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INTRODUCTION

One program of research and development sponsored by the Center

for the Advanced Ptudy of Educational Administration (CASEA) is focused

upon the interrelated themes of school organization and innovation. The long-

term objective of the complex series of projects which make up this CASEA

program is to increase knowledge about the nature of schools as organizations

and to discover the nature of the interaction between innovation and organi-

zation. Papers included in this document report on some preliminary analy-

ses of field studies conducted during 1968. The data collected in these field

studies provide information on a variety of structural, socio-cultural, and

socio-psychological variables, e.g., division of labor, performance of organi-

zational functions, decision-making structures and processes, hierarchies of

authority and esteem, rule observation, value systems, reward systems, and

leadership. Since these papers are based upon only partial and preliminary

analyses of the data collected, the authors have been extremely cautious in

stating generalizations and in drawing conclusions. More definitive research

reports growing out of this program will be made available by CASEA as fur-

ther analyses are completed.

University of Oregon Terry L. Eidell

February 1969
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The research results being discussed in this symposium represent

the partial findings of one phase of a prograa of research and development

regarding the organizational implications of instructional change. This

program, in turn, is part of a broader effort at the Center for the

Advanced Study of Educational Administration to develop organizational and

administrative arrangements for the educational enterprise that can accom-

modate rapidly changing instructional techniques, strategies, and goals.

The rationale for this type of work can be stated as follows. The

organizational and administrative arrangements that prevail today in the

American school may have been well adapted to the instructional techniques

in the first half of the Twentieth Century - -to the textbook-dominated

classroom where one inexpertly trained teacher confronted thirty to forty

pupils each period or day and engaged them in an instructional pattern of

lecture, assignment, recitation, and examination. It is almost certain,

however, that these arrangements will not be appropriate to the instruc-

tional techniques of the year 2,000. While IPI, team teaching, the

ungraded primary, nodular sdheduling, and tla like may not exist in their

present form in thirty years, these developments do indicate the direction

that effective instructional methods will take in the future on the basis

of current advances in researdh and'Aevelopment.

There is already considerable evidence to indicate that the American

school will be unable to capitalize on the emerging instructional patterns

without some fundamental structural and procedural changes. The traditional

allocation of authority in the school will probably be unrealistic in view

of dhanges in the teadher's role demanded by new instructional techniques.

It is unlikely that instruction can continue to be carried on in relatively

autonomous self-contained classrooms through which students are moved in
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narrowly graded age cohorts --a pattern that so importantly shapes the entire

organizational character of the school. /t is even possible that the noticn

of a geographically-bounded school district will be outmoded as a unit for

organizing instruction, especially considering the modern communications

technology that makes distance and space irrelevant parameters.

In whatever ways the school may need to be restructured, however,

difficult problems of organization will remain. Means must be devised to

assure coordination in the educative process, to maintain the enterprise

through time, to distribute decision-making responsibilities efficiently,

to retain an optimum level of flexibility so that the organization may

incorporate still more promising instructional
procedures, and to connect

effectively with institutions on which the enterprise depends.

The research projects that gave rise to the results being reported

today, known as the projects on "Organizational Attributes and Innovative -

ness," were designed initially as exploratory efforts regarding two issues.

First, they were designed to enable us to add some increment to our meager

knowledge about schools as organizations. Second, they mere designed to

produce dependable knowledge regarding the ways in which the organization

of the school affects, and is affected by, instructional innovations.

Although the educational literature is replete with prescriptive

statements as to bow the sChools "should" be organized, relatively little

is known about how schools actually function as systems of patterned

relationships. Official descriptions of structures have frequently been

reified and thereby confused with operational structures. That is to say,

in the educational literature "organization" is widely viewed in terms of

those relationships depicted by formal organizational charts; it is seldom

examined from the critical perspective of how the work of the school is

structured to facilitate (or impede) teaching and learning.
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In examining the relations between organization and learning, it

becomes necessary to accumulate a mass of empirical data on the organi3a-

tional characteristics of classrooms, schools, and school districts. We

need to know what educational organizations are like--in various sections

of the country, in the range of urban-rural settings, at various levels

of instruction, in different ethnic and racial groups, etc. Such data

can tell us how schools are characterized in organizational terms, and how

they vary.

The accumulation of such data, while vital to studying the educational

institution, is not an end in itself. If our work is to yield results in

solving educational problems, it becomes necessary to discover the conditions

under which educational organization can be improved. While accumulation

of empirical data may produce knowledge about effective and ineffective

forms or patterns of organization, if our primary aim is improvement, we

must focus attention primarily upon how educational organization can be

employed to bring about enhanced learning. This need leads us to examine

organizational factors as they relate to instructional innavations. In

other words, we want to find out how organizational and instructional

innovations can together produce better schools.

As we approach this task, and as we attempt to guide our efforts by

the literature that is available, a number of pertinent (or impertinent)

questions present themselves.

What is it about the "organization" of education that apparently exerts

such a negative influence on the functioning of the schools? When the

n organization" is imputed such force, what elements or aspects of organiza-

tion does the writer or speaktr have in mind? Does he refer to the formal

or official "organizational chart," to the hierarchy of positions in the
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educational establishment? To the rules, regulations, procedures, and

customs that mold and calcify the behavior of students, teachers, principals,

superintendents, or whoever? TO rigidities of interaction patterns among

these persons? To the inflexible official (legal) framework fhat provides

a niche for education in the community, state, or nation? To the patterns

of superiority-inferiority, dominance-submission, or autonomy-dependence

that exist within and between educational populations? To the precarious

position of education in the politics of resource allocation at local,

state, and federal levels? To rigid and unimaginative utilization of

resources within the educational establishment? To the value and attitudinal

complexes that bind and constrain actors in educational settings? To none,

some, or all of these? To still others? Or is "organization" the modern-

day counterpart of a devil-like spectre to which we can at will attribute

all manners of evil influence?

In our current effmAs at beginning to unravel this puzzle, we have

developed a framework that posits three levels or dimensions of variables

for analysis: structural, socio-cultural, and social-psychological. In

the structural domain, we have collected data on the variables complexity,

centralization, and formalization. In the socio-cultural domain we have

collected data on the variables values, norms, and perceived rewards. In

the social-psychological domain we have collected data on the variables

pupil control ideology, job satisfaction, leadership behavior, and reference

group orientation. The ways in which these variables were operationalized

and the conceptual relationships among the variables will be clarified to

a limited extent in the papers to follow. Further clarification will

necessarily await future, more detailed reports.



As we laid plans to collect data in the projects, we wanted to be

able to ascertain the extent to which common organizational characteristics

of schools are modified or changed by radical innovations in curriculum,

teaching techniques, technology, etc. In examining the literature and in

surveying the current educational scene, it was decided that the Individ-

ually Prescribed Instruction Curriculum (IPI) developed by the Learning

Research and Development Center at the University of Pittsburgh and Research

for Better Schools (Regional Laboratory) in Philadelphia had rapidly

emerged as one of the most significant educational innovations of the decade.

Similarly, the Multiunit School (then known as Project Models, and still

later as the Unitized School) developed by the Wisconsin Research and

Development Center for Cognitive Learning constituted a new approadh to

research and instruction that promised significant improvements in the

division of labor and integration of functions in the elementary school.

After considering these and other recent innovations, it was decided to

include in our sample schools in Wisconsin that had the multiunit program

and schools in Pennsylvania and New Jersey that had adopted the IPI

program. In both instances, control schools were selected for each

experimental school to be investigated.

Schools in three districts in the State of WatUngton were selected

as the source of an extensive data base on the organizational character-

istics of schools. This data base, whidh can be reported only in part

here, was intended to provide knowledge about the characteristics of

schools, to be supplemented at a later date by studies of schools in

other sections of the country that have different populations, problems,

and situational variables.



Because our analysis of the data has not proceded as rapidly as we

had anticipated and because the time available at a session such as this is

necessarily limited, our reports are both sketchy and tentative. Never-

theless, some intriguing findings are beginning to emerge from our initial

stuaies and we are pleased to be able to share them with this audience.

4
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Introduction

The research reported in this and the following papers is exploratory in

nature, representing an initial attempt at identifying the important dimensions or

attributes of schools as organizations. No attempt has been made to state or test

hypotheses. Rather, the goal has been to assess several variables in the hope

that these will give a better understanding of educational organizations and aid in

the formation of testable hypotheses for future research. Massive amounts of

data have been collected and an extensive analysis of these data is now under way;

however, the data reported here are based on an initial analysis using basic tabu-

lations and statistical comparisons. Because of these and other limitations, one

must be extremely cautious in drawing unwarranted generalizations or conclu-

sions from the results reported here.

Sample

The data reported here were collected from an availability sample of

teachers in 12 elementary schools located in six school districts in three states.

The four sub-samples, upon which comparisons are made, each consist of three

schools and are identified as: multi-unit experimental, multi-unit control, IPI

(Individually Prescribed Instruction) experimental, and IPI control. The data

are based upon wirtten responses of teachers to four instruments designed to

measure variables which are generally thought of as lying in the social-psycho-

logical domain. These variables are: (1) Job Satisfaction, (2) Pupil Control

Ideology, (3) Reference Group Orientation, and (4) Leadership.



Results

Job Satisfaction. The instrument employed to measure job satisfaction

utrtized Likert-type responses to each of ten items. In a manner similar to Herz-

berg (1964) and Hage and Aiken (1967), job satisfaction was conceptualized as being

bi-dimensional rather than uni-dimensional. Six of the ten statements in the instru-

ment were intended to measure the respondent's satisfaction associated with the

work itself; this type of job satisfaction is referred to as instrumental satisfaction.

The remaining four items were intended to measure satisfaction related to such

things as interpersonal relationships, and is referred to here as expressive satis-

faction.

Instrumental Job Satisfaction. When the results of questions dealing with

instrumental satisfaction were ranked according to sub-sample mean scores, the

ranking (highest satisfaction to lowest) was: multi-unit experimental, multi-unit

control, IPI control, and IPI experimental (See Table 1). While the mean scores

did not appear to be excessively different, the probabilities of differences compu-

ted on the basis of Kolmogorov-Smirnov "D" scores presented a different impres-

sion. When the experimental schools were compared with their controls, the dif-

ferences appeared to be slight (13).30 in both cases). However, comparisons between

multi-unit and IPI sub-samples exhibited a clearer pattern, with the multi-unit sub-

samples being consistently higher in instrumental satisfaction. The comparison

of cuntrol sub-samples indicated greater instrumental satisfaction in the multi-unit

sub-sample (p('. 025), and the difference between the multi-unit control and the IPI

experimental was even more accentuated (p( .005). The multi-unit experimental

sub-sample exhibited greater instrumental satisfaction than either the IPI experi-

mental or the IPI control sub-sample (p(. 001 for both comparisons).



TABLE 1: Kolmogorov-Emirnov D-Values, Probability of Differences* and
Means for Instrumental Satisfaction.**

Comparisons D-Values Prob. of Diff.*

Multi-unit Experimantal vs .

Multi-unit Control . 158 ns
IPI Experimental . 445 . 001
IPI Control . 385 . 001

Multi-unit Control vs
IPI Experimental . 35 . 005
IPI Control . 290 . 025

IPI Experimental vs
.121 nsIPI Control

Multi-unit Exper. & Control vs
. 367 . 001IPI Exper. & Control

School Type Means

20.00 (1)

Number of Teachers

63
Multi-unit Control 19.25 (2) 63
IPI Control 17. 89 (3) 56
IPI Experimental 17.11 (4) 57
Multi-unit Exper & Control 19. 63 126
IPI Exper & Control 12. 50 113

*Two-tailed, exact probabilities not available

**Four items
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Expressive Satisfaction. The ranking of sub-sample mean scores wits the

same for expressive satisfaction as it was for instrumental, with the multi-unit

experimental sub-sample highest, followed by the multi-unit control, IPI control,

and IPI experimental (See Wable 2). However, when probabilities were computed

on the ix. is of the Smirnov Test, each comparison of sub-samples Yielded a proba-

bility of greater than .1, indicating that fae degree of expressive satisfaction was

approximately equal for all four sub-samples. Although no differences of any mag-

nitude were evidenced, it seems worthwhile to note that the pattern, based on sub-

sample mean score ranking, was the same for both expressive and instrumental

satisfaction.

The evidence is fairly clear that, on instrumental satisfaction, respondents

in the multi-unit experimental and multi-unit control sub-samples were more highly

satisfied than respondents in the IPI experimental or IPI control sub-samples (p<

.025 for all comparisons). Perhaps these sub-sample differences can be best ex-

plained as regional variations since all comparisons between regions yielded pro-

babilities of less than . 05 while comparisons between experimental and control sub-

samples within each region yielded probabilities of greater than .05. When the

inultl-unit experimental and multi-unit control sub-sample data for instrumental

satisisfaction were combined and compared with combined data from IPI experi-

mental and control sub-samples, the idea of regional variation was supported

(p 001). On a similar comparison of data combined by region for the expressive

satisfaction variable, the probability was greater than .1. Thus, an explanation of

regional difference appears tenable for instrumental satisfaction, but even though

sub-samples fell in the same rank order on expressive satisfaction, no such inter-

pretation seems viable.



TABLE 2: Kolmogorov-Emirnov D-Values, Probability of Differences* and
Means for Expressive Satisfaction.**

Comparisons D-Values Prob. of Diff.*

Multi-unit Experimental vs
Multi-unit Control .159 ns
IP! Experimental .189 ns
IPI Control .219 ns

Multi-unit Control vs
IPI Experimental
IPI Control

IPI Experimental vs
IPI Control

. 143

. 114
ns
ns

.054 ns

Multi-unit Exper and Control vs
IPI Experimental and Control .144 ns

School Type Means Number of Teachers

Multi-unit Experimental 13.57 (1) 63
Multi-unit Control 12.90 (2) 63
IPI Control 12.70 (3) 56
IPI Experimental 12.32 (4) 57
Multi-unit Exper & Control 13.40 126

IPI Exper & Control 12.50 113

*Two-tailed, exact probabilities not available
**Four items



Any explanation of these results must take into consideration two important

factors. First, a period of more than one year had elapsed, after the introduction

of both the multi-unit and the IPI innovations, before job satisfaction was measured.

During this lapse of time stabilization may have occurred in such areas as inter-

personal relationships, thus accounting for tbe lack of variation on expressive satis-

faction and possibly diminishing all experimental versus control differences. Second,

the IPI innovation involves only two subjects (math and reading) and the conflicts

which may arise from working within two juxtaposed teaching systems are not knwn.

Pupil Control Ideology. To assess the attitudes which teachers hold concern-

ing the control of pupil behavior, a five-item (short-form) of the Pupil Control Ide-

ology Instrument (Willower, 1967) was administered. This instrument was designed

to measure on a Likert-type response scale the pupil control ideology of educators

along a custodial-humanistic continuum. A custodial pupil control ideology (high

scores) stresses the maintenance of order, distrust of students, and a punitive,

moralistic approach while a humanistic ideology (low scores) emphasizes an accep-

ting, trustful view of pupils, and optimism concerning their ability to be self-

di sciplining and responsible.

Mean score ranking, for most humanistic to mst custodial, indicated the

multi-unit experimental schools to be most humanistic followed by multi-unit con-

trol, IPI experimental, and IPI control (See Table 3). Probabilities computed

from the Smirnov Test indicated little difference between IPI experimental and IPI

control or multi-unit control (p ).10 for both). A slightly larger difference was

indicated for the comparison between the multi-unit experimental and the multi-

unit control (p<.30), Larger differences were found when the two experimental



TABLE 3: Kolmogorov-Smirnov D-Values, Probability of Differences* and.
Means for 11.101ControlAdeol,ogy.**

Comparisons D-Values Prob. of Diff. *

Multi-unit Experimental vs
Multi-unit Control .227 .10 (ns)
IPI Experimental .315 .01
IPI Control .487 .001

Multi-unit Control vs
IPI Experimental .129 ns
IP! Control .266 .05

WI Experimental vs
IPI Control

School Type

.172 ns

Means Number of Teachers

Multi-unit Experimental 9.80 (1) 57
Multi-unit Control 11.33 (2) 63
IPI Control 12.71 (4) 56
IPI Experimental 11.39 (3) 57

*Two-tailed, exact probabilities not available
**Five items
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groups were compared (p< .01) and when the control groups were compared (p<

.05). The largest difference found was that between the multi-unit experimental

and the IPI control (p (.001).

Since there is no clear difference between the multi-unit control and the

IPI experimental groups (p) .10), the differences in scores cannot be explained

by regional factors alone. However, regional variations undoubtedly play a large

part in explaining the differences, especially since the comparison between com-

bined multi-unit sub-samples and combined IPI sub-samples yielded a probability

of less than .001. Whatever the explanation, there can be no doubt that the multi-

unit respondents are far more humanistic in their attitudes toward pupil control

than are the IPI respondents (except p )01 for MUC versus IPIX). Although no

explanation for the apparent regional variation is readily available, differences

in teacher training, selection, age, sex or experience, might serve as a partial

explanation; pupil's socio-economic status, or other local variations might also

be partially responsible. However, any interpretation based on the present analy-

sis would seem premature.

Reference Group Orientation. The reference group orientation of teachers

in the four sub-samples were assessed by a three-item instrument. Respondents

were asked to choose one of two responses to each item, with one response reflec-

ting a cosmopolitan orientation and the other reflecting a local orientation. The

ranking of the mean scores indicated that the IPI experimental sub-sample was the

most cosmopolitan followed by multi-unit experimental, multi-unit control, and IPI

control i:See Table 4). However, the range of the means was only .34 (4.76 to 4.44).

Probabilities based on the Smirnov Test indicate no distinct differences between the
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TABLE 4: Kohnogorov-Smirnov D-Values, Probability of Differences* and

Means for Reference Group Orientation.**

Comparisons D-Values Prob. of Diff. *

Multi-unit Experimental vs
Multi-unit Control .86 ns

IPI Experimental .191 ns

IPI Control .187 ns

Multi-unit Control vs
IPI Experimental
IPI Control

IPI Experimental vs
IPI Control

School Type

. 187
. 186

ns
ns

. 190 ns

Means Number of Teachers

Multi-unit Experimental 4.65 (2) 56

Multi-unit Control 4.51 (3) 60

IPI Control 444 (4) 56

IPI Experimental 4.76 (1) 54

*Two-tailed, exact probabilities not available
**Three items



sub-samples (all p's > .10). A closer look at the data, however, indicated that

there was a large "flop-over" effect, that is, individuals did not tend to answer

all three items consistently. The greatest inconsistency appeared to occur on

Item Number 2 which dealt with the respondent's source of intellectual stimula-

tion. A preliminary analysis of agreement between responses on the three items

indicated that this effect was more pronounced in both the multi-unit experimental

and control sub-samples than in either of the IPI sub-samples. For this reason,

an analysis was made on the basis of respondents who scored at the extremes of

the scale, i.e., those who scored all items with a cosmopolitan orientation were

compared with those who scored all items with a local orientation (See Table 5).

The percentage of respondents in the IPI experimental sub-sample scoring

as pure-type cosmopolitans was approximately twice as large as the percentage of

cosmopolitans in either the IPI control or the multi-unit experimental sub-sample

(27.7% versus 14.3%, and 14.3%), and nearly four times as great as the percentage

of cosmopolitans in the multi-unit control sub-sample (6.89%). Approximately ten

percent of the respondents in both the IPI experimental and IP! control sub-samples

were "pure-type locals," while the multi-unit experimental and control sub-samples

contained zero percent and 15.5 percent locals, respectively.

While the two experimental groups, on the basis of mean scores, appeared

to be more cosmopolitan in orientation than either of the control groups, these dif-

ferences did not seem to be major. Further, the multi-unit experimental and con-
\

trol schools appeared to be more similar in their local-cosmopolitan orientation than

did the IPI experimental and control schools. These results may not lead one to

conclude that a regional variation was a viable explanation of the differences;



TABLE 5: Percentage of Ilespondents Scoring as Pure-Type Locals
and Cosmopolitans on Reference Group Orientation.

School Type
Number in

Total Sample
Cosmopolitan Local

N % N %

IPI Experimeat .-3. 54 15 27.7 5 9.44

IPI Control 56 3 14.3 6 10.7

Mu lt: 'mit Experimental 56 8 14.3 0 0.0

Multi-unit Control 58 4 6.89 9 15.5
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however, when the experimental and control sub-samples from each region were

collapsed into single groups and compared, a different assessment emerged. A

chi-square test computed on this regional comparison yielded a probability of less

than .02, pointing to some sort of regional difference. It must be noted that this

analysis included only 55 "pure type" respondents (24.6% of the total sample), and

any conclusions drawn must be very tentative.

One possible explanation for the more cosmopolitan tendency of respondents

in the experimental sub-samples, a condition especially notable in IPI schools, might

be that experimentation encourages extra-organizational relationships and, there-

fore, nurtures a cosmopolitan orientation.

Leadership. The final variable under consideration was that of the leader-

ship characteristics of school principals. The instrument used required Likert-

type responses to 16 items on which teachers evaluated their principal's leader-

ship qualities. These items were adapted from the Halpin and Croft OCDQ (1963).

The sub-samples were compared on the basis of responses to four sub-scales, each

consisting of four questionnaire items.

Aloofness refers to behavior by the principal which is characterized as

formal and impersonal. He "goes by the book" and prefers to be guided by rules

and policies rather than to deal with teachers in an informal, face-to-face situation.

His behavior, in brief, is universalistic rather than particularistic; nomothetic

rather than idiosyncratic. To maintain this style, he keeps himself at least

"emotionally" at a distance from his staff.

The ranking of the sub-sample means indicates that the multi-unit control

principals were the most aloof, followed by the IPI experimental, multi-unit
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experimental, and IPI control, but the range of the means was only .65, and no com-

parisons yielded probabilities less than .05 (See'Table 6).

Consideration refers to behavior by the principal which is characterized by

an inclination to treat the teachers "humanly," to try to do a little something extra

for them in human terms.

As in the case of both satisfaction sub-scales, the rank order of the sub-

sample means on the consideration sub-scale yielded the pattern of: multi-unit

experimental, multi-unit control, IPI control, and IPI experimental (See Table 7).

All comparisons yielded probabilities greater than .10 except in the case of the com-

parison between the multi-unit experimental and the IPI experimental where the

probability was less than .05. The data do not indicate a regional explanation to

be viable, but they do indicate that the multi-unit experimental principals are con-

sidered by teachers to be more considerate than their counterparts in the IPI schools.

Production Emphasis refers to hehavior by the principal which is charac-

terized by close supervision of the staff. He is highly directive, and plays the role

of a "straw bose His communication tends to go in only one direction, and he is

not sensitive to feedback from the staff.

The production-emphasis sub-scale yielded sub-sample mean scores which

wizen ranked from high to low were: multi-unit control, IPI control, IPI experi-

mental, and multi-unit experimental (See Table 8). Probabilities computed from

the Smirnov Test indicated that four of the comparisons yielded probabilities of

greater than .05. However, the comparison between the multi-unit experimental

and control sub-samples yielded a probability of less than .01, while the comparison

between the IPI and multi-unit experimental sub-samples yielded a probability of



TABLE 6: Kolmogorov-Smirnov D-Values, Probability of Differences* and
Means for Aloofness.**

Comparisons D-Values Prob. of Diff.*

Multi-unit Experimental vs
Multi-unit Control . 155 ns

IPI Experimental .090 ns

IPI Control .187 ns

Multi-unit Control vs
IPI Experimental
IPI Control

IPI Experimental vs
IPI Control

. 120

. 203

ns
ns

. 138 ns

School Type Means Number of Teachers.

Multi-unit Experimental 8.66 (3) 61

Multi-unit Control 9.35 (1) 62

IPI Control 8.60 (4) 49

IPI Experimental 0.02 (2) 52

*Two-tailed, exact probabilities not available
**Four items
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TABLE 7: Xolmogorov-Smirnov D-Values, Probability of Differences* and

Means for Consideration.**

Comparisons D-Values Prob. _of Diff. *

Multi-unit Experimental vs
Multi-unit Control . 100 ns

IPI Experimental .260 . 05

IPI Control .214 ns

Multi-unit Control vs
IPI Experimental
IPI Control

IPI E:aperimental vs
IPI Control

. 217

. 179

ns
ns

. 126 ns

School Type Mans Number of Teachers

Multi-unit Experimental 8.89 (1) 61

Multi-unit Control 8.42 (2) 62

IPI Control 7.79 (3) 49

IPI Experimental 7.33 (4) 52

*Two-tailed, exact probabilities not available
**Four items
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TABLE 8: Kolmogorov-Smirnov D-Values, Probability of Differences* and
Means for Production Emphasis.**

Comparisons D-Values Prob. of Dill.*

Multi-unit Experimental vs
Multi-unit Control . 402 .001
IPI Experimental .275 . 05

IPI Control . 256 .10 (ns)

Multi-unit Control vs
IPI Experimental
IPI Control

IPI Experimental vs
IPI Control

.244
146

.10 (ns)
ns

. 054 ns

B-16

School Type Means Number of Teachers

Multi-unit Experimental 7.44 (4) 61

Multi-unit Control 9,50 (1) 62

IPI Control 8. 77 (2) 49

IPI Experimental 8.39 (3) 52

*Two-tailed, exact probabilities not available
**Four items
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less than .05. The greatest difference in production emphasis is between the multi-

unit control, which had the highest production emphasis, and the multi-unit experi-

mental. It is clear that the differences in production emphasis cannot be explained

by regional variation.

Thrust refers to behavior by the principal which is characterized by his

evident effort in trying to "move the organization." "Thrust" behavior is marked

not by close supervision, hut by the principal's attempt to motivate the teachers

through the example which he personally sets, Apparently, because he does not

ask the teachers to give of themselves any more than he willingly gives of him-

self, his behavior, though starkly task-oriented, is nontheless viewed favorably

by the teachers.

On the thrust sub-scale, the ranking of sub-sample means indicated that

the multi-unit control principals were rated as having the highest amount of thrust,

followed by the multi-unit experimental, IPI control, and IPI experimental (See

Table 9). Comparisons between the control groups and their respective experi-

mental groups yielded probabilities greater than .1. The comparison between the

multi-unit control and the IPI experimental sub-samples yielded a probability of

less than .005, These results could be interpreted to indicate an explanation in

terms of regional differences, but the lack of difference between control groups,

in addition to the extremely small difference between the multi-unit groups should

attenuate such a possible explanation.

Summary

In this paper we have assessed the uniformity and variability of four sub-

samples on eight variables. Some evidence of variation according to geographic

Iccati-n was found on instrumental satisfaction, pupil control ideolop, reference



TABLE 9: 1<olmogorov-Smirnov D-Values, Probability of Differences* and

Means for Thrust.**

Comparisons D-Values Prob. of Diff.*

Multi-unit Experimental vs
Multi-unit Control . 054 ns

IPI Experimental . 332 .005

IPI Control . 263 . 05

Multi-unit Control vs
IPI Experimental
IPI Control

IPI Experimental ys
IPI Control

.286

. 236

025
. 10 (ns)

. 126 ns

134 8

School Type Mears Number of Teachers

Multi-unit Experimental 12.64 (2) 61

Multi-unit Control 12.66 (1) 62

IP1 Control 10.85 0) 49

IPI Experimental 10.04 (4) 52

*Two-tailed, exact probabilities not available
**Four items



B-19

group orientation, and production emphasis. The greatest differences, both in

magnitude and in frequency of occurrence, were found in comparisons between the

experimental sub-samples (p <.05 in 6 of 9 comparisons). Oncomparisons between

each experimental sub-sample and its control sub-sample, differences were rather

consistently small. Few interpretations have been offered, but we hope to offer

better explanations of the findings when analyses have been completed.
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The present paper attempts a description and exploratory analysis of the

distribution of tasks of elementary school teachers within and among the five

types of schools studied by the Attributes Project. The data make it possi-

ble for us to describe how differences in the organization of schools and the

instructional process effect the kind andjuantities of tasks teachers per-

form. At the same time a comparison of the aggregate responses should enable

us to infer to what extent certain tasks differ in importance and time allo-

cation within and among these types of schools.

The Data

The data on which this paper is based are taken from the Organizational

Task Instrument, which was designed to elicit an extensive job description

from each teacher1 as well as the ranking of tasks listed by the respondopts

according to their importance2 and the time it takes to carry them out.
3 For

the purpose of this paper, we compare by task area
4

for each type of school

the frequency distributions of all (1) tasks listed, (2) the five most salient

and the five most time consuming tasks. We further compare weighted rankings5

of the five
6

top .ranked tasks in terms of their importance and the time at-

tached to them by the respondents, again by tadk area for each type of school.

1. Distribution of Tasks by Task Area

The analysis of the total distribution of t:Asks by task areas--i.e., in-

clusive categories of work-related activities like "evaluation," "meetings,"

or "public relations"--may proceed in two different directions. First, we

may look at the relative distributions in each type of school. Second, we

may compare the distribution of tasks by task area among different types of

schools.

Table 1 shows, for instance, that the task area which includes the great-

est number of responses in IPI schools is the task category "management" with

18.4%; thus one out of every five tasks carried out by teachers in this type
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of school is related to what we call "management activities," including tasks

such as "ordering supplies," "room decoration," "clerical duties," and "house-

kee'cing." This, however, seems to he by no means unique to IP1 schools since

their controls show 20.8% of all teadher activities falling in the same cate-

gory. The only type of school which is an exception seems to be the unitized

Echooll where only 13.7% of the tasks could be categorized in the task area

"management."

Unitized schools show a very high frequency of response in the category

"planning" (22.5%), which include such tasks as "planning for instruction,"

etpreparation of new materials," "curriculum development," and "daily planning."

A comparison of the task area "evaluetiun" which includes such items as

"evaluating materials," "bookkeeping," "evaluation of student progress," and

the like, yields an almost equal frequency of response in each of the five

sets of schools we are comparing.

A specific comparison of the distribution of tasks by task areas for the

innovative schools (IPI and Unitized) shows that these two types of school

are very similar in this respect--i.e., the percentage differences are small.

A comparison of the differing control schools, on the other hand, re-

veals somewhat greater differences (e.g., regional), although the magnitude

of differences exceeds 5% in only one case. The IPI-Control schools are

unique in terms of teacher activities related to meetings. While only 1.7%

of the tasks in IPI-Control schools are concerned with meetings, 6.624 and

5.4% of the responses of the Unitized-Control and Washington schools have

been categorized in the task area "meetings." Further differeaces appear

among these three types of control schools in lower magnitude in the task

areas "supervisory duties," "planning," "management," and "teaching-instruc-

tional activities." In conclusion, the differences in the relative distribu-

tion of tasks by task area between IPI and Unitized schools are less obvious

than are th(,,, differences between the three types of control schools. At the



C-3

same time, a comparison between innovative schools and their respective con-

trol schools reveals as many differences as among the different sets of con-

trol schools.

2. A Comusimoattlotal Distribution of Tasks and the Distribution of

the Five Most Important Tasks

The kind of shift in the aggregate response rates will indicate that cer-

tain tasks areas, while more or less frequently part of the teacher's role,

are likewise more or less important in his perception of that position. In-

congruent shifts among schools enable us to identify certain task areas which

are possibly effected by a differential organization of schools.

As Tables 1 and 2 show, we may identify three task areas out of the ele-

ven which receive about the same relative frequency of responses in the two

distrilmtions we are comparing; these are the task areas "guidance," "profes-

sional advancement-growth," and "teaching-content areas." The results, first

of all, indicate that the frequency of responses and the ranking of the task

in terms of importance seem not to be effected by the organization of the

school. Secondly, these aggregate frequencies seem to allow the inference

that most of the tasks mentioned in these areas are at the same time perceived

as important.
8

Relattvely uneffected by the kind of organization are five aa-

ditional task areas; namely, "meetings," "planning," "public relations," "sti-

mulation-motivation," and "teaching-instructional activities." A comparison

of the two distributions show that they are either consistently higher or con-

sistently lower in their relative aggregate response rate among the five tyr,es

of schools.

On the other hand, in the remaining task areas ("evaluation," "manage-

ment," "supervisory duties") a comparison of the two response distributions

seems to indicate that the uniqueness of the innovative schools effects the

salience of certain task areas for our teacher respondents. In the task area



"evaluation" the relative frequencies in both distributions are about the same

except for the unitized schools. Here the percentage of 16.0% in the total

distribution of tasks (Table 1) can be compared with 9.6% in the distribution

of the five most important tasks (Table 2). This comparison indicates that

evaluational tasks are less frequently ranked among the five most important

tasks as compared to the same distribution of the five most important tasks

of all other types of schools. While in Unitized schools the task area "eval-

uation" seems to be most effected by the specific school organization, it is

in the task area "management" that IPI schools present a somewhat unique pat-

tern. The relative frequency of tasks in this task area is about consistent

in the two distributions for IPI schools,
10

while considerably lower in terms

of the most important tasks in all other t:pes of schools. The organization

of IPI schools seems to have the effect of reducing considerably the response

frequency of "management" activities, yet not reducing their salience which

seems to be constant over all types of schools.

3. AL Comparison of the Rankings of the Five Most Important Tasks and the Five

Most Time-Consuming Tasks

A task which if. perceived as important for the teacher role does not also

have to be time consi ling and vice versa. In fact, the latter would seem to

be somewhat less likely.

This comparison will be made only for those task areas which have high

enough response rates to allow reasonalby valid comparisons. Therefore, we

will exclude all task areas which have relatively low frequencies of respon-

ses; this applies to the task areas "meetings," "professional advancement.

growth," and "public relations." We will take arbitrarily as an indication

of a "significant" difference between ranks an incongruence of at least four

ranks.

Wre will first consider the rankings within schools. Here we can discern



three task areas in which the rankings within all schools are consistent on

both dimensions analyzed. These are the task areas "stimulation-motivation,"

"supervisory duties," and "management;" these task areas are either ranked

consistently high, median, or low within schools.

The task area "evaluation" is ranked consistently median or low within

schools with the exception of the Washington control schools where the task

area "evaluation" ranks consistently higher along the time-dimenuion. The

task area "guidance" is ranked consistently high on both variables in all

types of schools with the exception of IPI, where it is ranked median on im-

portance and law in terms of time. The task area "teaching-content areas" is

ranked consistently high on both dimensions with the exception of Unitized

and Unitized-control schools where it is ranked median on the importance-di-

mension and high on the time-dimension. The tadk area "teaching-instructional

activities," is ranked high on both dimensions with the exception of Unitized-

control schools, where it is ranked median on importance and high on time.

We have finally among the within-comparison of the task areas the category

It planning" which ranks for all types of schools higher in terms of importance.

This means that employing our criteria, there exists only one task area where

innovative schools seem to exhibit a unique pattern. This is the task area

"guidance" in which IPI teachers rank tasks higher along the importance-di-

mension than along the time-dimension.

Comparing the ranking of tasks in the different task areas among, the

five different sets of schools, the following patterns of similarities and

differences emerge. In the five following task areas: "management," "plan-

ning," "supervisory duties," "teaching-content areas," and "teaching-instruc-

tional activities" no differences appear. But, for the remaining task areas,

the following differences in rankings can be observed. The task area "evalu-

ation" is ranked somewhat higher along the time-dimension in IPI schools and
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the Washington schools. The opposite pattern can be observed for the task

area "guidance." The lowest rank the task area "guidance" receives is in

IPI schools along both dimensions. In all other schools the task area "gui-

dance" is ranked either high or median. A further difference can be observed

in the task area "stimulation-motivation" which receives rank 1 in IPI schools

on both variables while it is ranked in all other schools somewhat lower.

This means the only "Itimitismit" differences observed in the ranks of tasks

among different schools is a pattern which is unique to IPI schools. This

leads us to the tentative conclusion that IPI sdhools and their respective in-

novations seem to have a far greater impact on the task structure of teachers

than innovations in Multi-unit schools since the differences between Multi-

unit schools and the control schools are relatively lower.

Conclusion

In conclusion, tho variance of task areas within and among the five sets

of schools is relatively small. We found regional differences as well as

differences among the innovative schools. In subsequent analyses we also will

compare individual tasks as well. And finally, we will relate different pat-

terns of tasks to other organizational variables liko decision-making struc-

ture, power structure, and division of labor in the schools.



TABLE 1 DISTRIBUTION OF TASKS BY TASK AREAS IN %

TASK AREA
UNITIZED-

IPI IPI-CONTEOL UNITIZED CONTROL WASHINGTON
i

10 EVALUATION 13.9
2,, GUIDANCE 5.1
3. MANAGEMENT 18.4

4. MEETINGS 3.0
5. PLANNING 16.4

6. PROFESSIONAL
ADVANCEMPNT-
GROWTH 2.8

70 PUBLIC RE-
LATIONS 3.5

8. STIMULATION,
MOTIVATION 2.8

90 SUPERVISORY
DUTIES 9.6

10. TEACHING-
CONTENT AREAS 8.1

11. TEACHING-
INSTRUCTIONAL
ACTIVITIES

13.5
8.9

20.8

1.7
11.0

16.0

6.4

13.7

3.1

22.5

o.4 3.1

2.5 2.7

4.4 2.7

13.9 8.0

5.4 11.5

16.5
I 17.5 13.3

100.0
N (Tasks) (396)
N (Respondents) (44)

100.0 100.0

(519) (512)

(53) (47)

15.9 13.6

5.4 6.7
21.2 15.9

6.6 5.4

16.6 15.8

4.2 1.3

5.6 3.2

2.6 0.8

2.8 9.9

5.8 13.6

13.2 13.6

100.0 100.0

(572) (684)

(56) (73)
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TABLE 2 DISTRIBUTION OF THE FIVE MOST IMPORTANT TASKS
BY TASK AREA IN %

TASK AREA

UNITIZED-

IPI IPI -CONTROL UNITIZED CONTROL WASHINGTON

1

i13.3 9.6 18.0 15.5

9.7 8.7 5.6 6.7

9.7 7.4 3.5 6.4

0.8 2.2 1.4 1.8

15.3 30.9 26.4 22.5

1. EVALUATION 15.7

"I GUIDANCE 4.6

3. MANAGEMENT 9.3

4. MEETINGS 1.4

5. PLANNING 22.7

6. PROFESSIONAL
ADVANCEMENT-
GROWTH 2.3

7. PUBLIC RE,-

LATIONS 2.8

8. STIMULATION,
MOTIVATION

9. SUPERVISORY

DUTIES

10. TEACHING-
CONTL3T AREAS

11. TEACHING-
INSTRUCTIONAL
ACTIVITIES

N (Tasks)

3.2

6.9

8.8

o.4

2.0

5.2

10.9

7.7

22.2 25.0

100.0 100.0

(216) (248)

2.6

1.3

4.3

3.0

10.9

19.2

2.5

1.4

3.2

4.6

8.1

20.4

2.0

2.0

1.5

6.1

3.1.4

24.0

100.0 100.0 100.0

(230) (284) (342)

N (Respondents) (44) (49) (46) (56) (71)
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TABLE 3 DISTRIBUTION OF THE FIVE MOST TIME CONSUMING TASKS
BY TASK AREA IN %

TASK AREA IPI IPI-CONTROL UNITIZED

1. EVALUATION

2. GUIDANCE

3. MANAGEMENT

4. MEETINGS

5. PLANNING

6. PROFESSIONAL
ADVANCEMENT-
GROWTH

7. PUBLIC RE-
LATIONS

8, STIMULATION,
MOTIVATION

9, SUPERVISORY
DUTIES

10. TEACHING-
CONTENT AREAS

11, TEACHING-
INSTRUCTIONAL
ACTIVITIES

N (Tasks)

N (Respondents)

15.2

3.2

10.1

0.9

22.6

21.7

100.0

(217)

(44)

13.7

9.2

12.4

o.4

14.9

o.4

23.3

100.0

(249)

(5o)

12.3

5.7

6.2

1.3

26.4

1.8

0.8

2.6

3.1

15.0

24.7

UNITIZED-
CONTROL

16.5

5.0

13.6

0.7

24.0

1.8

2.2

5.0

9.0

WASHINGTON-

18.4

5.8

10.1

2.6

21.9

21.9 22.8

100.0 100.0 100.0

(227) (279) (347)

(46) (55) (71)
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TABLE 4 IMPORTANCE - RANKING OF TASK AREAS1'2

TASK AREA

1. EVALUATION

2. GUIDANCE

3. MANAGEMENT

MEETINGS

5, PLANNING

6. PROFESSIONAL
ADVANCEMENT-

GROWTH

7. PUBLIC RE-
LATIONS

8. STIMULATION,
MOTIVATION

9. SUPERVISORY
DUTIES

10, TEACHING-
CONTENT AREAS

IPI MI-CONTROL

3.32 (5) 3.82 (9)
3.40 (6) 2.63 (2)
4.05 (10) 3.29 (7)
4.00 (8)

1
5.00 (11)

2.24 (2) 2.10 (I)

UNITIZED
UNITIZED-

CONTROL WASHINGTON

3.95 (1o)
2.85 (4)

3.70 (9)
3.00 (5)
2.58 (1)

3.45 (8)
2.44 (2)
3.45 (9)
4.75 (11)
2.43 (1)

4.00 (9) 4.0o (10) 3.33 (6) 2.57 (3)

4.5o (11) 3.80 (8) 4.33 W.) 4.75 (10) 4.29 (u)

1.71 (1) 3.15 (6) 2.60 (2) 2.67 (4) 3.40 (4)

3.93 (7) 3.07 (5) 3.43 (8) 3.23 (7) 3.67 (7)

2.58 (4) 2.84 (4) 3.36 (7) 3.13 (6) 3.00 (3)

3.72 (9)

3.43 (5)

3e68 (8)
4.00 (10)

2.31 (2)

3.57 (6)

11. TEACHING-
INSTRUCTIONAL
ACTIVITIES 2.50 (3)

1
The lower the

2Ranks in case

2.81 (3) 2.61 (3) 2.70 (5)

score the "greater" the importance of a task area.

of ties are randomly assigned.

2.26 (1)
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TABLE 5 TIME - RANKING OF TASK AREAS
1 2

UNITIZED-
IP! IPI-CONTROL UNITIZED CONTROL WASHINGTON

1. EVALUATION

2. GUIDANCE

3. MANAGEMENT

4. MEETINGS

5. PLANNING

6. PROFESSIONAL
ADVANCEMENT-.
GROWTH

7. PUBLIC RE-
LATIONS

8. STIMULATION,
MOTIVATION

9. SUPERVISORY
DUTIES

lO. TEACHING-
CONTENT AREAS

11. TEACHING-
INSTRUCTIONAL
ACTIVITIES

3. 5 3. 7 3.75 (9) i 4.04 (10) 3.36 (5)

4.43 (a) 2.38 (2) 3.00 (4) 1 2.93 (5) 3.55 (6)

4.o5 (10) 3.74 (8) 3.57 (7) 3.74 (8) 3.74 (7)

2.50 (4) 5.00 (n) 4.00 (10) 3.00 (6) 4.33 (11)

3.30 (5) 2.97 (4) 2.98 (3) 2.71 (4) 3.03 (4)

4.00 (9) 4.00 (9) 3.25 (5) 4.00 (9) 3.75 (8)

3.50 (7) 4.33 (10 4.co (11) 5.00 (11) 4.00 (9)

1.75 (1) 3.08 (5) 3.50 (6) 2.67 (3) 2.00 (2)

3.50 (8) 3.14 (6) 3.71 (8) 3.21 (7) 4.o6 (10)

1.87 (2) 2.80 (3) 2.97 (2) 2.52 (2) 2.41 (3)

2.00 (1)

1
The lower the score the "greater" the amount of time reported to be spent in a task
area.

2RaAs in case of ties are randomly assigned.
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FOOTNOTES:

1. The question was phrased as follows: "lf you were to write a job descrip-
tion for your present position, you could approach the matter in various ways.
At one extreme, you could categorize your work very broadly--for example, a

teacher could say he spends 80 per cent of his time teadhing, 10 per cent
planning, and 10 per cent evaluating. At the other extreme, he could list
relatively minor tasks such as sharpening pencils or moving desks. What we
would like for you to do below is to describe your job at a level in between
ttese very broad and very specific approaches.

Please think of the main sets of tasks or dimensions of your job. List
these tasks on the lines below."

2. The text of the question was: "Look at your answer to question 3 again.
In the right margin, enter the number 1 beside the task you consider most im-
portant to the successful performance of your work, the number 2 beside the
second most important, etc., until you have so numbered each task."

3. The following question was used: "Please go back to the above question.
In the left margin, enter the number 1 beside the task which occupies the
greatest amount of your time, the number 2 beside the task that occupies the
next greatest amount of time, etc., until you have so numbered each task."

4. For a presentation like this a comparison by individual tasks and not task
areas would be too difficult to comprehend. But this particular approach does
not rule out a comparison of task by task for the different types of schools.

5. The technique was chosen for heuristic purposes, there is some question as
to the statistical legitimacy of the method applied.

6. To analyze the five top tasks is an aibitrary decision. Nevertheless, do-
ing so is necessary for a computation of covarable weighted ranks since no
specific limit for the number of tasks which could be listed by the respon-
dents was given.

7. Apparently because of relative fewer "faculty meetings" reported by IPI-
Control teachers.

8. For instance, in the task areas "guidance," 50% of the total tasks are
among the five most important in IPI schools, 52% in IPI-control, 60% in Uni-
tized schools, 52% in Unitized-control, and 50% in the Washington schools.

9. Only 22 tasks out of a total of 82 (or 26%) are among the five most impor-
tant in the task area "evaluation" in Unitized schools while we observe a con-
sistently higher percentage in all other types of schools.

10. This again indicates that a higher percentage of the total tasks are at the
same time among the five most important tasks compared to the other types of
schools.
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This paper concerns the decision-making process of schools studied by

the Attributes Projects. It is limited in scope in that it deals only with

teacher perceptions of authority structures in the school. While there are

many approaches to the study of decision-making, we have decided to limit our-

selves to the study of the authority structure, although in future reports we

plan to report on the decision-making process in much greater detail and along

other dimensions. At present, we have limited our analysis to only 18 of the

50-odd schools included in our study. In the future, we plan to complete the

analysis of the entire sample. At that time we will deal with perceptions of

the authority structure held by teachers, principals, and other personnel.

In order to determine teacher perceptions of the authority structures in

schools, we were concerned with these questions: (1) Which positions in the

schools had the primary respunsibility for making certain decisions, and what

other positions were involved in each decision; and (2) what is the nature of

the relationship of the people involved in a particular decision. To identify

teacher perceptions of these matters, we asked two seriee of questions. First,

we asked the teachers to indicate in five different decision-making areas the

degree to which they or others were involved in making a decision. The five

decision-making areas that we chose were all classroom related activities.

They incltied choice of teaching methods, scope and sequence of subject mat-

ter content, choice of instructional materials other than textbooks, pupil

promotion, and scheduling daily classroom activities. We then asked the tea-

chers to indicate uto had the responsibility for making decisions in each of

these areas. In eadh case, the teacher would specify that the decision was

made in one of the following ways: (1) The teacher has complete autonomy in

making decisions; (2) several people have the job of making recommendations

to the teacher (we call this consultive authority); (3) the teacher has the

right to make some part of the decision within limits (we call this limited
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autonomy); (4) the teacher, with several others, makes certain decisions (we

call this participative authority); and (5) someone other than the teacher

has the authority to make the decisions. Each teacher selected the most ap-

propriate rating for each decision-making area. In addit!on, each teacher

named the other people involved in making decisions where appropriate.

As with the other papers presented thus far in this symposium, the schools

in our study sample consist of Multiunit Schools and their controls, Indivi-

dually Prescribed Instruction Schools (IPI) and their controls, and six

schools from one school district in the state of Washington. Before discus-

sing the differences between the various types of schools--e.g., Multiunit as

compared with IPI Schools--and the regional differences we found, we would

like to discuss variability within types of schools. In order to do this, we

will break the schools down into three basic types: (1) control schools, in-

cluding all the control schools in Wisconsin and New Jersey-Pennsylvania as

well as the six schools in the Washington school district; (2) the Multiunit

School, consisting of three schools in the state of Wisconsin; and (3) the

Individually Prescribed Instruction Schools, including three schools in New

Jersey and Pennsylvania. First we will discuss the control schools.

The contra schools present a very consistent pattern. The principal is

seen as the primary authority figure in each school, but his relations with

the teachers are primarily consultive rather than prescriptive. This means

that in most control schools the principal is listed quite frequently as

making suggestions or consulting with teachers about the five decision-making

areas included in our questionnaire. It should be made clear, however,that

the role of the principal is consulting; that is, the teachers were the pri-

mary decision-makers in the classroom. This supports the notion of the school

as a number of individual classrooms, with the activity of those classrooms

being directed primarily by the teacher.



It should also be noted that in two of the districts included in our

study, central office personnel emerged as consultive authority figures. This

does not seem to be a regional effect in that one school district in Wisconsin

and one school district in New Jersey-Pennsylvania indicated that the central

office personnel (primarily the supervisor of elementary education) emerged as

consultive authority figures among the teachers. In addition, a reading con-

sultant in one of the Wisconsin districts was named quite frequently by tea-

chers as a consultive leader. The overall pattern, however, is not disturbed

by the central office personnel, for in every case the principal was by far

the one named most frequently as a consultant.

In summary, the control schcols, including all control schools in Wis-

consin, New Jersey-Pennsylvania, and the six schools in Washington, reported

quite consistent patterns in authority structures with regard to the decision-

making areas we studied. The teachers saw themselves as the real decision-

makers, but reported that the principal aided in makiiNg decisions in a consul-

tive sense. As we shall see next, the Multiunit Schools in Wisconsin do not

show this pattern.

The Multiunit Schools do show one type of consistent pattern. Most deci-

sions are made in committees, rather than by individual teachers. With regard

to authority, this is the one distinguishing characteristic of the Multiunit

School. Within this framework, however, the Multiunit system allows for quite

distinctive types of schools. In the three Multiunit Schools that we studied,

we found three different types of authority relations. In the following para-

graphs, we will discuss each of these three types in turn.

One school is what we would consider to be prototypic, that is, it most

closely resembles the prescriptive Multiunit School developed by the Wisconsin

Research and Development Center. In this school, we found two major levels

in the authority structure. The school relies a great deal on the Instruc-



tional Improvement Committee (the principal and the unit leaders) as a major

decision-making body. In addition, the units themselves act as coordinative

committees. The principal plays a dominant part in the decision-making pro-

cess, but he shares a great deal of his authority with the unit leaders. In

addition, the unit leaders do not act as "principals" in their units, but

rather as "leaders," and most of the decisions are made in a cooperative man-

ner by the unit leaders and the teachers. Within each unit, the teachers and

the unit leader concern themselves primarily with day-to-day planning deci-

sions in unit meetings. The Instructional Improvement Committee (principal

and unit leaders) concerns itself primarily with the more long range goals of

the school. This situation stands in contrast to those in the other two Multi-

unit Schools.

We could not find evidence in the other two Multiunit Schools that the

teachers in them considered the Instructional Improvement Committea a major

decision-making unit. In both of the schools, the units seem to stand alone

as the major coordinative groups in the school. This is not to say, however,

that there were not differences between the two schools. In one school, there

was a Great deal of consistency among the units. That is, it appears that the

same type of decision-making process occurred in each of the three units. It

is likely that there was some sort of informal system working in the schools

that produced this consistency. We have not completed our analysis of the

power structure of the schools, and, at this time, do not have the data to

support ibis suspicion.

The last Multiunit School is quite similar to the second in structure.

In other words, the principal and the Instructional Improvement Committee do

not seem to be a major decision-making body within the school. There is one

important difference, however, between these two Multiunit Schcols. Each

unit in the third Multiunit School appears to be a small school in amd of it-
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self. The decision-making processes differ in each of the units. For in-

stance, one of the units may have a participative type of decision-making

structure, while in another unit decisions may be made by the unit leader ac-

ting alone. The principal of this third school does not actively involve him-

self in the operation of the organization to the extent that the principal in

the prototypic school does. This briefly describes the internal variability

found among the Multiunit Schools.

In addition to internal variability, these three Multiunit Schools also

differ quite considerably in their use of central office personnel as part of

the decision-making process in the instructional systems of the school. The

prototypic school makes great use of central office consultants, but primarily

in a consultive role. The school in which each unit acts as a school within

itself also makes great use of the central office staff, but here the rela-

tionship between consultants and teachers is largely prescriptive. Finally,

the school where there is dominance by the unit committees shows little use

of the central office consultants at all. This variability among the Multi-

unit Schools, both in terms of internal or&tization and in terms of using

central office consultants, contrasts considerably with the control schools

that we have already discussed and with the IPI fchools, which we will dis-

cuss next.

While there may be some differences among the Individually Prescribed

Instruction Schools, the decision-making structures are similar. We think

this has to do with the nature of the curriculum in the IPI Schools. All of

our questions dealt primarily with classroom related decisions, and because

the curricula deveioped.by_the UDC affects many of these decisions (and in-

deed makes many or these decisions for the teachers) it follows that there

should be greater consistency among the IPI 'fibhools. We can only note at this

time that in the Individually Prescribed Instruction Schools that we studied



D-6

there was no clear, consistent pattern of authority relations that we could

discern emerging in any of the schools.

To sum up, there is little variability among control schools. The prin-

cipal plays a primarily consultive role to the teachers, who are the major de-

cision-makers in the school in terms of classroom related activities. Uhile

all Multiunit Schools we studied show a trend toward group decision-making,

there is a great deal of variability in authority structures from one school

to another. Essentially, in the three schools we studied there were three

different types of authority structures. Finally, there is little variability

among the IPI Schools, but we think that this is because of the very nature of

the Individually Prescribed Instruction system. At any rate, there was no

consistent pattern of authority structures in any of the three schools.

The next question we would like to consider is how experimental schools

differ from their control schools. Remember that we indicated that control

schools had principals as the predominant authority figure in a consultive re-

lationship. Remember also that this was consistent across all control schools.

Unitized schools show a significant movement from consultive types of author-

ity relations to a more participative type of relationship. What we mean here

is that teachers participate in making decisions in the units rather than

making individual decisions with the advice of the principal. The participa-

tive type of authority relations refers, we think, primarily to a coordina

tive effort on the part of tEe teachers dealing with the same age level of

children in an attempt to develop a more effective division of labor among

these teachers. We would like to point out that the teachers do not gain

power or authority from the central office staff or other people higher in

the school organization. Instead, they seem to be pooling their decision-

making ability at the classroom level in order to coordinate the activities

of students and teachers. In fUture reports, we will present additional evi-



dence to advance this argument.

The IPI Schools, on the other hand, also show a trend away from the con-

sultive type of authority relations found in their control schools. The move-

ment is toward a more prescriptive type of authority relationshi41. However,

it must be noted again that these prescriptions come not from the central If-

ace or the school district, but from the coordinators of the Individually

Prescribed Instruction program. It is important to note that this prescrip-

tive type of relationship between the teachers and the IPI coordinators is

not a totally subordinate -superordinate relationship. That is, the teachers

make decisions, but they are limited in which decisions they can make concern-

ing instruction in the classroom. In other words, the IPI teachers have

limited autonomy.

We can briefly contrast the three types of sdhools that we have discussed.

In the control schools, the teachers have more autonomy, but have access to

consultants to help them with certain problems. In the Multiunit Schools,

the teachers exercise less individual autonomy, but participate in making de-

cisions at the unit level. In the Individually Prescribed Instruction Schools,

the teachers relinquish some of their autonomy in order to spend more time

with individual students.

In this paper we have lir,ted ourselves to a description of the authority

structures in some of the schools studied by the Attributes Projects. We have

not attempted to formulate any theoretical approach to this question as yet

In the near future, we intend to complete the analysis of the eatire sample

of 54 schools. At that time, we shall attempt to make more complete reports

on the authority structures of schools.
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In beginning our descriptive assessment of the school organization and

its innovation and change, it occurred to us that some long-range compari-

sons would be useful, however impressionistic they might be. What is change,

after all, but those events associated with the passage of time? It further

occurred to us that for this inductive phase of research, the search for in-

formation leading to hypotheses, the classics in the field might provide us

with a point of reference.

One such classic is Willard Waller's The Sociology of Teaching.
1

This

was clearly a s,...minal study in 1932, for it was then as comprehensive an in-

terpreted ethnography of the school and its place in the community as was

available. In addition, as is the case with all true classics, it is as re-

levant today in many respects as it was thirty-seven years ago. The study

is replete with witty and incisive observations on the school and its occu-

pants. It is with regret that we pass over these to focus a necessarily

short discussion of Waller as the study relates to our specific purposes.

Doubtless, however, we are all familiar with Waller's ". . . despotism in a

state of perilous equilibrium," the school. (Page 10)

Perhaps Waller's central theme is a dilemma that has plagued students

of organization for generations. How is it possible to determine the balance

between a necessary and a malignant degree of organization? The systems theo-

rists tell us that organization is necessary for thought to be possible. The

absence of organization, its antithesis, is randomness, and no idea r,an be

developed, no program implemented, in any rational manner within a random

"framework." Indeed, the field of statistics addresses itself to the develop-

ment of methods of rejecting randomness to "prove" that a relationship between

variables exists. But, to "get something done," along what dimensions, and to

1Willard Waller, The Sociology of Teaching (New York: Wiley, Science Edi-
tions, 1965 (copyrragri§317M.essot.urTierwise noted, all references are
to Waller.
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what degree must it be organized for optimal outcome?

Waller summarized his findings with a most explicit statement of this

organizational dilemma:

. an idea must be organized before it can be made into fact, and an

idea wholly unorganized rarely lives long. Without mechanism it dies,

but mechanism perverts it. (Page 441)

At the heart of the theory of organization that is yet to be written will

surely be an operationalizable solution to the problem "how much organizatioa?"

"Too much organization" in Waller's analysis, however, is clearly seen as that

which upsets the natural equilibrium of the social organism. Pathology ap-

pears in the school when excessive "institutionalization," to use Waller's

term, upsets its organic equilibrium. Indeed, Waller described this equili-

brium as "perilous" precisely because it could be, and frequently is, disturbed

it several important ways.

Waller believed that: "The school must always function as an organiza-

tion of personalities bound together in a dynamic relation. . . . (Page 442)

. . . a social order resulting from the spontaneous, inevitable, and whole-

hearted interaction of personalities." (Page 446) We will not discuss at

length this image of society. Waller expressed himself in the sociological

idiom of his time, and it was natural for him to view society as an organism

and to see intra- and inter-primary group harmony as an index of social health,

and its otverse as an index of social pathology. Today we are more comfortable

with an organizational idiom. We feel that it presumes less in allowing us to

model social groups and to attempt to describe their operation in the abstract

without the assumption that we know their anatomy and physiology completely,

and hence can determine their pathology. Whatever the idiom, however, it is

remarkable how little change the school organization appears to have under-

gone since Waller wrote. It is this phenomenon that is of interest here.

Mier developed his analysis of school pathology around several sets of

contradictory group identities. One of these is the conflict between the cul-.
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ture of students and the culture of teachers. Another is the conflict between

the requirements of teaching itself and the requirements of the school organi-

zation. Still another conflict of group interests manifests itself as the

solidarity of the teacher group at the expense of the school organization. As

Waller expressed it, "The morality of his Tithe teacher's.7 own primary group

takes precedence over that of the secondary graup which his group is supposed

to serve." (Page 444)

We will attempt in what follows to assess what changes we can observe be-

tween Waller's sample and our own with respect to these three conflicts of in-

terest. We belieNe that the comparison is warranted, for our exploratory ques-

tionnaire and interview methods, despite our organizational idiom, parallel

Waller's case study method.

Conflict of interests between students and teachers was not a major focus

of our study, but we do have some data bearing upon this area. We do perhaps

find that modern, innovative teachers are more humanistic with respect to pu-

pil control ideology than more traditionally oriented teachers, although this

finding is not conclusive. Amore interesting finding from our interview data,

concerning discipline in the school, at lenst indicates that the study of

pupil-teacher relationships bears investigating from the point of view of or-

ganizational study, even if we cannot claim that the current status of con-

flict in this sphere is greatly illuminated by our findings. Teachers in our

IPI sample schools, where children have considerably more individual freedom

than with conventional instruction, were about evenly divided on the question

of discipline. About half felt that discipline was more of a problem, the

other half felt it was less of a problem. Clearly, revision and extension of

our analysis should include a study of the nature of the child's relationship

to the school as a client, a part of the school as organization. In sum, if

we are to test adequately the effect of modern methods upon teacher-pupil in-

teraction, we must be more systematic and comprehensive.



Our preliminary analysis indicates that the inherent conflict between the

requirements of teaching itself and the requirements of the school organ .,,a-

tion persists much as Waller described it. He was particularly concerned with

the erosion, by the demands of the school bureaucracy, of the quality of tea-

cher-student relationship that he deel,,1 necessary for the development of mo-

tivation in the learning process.

In interview, teachers in our sample innovative schools frequently re-

marked that closer individual contact with the students was a major advantage

of their innovation. This was especially true in the IPI schools. But, this

consensus was not borne out when we asked teachers to select, from among twelve

teaching activities, the three most important, and then select from among

eleven hindering factors, the factor that most interfered with each chosen

teaching activity. "Lack of time" was the hindering factor over all twelve

teaching activities 29.0 per cent of the time, and the teaching activity

"giving individual attention to students" was most hindered (20.1 per cent of

the time) across all hindering factors. When comparing our subm.lples, ex-

perimental and control schools and special (innovation-related) and regular

teachers within experimental schools, this pattern remained essentially the

same. Other hindering factors that accounted for the largest portion cf dif-

ficulty in performing the most important teaching activities included "con-

flict with other duties" (15.5 per cent), and "lack of resources" (11.6 per

cent). In fact, only "difficulty or complexity,of the duty itself" (17.7

per cent), "reactions of students" (10.2 per cent), "reactions of parents"

(4.9 per cent) and "other" (2.5 per cent), for a total of 35.5 per cent, are

not exclusively organization-related hindrances to effective teacher perfor-

mance, in the teachers' responses.

Finally, there is some evidence that the solidarity of the teacher group

as an expense to the requirements of the school organization can be modified

by certain kinds of innovative practices. An innovation such as the multi-
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unit echool that is specifically aimed at restructuring the school's organi-

zational chart must do so to some extent. Even in this case, however, the

specific outcome varies, at least with regard to authority structure, and

hence the actual mechanism of this change is still a matter for speculation.

The higher incidence of cosmopolitanism in experimental schools in our

sample is of interest here, since it might be expected that conflict between

teadhers and their schools would be greater where cosmopolitan orientation

was greater. The specific innovative practice might still account for dif-

ferences in cosmopolitan versus local outlook, however; the incidence of cos-

mopolitanism was higher in our IPI experimental schools than in our unitized

experimental schools where organizational change was a part of the innovative

practice.

Once again we must caution that our research is yet in an inductive phase;

we seek to formulate viable models for the analysis of organization and or-

ganizational change in the schools, not to claim having formulated any. Our

comparative inquiry has led, however, to a direct confrontation with the the-

sis of increasing bureaucratization in the schools.

The observation that the school organization is becoming increasingly

bureaucratized is hardly new, and 110 less obvious than when it was new. Any

historical statement on the development of American schools documents the In-

creasing uniformity of curriculum, the routinization and coordination of tasks,

and the emergence of specialized roles for principals, superintendents, and

other school personnel. But the test of this hypothesis is yet to be made,

as Bidwell recently pointed out: "There is no existing study of the preva-

lence or incidence either of bureaucratic structures or processes in school

systems or of their consequences for school-system operations."2 We may also

2
Charles E. Bidwell, "The School as a Formal Organization," in James G.

March (ed. ), Handbook of Organizations (Chicago: Rand McNally, 1965), pl. 992.
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note in passing that some evidence for a "debureaucratizing" outcome to tea-

cher-student interae4.on has been reported.

While the organizational dilemma is yet to be resolved, and the direction

of the school organization over time with respect to degree of organization in-

crease or decrease is still uncertain, our comparison with Waller's study in-

dicates that school personnel are increasingly sensitive to their organiza-

tional lives.

A great deal of Waller's analysis was devoted to the relationship between

the teacher and the community, to cite one example. His respondents wrote

lengthy accounts of their image in the community, their boarding houses, the

importance of their respectability ia the eyes of influential community resi-

dents, and so on. Today, in interview, our teachers describe their neighbor-

hoods in terms of established, abstract schemes of social stratification; in

this regard they speak more like social scientists than teachers in the tra-

ditional sense. They report individual incidents concerning:individual child-

ren, and they note the degree of influeace community organizations have upon

the school, but their real anxieties appear to have shifted from their image

in the community to their organizational anomie.

Ntrhaps this much is clear from our explorations. First, there is a good

chance that the school has Changed little in organizational structure since

Waller's time, and changes that we appear to observe refle,:t shifts in focus

and in, models applied rather than actual changes in social structure. Other-

wise put, teachers and researchers, like everyone else, react to the society

in the idiom of their time, and reaction to the "organization" as a synonym

for oppression is a feature of our current world. Secondly, and most impor-

tant for future research, we must distinguish clearly between the idiom of

the times, and viable, testable models of social structures. To this end,

finally, we are very much in need of constructs under which to subsume that

part of its individual members that organizations claim. The more immediate



E -7

division of behavior, rather than division of labor, and the more readily

operationalizable organizational allegiance rather than organizational role,

are possible constructs that we must seek to further our understanding of

organizational processes, in the school as elsewhere.


