure in a therapeutic setting because of the financial backing it received from a large health care organization and private donors.
Based on Bolman and Deal’s six assumptions of the structural frame (pg. 47), the school is structured in a way that accommodates five of the six assumptions. The school’s goal is to educate students with emotional and learning disabilities and re-integrate them back into a less restrictive environment. The school has successfully created specialized positions and appropriate division of labor to increase the efficiency and performance of each special education teacher and case manager. Each teacher and case manager is able to coordinate their diverse responsibilities while maintaining a team approach and still work with each individual student. With the structure of the school program and the support among staff, students were shielded from personal agendas or grudges held by staff when determining a consequence. Overall, the structure of the program fits the school’s circumstances, goals, and expectations.
	The school works from a vertical coordination structure in the regards that the Principal officially coordinates and aligns the schools actions toward the goals and expectations set forth by the mission of the organization. The Administrative Team handles the decision making process when it comes to the schools guidelines and direction, resolving staff conflicts, evaluating performance, and distributing awards. The Administrative Team managed the rules and policies of the staff “to ensure that behavior was predictable and consistent” (pg. 54). For example, within a therapeutic environment there is a high turnover rate of teachers and staff. Often times, new teachers or counselors would start mid-school year to replace a staff member who abruptly left. With the established rules and policies of the school, a new staff member could easily start and be a contributing member of the school community within one to two weeks. Lastly, the school had an established behavior management system that all staff members used on a regular basis.
The behavior management system is similar to an organizations performance control system, in the respect that it “measures and motivates individual efforts” (pg. 56). The behavior management system is described in detail to all students and staff at the beginning of each school year. The system is posted in all of the common areas and classrooms so that it is readily available for staff use and inspection by the students. When a student engaged in inappropriate behaviors that lead to a consequence they were aware of what the consequence would be based on the behavior management system. In theory, a teacher or staff member is not allowed to deviate from the system in order to ensure consistency with all students. In this way the students are motivated to control their actions because they are aware of what the consequence may be, and staff is able to measure the type of consequences students are receiving.
	The school used a dual authority approach in the respect that the Principal provided limited authority over specific areas of the school staff. For example, the Master Teacher oversaw the teachers, and the Master Counselor oversaw the case managers. This division of responsibility worked, but at times it did cause resentment among staff when communication was not efficient, and input from the Principal was not heard.
However, from a structural frame point of view I think the structure works. As Bolman and Deal state, “formal structure enhances morale if it helps get our work done” (pg. 51). Whenever a new staff member would join the team any staff member could train the new individual. It was very easy for new staff to be incorporated into the team structure because there were set goals and expectations for each position. If another staff member, teacher or counselor, needed to cover someone else’s duty because of an absence or crisis, we knew exactly what to do, because of the structure set in place. With the expectations cemented into the culture of the organization it was easy for staff to accomplish tasks or help each other, because everyone knew the structure and expected outcome. There was an element of control that each staff member released to the Administrative Team in order to focus more on the students’ needs. 
I recently spoke with the Executive Director of the school and I asked him if there was anything he would change about the school structure. After a long and in-depth conversation it was clear that he feels very strongly in the structure that is in place. He did comment that he would like to include a Behaviorist position to manage the functional behavior assessments and behavior intervention plans. In addition, he would like to partner with a university to better develop the curriculum for each of the grade levels and subjects. But knowing the history of the organization, experience of working for the school, and conversations with the executive director it is clear that the organizational structure of the school was designed with the environment of a therapeutic school, the talents of the teachers and case managers, the limited resources of time and money, and the students’ success as the end result. For the population of students the school educates, this structure works well for them.
Political Frame
By nature a therapeutic school works in a political frame because of the power and conflict that exists between student and teachers, staff and administration, and teachers and counselors. Each group of individuals within the school environment creates and builds coalitions to navigate the internal politics of the organization. With such an assortment of individuals with different values, beliefs, interests, and information coming together for a common cause students and staff need to be able to handle power shifts, build a support system, and handle conflict effectively in order to be successful in the school environment. 
In a therapeutic environment the most sacred resource is time. Time could be spent in a group setting, one-on-one setting, classroom setting, reward setting, or consequence setting. Allocating the resource of time among staff and students are important decisions that often lead to day-to-day power struggles. The Administrative Team controlled the class schedules of the teachers, the planning of meetings and events, the coverage schedule for ISS, and the deadlines for quarterly progress reports to be completed. From a structural stand point this type of delegation makes sense. However, the staff was never consulted on these timelines and schedules. Therefore staff often felt they had very little time to create lesson plans, grade assignments, and write progress reports. Staff often dreaded the weekly staff meetings, committee meetings, and crisis debriefings because they were long and tedious, which cut into their time to complete other necessary tasks.
	One area that I believe the Principal faltered in was she did not map the political terrain of the school environment. Maybe the Principal assumed she understood the political terrain because she was in a teaching position less than a year prior. However, with new staff members starting her first year as Principal the channels of informal communication changed, along with the staff members that carried the most political influence. The Principal needed to take more time analyzing the political players among the staff members and anticipate how the staff may react to new changes. The Principal may have met less resistance to her goals of reducing time-outs and reducing time in ISS if she had taken the time to find the informal leaders among the staff, and develop a network of support for her in the leadership position. 
	As suggested by Kotter (1985) in Bolman and Deal (2008) the Principal should have implemented the four basic steps to great political influence as listed on page 219. In order for the Principals initiative to be successful she should have, 1). Figured out which staff members she would need to influence to make the change. 2). Assess which staff members would resist the change and why. 3). Communicate with possible staff members who might resist her initiative and try to influence them by providing additional education or negotiation for the change to be successful. 4). Implement the change in a more subtle manner, instead of forcing the change. If the Principal had taken these four steps in implementing her changes she may have found the staff to be more open to her ideas.
Human Resource Frame
	Bolman and Deal discuss how pioneers for the human resource frame “argued that people’s skills, attitudes, energy, and commitment are vital resources that can make or break an enterprise” (pg. 121-122). In regards to the school, this holds true in the success of the organization for the past fifteen years. The teachers and case manager are paid less than your average public school teacher, but their attitudes, commitment, and energy towards the students and organization are vital to the success of the students and the school as a whole. The school fits the basic assumptions of the human resource frame in the respect that the school exists to serve a human need that is not being filled by the public schools. The school provides opportunities for talented professional to work with students often neglected by the public school system in an organization that provides the structure and opportunity for everyone to be successful. The teachers and case managers that have worked at the school often speak of the meaningful and satisfying work they accomplish in this setting.
However, from the perspective of Bolman and Deal, the Principal gave the staff a false sense of empowerment. As opposed to an open-book management system of some organizations, the school maintained a closed-book approach. The Principal never shared the pay scale for the positions within the organization, there was constant confusion on the policy and number of sick leave days for staff, there was no instructional budget for teaching teams, the budget was never discussed with staff, and reimbursements for reward trips were often denied. Many of the staff members were openly resentful and bitter towards the Principal for keeping us in the dark about the budget, salary, and benefits. 
Maybe, if the staff was able to see what their pay increase would be from year to year they may not have complained about salary as much. If the staff was aware of the budget restraints they would have been able to plan reward trips and purchase classroom supplies more efficiently. If there was a consistent policy for sick leave, there would have been less fear, resentment, and guilt among staff for taking time off for illness or vacation. 
In theory the school employed the concept of self-management teams in the respect that two sets of teachers and case managers managed the 9th and 10th graders, and a second set of teachers and case managers managed the 11th and 12th graders. Each team was expected to create reward schedules, manage student behaviors, and plan field trips. At the same time, both teams needed to work together to share school resources for activities. However, the supervision from each team came from the Principal, not from a team leader.
In staff meetings the Principal always presented topics of discussion to get input from the staff to make group decisions. From an outside perspective this seems like a good approach in promoting egalitarianism. However, the reality of the situation was drastically different. Often times the decisions that were made in the staff meetings were different than what the Principal communicated at a later date. 
Lastly, Fullan (2008) quotes Rosabeth and Moss Kanter (2004), that “the task of leaders is to develop confidence in advance of victory in order to attract the investments that make victory possible – money, talent, support, empathy, attention, effort, or people’s best thinking” (pg. 117). I believe this is something that the Principle had invested in over a period of two years; however, she did not have the confidence to let go of control in order for her staff to accomplish what they did best and that is to teach students. I believe she was unable to let go of control because she lost her ability to communicate and hear what her staff was telling her. If she had maintained the networks and coalitions she had formed as a teacher she would have had more support when she implemented new policies and procedures in the school environment.  
Conclusion
In conclusion, I think the school itself has a structure and political frame that works well for the environment. I believe elements of the human resource frame work in regards to how the staff interacts and supports each other. I feel that the structure of the special education teacher and a licensed counselor is an excellent way of providing support to the students. However, I believe the management style of the Principal is the weakest link in the school environment. 
Bolman and Deal state that, “emotional intelligence includes the awareness of self and others and the ability to handle emotions and relationships” (pg. 176). They go on further to state that, “interpersonal skills … are vital because personal relationships are a central element of daily life” (pg. 176). Unfortunately, I believe that the Principal lacks the emotional intelligence and interpersonal skills to be able to effectively communicate with her staff. I believe the school needs a leader with a developed emotional intelligence and the interpersonal skills to manage and balance the varying personalities of the teachers, case managers, Administrative Team, and students. If the Principal was able to develop the interpersonal skills and “find a balance between guidance and listening and between directing and learning” (Fullan, 2008, pg. 127), then she could have used Fullan’s (2008) advice that an effective leader knows when to get out of the way and let their staff make decisions. 
	However, I wonder, “Would I have been any better if I had become Principal?” 
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