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CI:AFTER I

INTRODUCTION

Educators have been interested in the adoption of innovations since the

1930's. The research has taken many different forms and focussed on a variety

of related areas: research and development of new educational products, dis-

semination and diffusion of knowledge and technology; processes during change;

and characteristics of adopting individuals or organizations. It is the last

of these interests which concerns us here.

Within this specific area of research there have been shifts in emphasis

over the years. A major concern of the early studies was why schools were slow

to adopt the products of educational technology. From data gathered in the

1930's Mort and Cornell suggested that there was a fifty-year gap between the

"invention" of an educational innovation and its complete diffusion to schools.
1

Additionally, the investigations were guided by the assumption that "adaptation"

was a necessary good, that schools should be aware of and responsive to advances

in educational technology. For instance, in 1958 Mort wrote in his foreword

to the revised edition of a compendium of over 150 research studies on this

subject,2

Adaptation in education is as essential as change in any other human
endeavor. Technical knowledge of education and education processes
has advanced just as technical knowledge in metallurgy and electrical
generation has advanced. Schools that do not take advantage

1
P.R. Mort and F.G. Cornell, Anerican Schools in Transition (New York:

Bureau of Publications, Teachers College, Columbia University, 1941).

2Donald H. Ross, Administration for .adaptability (New York: Metropolitan
School Study Council, Teachers College, Columbia University, 1958), p.v.

1
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2

of the best knovn tools and techniques can be supposed to be as inef-
ficient as eny other purposeful enterprise that does nct utilize the
best knowledge it can lay it hands on.

Since the publication of these seminal works, two changes have taken

place. First, tha change process seems to have become more rapid. This was

noted by Miles in 1964,1 and the fact that much innovation was actually occur-

ring in schools was confirmed by Havelock in 1974:2

A grand total of 3,185 innovations were spontaneously cited in all

catepories. . . . This represents ar averape of over nine innovations

per district per year for schools representative of all regions and

enrollment sizes throu0out the United States. Even assuming zero

innovativeness in the 147 non- responding districts out of the strat-

ified probability sample of 500, this represents an absolute minimum
rate of well over six innovations per district.

Nevertheless, Gideonse's report of four years earlier made it clear that at

that.time many schools (and students) were left untouched by innovation and

that therefore there remained a need to identify schools more or less likely

to incorporate new prcgrams.
3 Still, educators became less concerned with

"recalcitrance."

During the same pericd, a new concern developed about the quality of

innovation. As federal funding Loosted the research and development end of

tne innovation process, many new innovations became "available." Doubts about

the worth of some of these led to growing concern with faddism in schools.4

1Matthew Miles, "Educational Innovation: The Nature of the Protlem,"

Innovation in Education, ed. Matthew lines (New York: Bureau of Publications,

Teachers College, Columbia University, 19(4), pp. E -8.

2Ronald G. Havelock, et al., Educational Innovation in the United States,

Volume I: The National Survey: The Substance and the Process (Ann Arbor, Michi-

pan: Center for Research on Utilization of Scientific Knowledge, Institute for

Social Research, The University of Michigan, June, 1973), p. 11.

3Henrick Gideonse, Educational Research and Development in the United

States (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1970).

4Cf. Anthony G. Oettinger, Run, Computer, Run (New York: Collier Pocks,

1971); and Sam D. Sieber, "Organizational Influences on Innovative Roles,''

Knowledge, Production and Utilization in Educational Administration, eds. T.

Eidell and J. Kitchell (Columbus, Ohio: University Council for Educational

Administration, 1968), p. 120-142. 18



3

The high rats of adoption repot-tee ty Kavelocl,, for instance, may represent

substantial improvements in education but may also reflect a shotgun aeproaq

to change.

The possibility of faddism is rarticularly relevant when considering the

level of innovation following the turiroil of the 19E0's. Durirg the 1960's

the existence of a "crisis" in American education, especially urban education,

tccare a matter of public knowledge. Many widely -read books detailed the rrcl-

lems of tip city schools, as did the newsmceia. Students and parents protested

conditions and teachers began to strike for new rights. Everyone came to knew

that many students were far behind appropriate reading levels and that the

schools failed tc interest or be 'relevant" to the lives of their students.

Dropout rates were high and everywhere there was a call for change.

The Black communities, riding on the crest of the civil rights movement,

were rarticularly militant in their criticisms of what hae teen offered up till

then in ghetto schools. Their claims of inadequate facilities -- looks, build-

ings, teachers -- and substaneard performance were larpely substantiated. They

demanded 'etter education: intecrated education in some cases, community con-

trolled education in others.

Educators at many levels responded tc this turmoil, and their responses

were varied. In 1965 the pnvernment passed the Elementary and Secondary Educa-

tion Act which endorsed and funded innovation on a laree scale. School admin-

istrators acted as well. For instance, Mew York City experimented briefly with

cpmmunity control; the 3oston School Committee reversed tradition and began

spending more money per pupil in Elack schools than in white ones;
1 and the

1Martin T. Katzman, The Political Economy of Urban Schools (Camtridge:

Harvard University Press, 1971).

19
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National Association of Secondary Principals authorized a major study

of large city schools as a first step in understanding the problems.
1 And, per-

haps, with funds availalle under Tit12 I and Title III of the Elementary and

Secondary Education Act administrators bean to innovate in schools which had

never before received shares cf the roods and services of the new educational

technology.

We place our study in this context cf recent concern with education and

the tradition cf research in the field 7f innovation. We focus on two related

questions. First, what are the characteristics which differentiate among those

schools which extensively utilize educational innovations and those which don't;

and second, what factcrs determine whether innovation will a carefully

thought out and discriminating process in which only the finest pAoducts are

adopted, or whether it will 1-e a process primarily influenced by (and incor-

porating) the latest educational fads and fancies.

In reviewing our data an the adcnticn of innovations in ue-en schools

as cf the 19(9 school year (sample and sources described below) we have noted

that the hypotheses and conclusions cf much of the previous education research,

although providin!, guides t.) important variables, do not help to explain many

of our findings. In part this is because of a difference in unit of analysis.

We focus here on individual schools (althowth we do look at school districts

as a whole in our first sul-stantive chapter) while many studies in the educa-

tional literature use the entire school district as the only unit of analysis.
2

1Raert J. Havighurst, Frank L. Smith and David E. Wilder, "A Profile

of the Large-City High Schocl," The Bulletin of the rational Association of

Secondary School Principals, XXV, 351 (January, 1971), pp. 3-5.

2For instance, Havelock, 22. cit.; and Victor Baldridge and G. Burnham,

The Adoption of Innovations: The Effects of Size, Differentiation and Environ-
ment (Palo Alto, California: The Stanford Center for Research and Development

in Teaching, 1973).
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Also, we examine exclusively urtan schools, whereas most of the studies men-

tioned above, as well as many others, use either national samples or schools

in a clearly toundcd geographical area.
1 Finally, to the extent that previous

studies have failed to take account of pressures outside the system for zhange

they have ignored at least cne possil-le determinant of innovation.

In addition to the literature on innovation in educational institutions

we draw Dn the general field of organizational literature surrounding the adop-

tion -of innovations. This literature has teen useful in pcintinc, cur analysis

to key factors which determine rates of adontion in a wide variety of organiza-

tions. Hypotheses a:-out the relation of such varieties as type of client,

organizational size, morale, complexity and the personal/professional charac-

teristics of the orcanization-staffliave directed much of our search for explana-

tions and helped us explicate cur findings. At the same time, a numter of spe-

cific characteristics of schools distinguish them from most other 1-ureaucratic

organizations. We consider twc of these characteristics telow Lecause of their

importance in our analysis.

First, achrcds are putlic, locally controlled organizations and as such

are targets for community pressure. One imprrtant consequence of this vulner-

atility may te a defensive stance on the part of the organization and resist-

ance to change initiated from outside.
2 Also, the adoption of specific inno-

vations may to influenced by political feasilility as much as educational value.

Even if a school is open to change as a general proposition, as Sieger has sun, -

nested, "chances in practice that run the risk of disturbing local communities

1E.g., Havelock, op. cit; Ealdridge, 22.. cit.; and Richard 0. Carlson,

The Adoption of Educational Innovations (Eugene, Oregon: University of Oregon

Press, 1965).

2This possibility is suggested in Matthew Miles, "Some Properties of
Schools as Social Systems," Change in SChool Systems, ed. Goodwin Watson

(Washington, D.C.: National Training Latoratories, National Education Associa-

tion, 1967), p. 14. 21
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are eschewed.
111 Adminstrators under intense putlic scrutiny may le more con-

cerned with the gross numter of innovations leing introduced in different

schools than either educational value or political feasitility per se. While

officials of private organizations may choose to innovate Because of a perceived

potential for greater profit or efficiency, school administrators have to con-

tend with other concerns. Innovations can te viewed as "goods" or social

assets; the general putlic is favorally impressed ty innovation. Thus school

administrators may feel compelled, particularly in times of concern with eauel

opportunities, to distritute the "goods" fairly throughout a school syster.

A second major difference between schools and many other opanizations

is that schools process people, not inanimate otjects. People can react, talk

lack, fight and otherwise have an effect on the internal climate of the organ-

ization. Student morale may te as important a factor as staff morale with

respect to the innovation process. Also, /ecause not all students are the

sate, the decision tc introduce an innovation should te determined 1-y whether

it is appropriate given the type of student enrolled in the school. While

other organizations must also make aecisions emit the aprlicatility of spe-

cific innovations, in schools these decisions are particularly crucial. Thus we

consider the tyre of student enrollee in a school (as defined ty race, socio-

economic status and academic agility) to be major varieties in this analysis.

In the study that follows we spell out more thoroughly some of the themes

considered only superficially here. The remainder of this Introductory chapter

is divided into a discussion of our depeneent variable, the methods of data

collection, the population under consi-'eration, and a schematic outline of the

organization cf the report.

1Sieber, op. cit, p. 128.
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The research which follows is 'ased on data oTtained from a variety of

sources. The of the information wns collected by the rational Associa-

tion of Secondary School Princinals in 191"). The remainder was collected at

a later time I57 the author in a series of four speller surveys.

The impulse 'ehind the collection of additional data was the need for

information which We felt was vital to the investiPation of the proTlem at

hand. Thus, althouril the research is 1-asically a secondary analysis of pre-

viously collected e.ata, we attempted to circumvent sore of the standard nro-

lems of a secondary analycis T-y fillinn in foreseeal-le paps in the data.

(Naturally, as the analysis proceeded, net' needs '-ecere evident which could

not be filled.)

The additional four surveys were not initiated until the Fall of 1'72

and some questionnaires :ere not returned until the summer of 173, over four

years after the NASSP began its collection of data. Cuqstinns in the supple-

mentary surveys to thc ilincinals, Superintendents And Central Offices were

phrased in a retresrective manner. The validity of the responses therefore

depends to a great extent on the remnries of the respondents. The tine lac

also meant that many people had movee, retired or left their jobs for other

reasons, greatly reducing the resrcnse rate.

NASSP Study

In l25P, the steerinn committee for thc Larne-City Schools ftuey of the

NASSP, chaired Ty Robert J. Havirhurst, decided to undertake a eescrintive

study of the high schools in all American cities over 3on,nwN (based on 125n
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census data). Of the 45 cities so idontifiel, all oxcart nskland coonrated.
1

There were ap7roximately Eln schooln in the cities leino studied and data was

oltained fror the Frinci-Nils of A7n of thee, an extraordinarily hirh response

rate. These c7n schools ccrprise the population being studied here.2

To l-erin the research, a letter was sent to the superintendent of schools

in each of the forty-five cities, solicitino his cooperation and that of his

'ssociates in the research undertaking. Once the cocneration of the superin-

tendent of schools in each of the cities had been o7-tstned, ouestionnRires

were nailed to the appointee Halsor staff members for distritution to the hirh

school principals. The ouestionncires reached the principals late in the 19AF-

43 school year and 1.y early October, l'", the ',7n responses had leen returned.3

The ouestionnaire obtained material al-out the followinp ccneral tonics:

General School Information; General Porsonnel Irfornation; Teaching Personnel;

Administration-f.unervision; Student rersonnel Services; Student Enrollment,

Attendance and r.ecords, Instructional rrooran. Student i`ctivity Proaram: School-

Cr:mmunity Relations. Cultural Enrichrant; School Physical Facilities; Instruc-

tional an Orpanizaticnal Practices.4

Irecause of con ?itions nrevailinp at thr, orent, it was not possible for

Oakland to oarticinate. 'fence, the data to nresented are based on informa-

tion provided ty the schools in 44 cities.

2Further discussion of the 'orulaticn can le found tolow, n. 13.

3A further description of survey proceeures can to found in not.ert J.

llaviphurst, Frank L. Smith and. Pavia' r. Tinder, "A nrofi3e of the Large -City

High school," The rulletin of the rational Association of Secondary School

rripcipals, 55, 351 (January, 1c71), op. n-ln.

The complete ll:"7 oustionraire is ronroduced in AnoeneixAk.
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tirvey of Princials

In order tr. ritain persrna1 any' rrefssienel infornetion ocrtain, ,r to

the princirals of the g7' schrrls un,:r study, n ru:stienneire was eevolo^ee

during the sr.rinp of 1'72 and, after receivinr l'Srr aporeval, nail& that fall.

The cover letter rf thk, ruestiennairc was aderessoe to thr indivieual uthr bed

een principal in the school durinr the tire of the rririn?1 titFqs survey ane

reruested that he rersonally ccnnlete the form and return it. "ith the first

responses, numerous pros- lens lecame apperent. In many cases the present prin-

cipal, misuneerstaneinr our instructions, comPletee thc rucstiennaire himself,

renuirinr us tc send a new ouesti(nnoire vith instructions that it le nailed

to the previous principal. In ether cases the schools simply ineicatce that

the principal had retiree er meved to another P114 returned the ouestien-

noires to us. Ile then returnee the ruestienneires with a new reruest that it

ferwarde? to the 1:(r-g:: nrincinals.

Several weeks after th* first railinr, x fellew-ur ruestiennairc was

mance to all rrincirals who hae net resneneed initially and several weeks

later a second WS railed.

The totn1 nur'er of nuestionnaires received from those three mailinrs

(the original and the two fellow-tins) was 377 or 5'7 of the total. Tr early

1:73 an al+reviatee ruestlrnnaire was mailed tr all remaininr non-respondents

askinr for the reason why they net rcsrond to the eririnal two letters and

their ore, sex, derree of education and rresent errleyrcnt.
1 One hundred of

these shorter ruestiennaires ere returneA (sltahtly over 1/3 of the non-

respondents), enel-linv us to dc a rueimcntary analysis of the differences

1The elreviete rucstionnaire, the eripinel rrincinals' ruestiennaire
and the cover letters are rerroducee. in lirreneix B.
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letween these %kr returnee ant .h: s:. ei, not r-turn suestio-Prircs. (^.f.

Appendix F.) '.hit of the remaininp 2-3 -7incinals, 7 were lost to us !Testis-

they were deceased, or otherwise could net 'e locatee 'y the ichrols.

respnnses of the reraining 7 are left unex-leiree. vewever, tecause a size-

atle prnrortion ( X) ,J thogt-2 responeino to tha e,ort forr *eve 's p rePoon

fir non response the fact that the ori7inel ruestionnaire he never 'eer

received, we assure that in rimy of the othrr cases of non-response the same

was true.

The ruestionnairc -skee for --frsonal and professional informatinn frnr

the nrindirals as well as information rsrareint their administrative style

(e.., numher of neetinrs held with tencherr and administrative staff) And

their relations t'ith the central rffic,_ of their school syster:. The ',ties-

tirnnaire also Ple.:61 heiy many innovations on the list wIich co - "rise our fleren-

dent variahle had leen introduce? T-y the rrincipel during his tenure. This

information was used to define a rate cf innovation for each nrincirpl which is

eeseriled ?-elow (cf.derendent veriele Aiscussion, r. 15) and in Charter VIII.

All ouestinns asked of princinals (excert that asking for ;resent employ-

ment) referred to the 1:f;!-f' school ye' r. "rincioals rarely resr,ondee that

they could not remel-ter the necessary ieforration (although this was r reason

7lven for non-response on tho short forr). "e assure that in many cases it

was 1ifficult for the rrincioals (rarticulorly those whn were still erployed

in the save position) to accurately Aistin-uish ere yPar in the pant from

others am' that therefore the v'aronsen rust suffer in terms of their vali-lity.

'owever, as there was no way for us to velieete these answers, we can only

take this nossi'llity into account in tsr-s of the extent to which i.e rake

definitive statem.mts of our results.
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`:urvey of Ful.erin':.!nc:ents

In th_ of ou%stionraire v,s -eller' to the str7=r,rio-

tandents of the forty-four schoe systor.s irclu'leo in the stuey.1 As yes tru-

cf the 7rinci7als' luost:i.orreires, thew. 'rcrc to hc comr7ete,4 'v the l'f"-'

-,ccu7arts and renuests ,.ere redo V.:et th' ccntrel pffice for ' ^r' the

ticnnair.: tc any su'erintendents no lonver there. The sa-l:c tyne of nre'le,-s

arose with the survey cf (zunerinterOsnts es '-it!' th-: survey of rrincinala.

nccasional rucstionnaires were corrleted 'y curr:nt jet occurarts ,r4 had t"

renailed, an:' in several cases schoPls rcturnee ^u-stienneires without fer-

warAinr ther.

Ty the sunrer of 1:73 svE 'and reesivY twenty-vio valid resonnsas, a return

rate of 5'1. of the 22 non-resnonses two sunpri,t,Inee-..nts were deceas.P.?. one

refused to cooperate are on u s list r. TV his school as 1-eirc- "not ave41e1-1e."

"on-response cf the rcry,inirc 1? sunerintcr-':rts is left unemrlelre.

The Su-erinten-'rnt's cuestionnaire :'she' 'rly for personal an -rofes-

sional let, ane (IV not recui:-e as much rctrospectivc faterial as r'id the

Prirciral's nuestionnaire.

Survey of Central Offices

Accompanying the questionnaire to the Superintendents was a brief factual

questionnaire to be filled out by a member of the Central Office administrative

staff.
2 This questionnaire asked for information about the structure of the

central office, desegregation actions, teachers' unions, and distrilution

of monies. This data is used primarily in Chapter III, below. "Asponses 'Jere

1This questionnaire is reproduced in Appendix C.

2This questionnaire is reproduced it Appendix D.
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received froL 21 of the school systens. In 7eneral, tnese responses came from

the same school systems in which t:-:c superintendent tine cooperrted with our

study. No explanatinn was off ere:. ty the other system for non-response.

Survey of Experts

In the Sprim of 1973 a rating form was mailee to 13 judnes, members of

a national panel on secondary school education convenes' by the U.S. Office cf

ducation, throuth the office of thr Chairman of the pnnel. 1
Pv the fall of

that year, seven questinnnaires had boen returned. fellnw-up letter trourht

in to more questicnnaires brin,Yin, the t-.tal to nine, or approximately 70%

of the panel. Three of the remaining four panel members explained their non-

response: one panel member responded that ht_ never participated in such sur-

veys, another felt that he was not qualifies' tr judee thc innovations; and

the third was too ill during that perioc to devote, careful consideration to

the questionnaire.

The questionnaire listed the innovations which comprise our depeneent

variatle and asked the judres to rat: them along five criteria Ouality,

Aerinistratiye Difficulty of Implementation, Durability, Type of Student, and

Type of school for which the innovation wruld be most appropriate. Tho informa-

tion thus obtained is described thoroughly in Chapter II and appendix C.

1
This questionnaire is rtpro.uced it Appeneir E.



T: F. ropuLATIor

The orieiral eoal of the rkIssi, was to collect data which would lead to

a better understanding of the nature of larce -city schools. They selected for

inclusion in their study only cities with populations of over 300,000 as r'e-

fined by the 1960 census, and the schools within them. As we mentioned above,

all of the cities so identified (with the exception off.'akland) cooperated

with the study an% information was 7atheref* from C70 of the possible 800 or

Ailsghoels. Our study which is Lased on this data therefore does not rest on

,ea probability sarple but on an entire universe of schools. The conclusicns

we reach can only be f:eneralize to other populations with extreme caution

since there are many ways in which the population of schools under considera-

tion here is distinctive. -fost importantly, the external or community environ-

ments of these schools arc radically different from these found in most other

American communities. Also, very few school districts are as lame (or as

diverse) as those in urben areas and very fcw of the schools in this country

are as larce as the schools contained in these districts. Therefore one can

conclude that the internal or creanizational environments in these lame --city

schools will also be noticeably different.

At the same time it is important to emphasize the extreme variation

among the cities included here. Twenty-cight states (includin' rawaii) as

well as Pashington D.C. are represented by the cities under consideration and

they cover every region of the country. Voreover, among these cities there

arc great variations in size, racial composition of the population, mean per

capita income,etc. And the schools within these cities vary as well in type

of student enrolled, admission procedures, organizational characteristics,

13 29
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etc. Therefore, altnot.E_, the fact remains that the ,.sta here is riot to

read like data dcrivinr from a statistical sample, it is also trte that many

of the characteristics of the cities and schools we consiezT relevant in '%er

analysis can be found in other types of cities and perhaps in subur'an ana

rural areas as well. Major cities are not the only location for racial con-

flict and concern with the quality of educational opportunity. And with the

trend in et:ucational administration being that of combininp a nunber of smaller

districts into large ones, there may soon be 1.any school eistricts Otich will

have to make decisions pertainin' to administrative eeccntralization and how

best to meet the needs of lerpe, diverse student populations.

30
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Our major dependent variatle is a score riven to each school basee on

the number of innovations which were actually in use as of the 1),'"-f::' school

year. The question which serves as our measuro of use of en innovation is

shown telov. Option 1 was the criterion for use.

url-an secondary schools are eevelorinp new practices in an

attempt to improve the effectiveness of the schools. Listed below

are sore of those rractices. For each practice, please indicate the

extent' to which the practice has teen oven sore attention within

your own school, 1-y using the alternative responses defined

1. IF UPE - fully imrlemented as a regular feature of the rrocrar

or currently 1-eins use:' on a trial or pilot 7-ASIS

2. PLANE - definite plans have !eon made for implementation,
includinr allocation oc materials and/or Personnel

3. UNDER STUDY - currently or recently considered in terms of fea-

sibility Ty an officially eesignated croup within

the school

4. PFJECTED - study has 1-cen completed and a decision not to imple-

ment the practice has Teen made

5. DROPPED - practice discontinue;', after a trial or pilot project

'. DUMPY. CONSIDERVD - rractice is unknown or was never con-

sidered seriously

A total of thirty-two practices were listed in the original rAssr study

of which 17 wore selected for our ineex. The selection of only approximately

half of the total list of innovative practices IMF guided 1-37 a decision to

limit our index: to practices ',hick were relates to curriculum or instruction

for secondary school students. rventy-one of the innovations fell into this

category of which four were oritted !accuse they related to snecial tyres of

student 'oeies (e.g., bilinPual education, honor study hall) or because they

descried a srecific course rather than an instructional techniruc (e.p.,

humanities course). Thy: remaintn0 11 innovrtions were either comunity serv-

ices or non-educational (e.9., hreekfact program. maternity nropram, expanded
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guidance services). 1

Scores for the schools on t:1s varialle of 'innevativenoss" raw,ed from

0 to 14 with a mean of 4.6. The entire, eistriLution is shown in Table I.1A.

(The specific items comprisino this variable alonp pith the percentage of

schools adopting. each innovation are presented and dicusged in Chapter II.)

For purposes of analysis in later chapters we dichotomize and/or trichotomize

this variable as is shown in Table I. and I.1C.

\ variety of other dependent variables are used in the analysis which

follows. In Chapter III when we discuss the school systems as single units

rather than focussinc on individual schools we use a mcan score which is fur-

ther described below. And in the discussion of the personal and professional

characteristics of principals roe use as our dependent variable a rate of inno-

vation (i.e., number of innovations introduced divided by thc numv.er of years

as tenure as principal).

Three further dependent variables -- the proportion of innovations adopted

which arc of "hint', quality," th:2 proportion of innovations adopted of "high

cost" anc the proportion of innovations adopted which are difficult to imple-

rent -- are also used tc help describe the stylo of adoption in different

types of schools. All of these variables ere described at length in Chapter II.

A fundamental and persisting prollem in the study of the adoption of in-

novations is that research is usually confined to adoption rather than to actual

use of innovations. Since schools readily report the adoption of a nueer of

1Thc complete list of innovations as presented in the NASSP survey can

to found in Arpendix A, p. 32. Schools which arc hiph on the varial,le of

innovativeness (measured ly the 17 iters) have hiph rates of adoption of use

on the other 15 items which were asked .about in thc NASSP ouestionnaire:

the correlation letwecn the two indices is .47.

32
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TAELE I.1

2.)1SIPIBUTION OF SCHOOLS

NUMEEP OF INNOVATIONS IN USE

A. Entire Distribution of Schools
on Innovation Variable

Total Nue-er of
Innovations in Use

Percent

of Schools

Numter
of Schools

None 5 % 31

1 r, 56

2 15 95

3 13 Cl

4 13 P4

5 11 (9

C 1":. 1

7
n
. 55

5...'
5 32

9 4 27

1C 3 2^

11 1 V

12 2 11

13 or more 1 6

1007 637

I): Dichotomous Categories
for Innovation Variable

N

C. Trichotomous CPte?ories
for Innovation Variable

N
rueer of
Innovations in Usc

Percent

of Schools

rucll-er of

Innovations in Use

Percent

of Schools

Lew (`: -4)

Eigh (5 or more)

54%

4'

347

2Y'

Low (c-2)

:tedium (3-5)

1:44,11 (( more)

29

36

35

1C2

234

221'37

1007 (37
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Practices which have not 'ecn P.-esurve. nr fully incorncrat'e into their nro

prams, the stuey of sheer aeoptin yiells amliouous results. A major conclu-

sion of a national study '-y qoodlad, Kenn, et al., ,Jho actually cl-servee

practices in schools, is that personnel exaooerato the adootirr rate of their

schools. As reported 'y Goollad_ et al.?1

They claimed inlividualization of instruction, use of a wiee range
of instructional materials, a sense of curroso, Prou- processes.
ane inductive or eiscovery nothoes when our records showed little
or no evidence of them.

The issue of whether our measure of utilization of an innovation is n

vatic' one naturally arioas. As notae earlier, the nuestion it the ouestion-

naire specified that innovatirns to e regarded as "in use" if they were

fully implemented PS a reqular feature of the nroPram nr currently heirs used

on n trial or pilot lesis.' Innovat4-rs hich were checked as "planned,"

under study, 'rejectee' or 'eropPerl rJer-: nrt consVaree as 1-eirs, Jr use for

purposes of our investigation. Thus the provision of a numl-er of alternatives

to full implementation or vse on a trial or pilot '-esis might he expected to

have increased the validity of this measure. Tr addition to this consideration

of internal validity, we have a moderatz r-:asure of external validity as well

which is descrihed in Chapter IT.'

Another issue is whether the adoption or use of innovations within a

school actually represents a real chanr-r in the school or whether innovations

can 'e implemented rn a piecemeal 'asis without any nther fundamental restruc-

turing taking place. If innovations pro 'ei7r, used tut no othPr charwes are

taking place then our study is limited t' 1-eiog an analysis of the use of inno-

vations alone an'' not En analysis of for rr inhihit n more

1J. Goodlae, et al., ~,rhino the Classroom Door (Worthington, Ohio:
Jones, 1970), p. 72-73.
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raneralized climate of innov-ti-l- or chance. in fact, however, we fin' that

there is a very stror? relatinrship ':etween adoption (use) of innovations and the

occurrence of other types of chance in the schools. Two nuesttrns in the PAPSF

ouestionnaire asked whether fundamental Chan -'es were taktnr place in the school.

The first of these asked whether then: ha:' chanres in thr manner in which

the curriculum was orranizee. As ,c- can sce in Tahle 1.2 schools which 1-f:spondee

that there were chances in eith.r eirecticn were tune innovative than schools

which reported no chances. Similarly, cchools which rerort.,:4 that the priorities

in thc schools had chanted within the past five years were more innovative than

schools reporting no changes (TaT,le 1.3).

Finally, we also have ....vidence that schools which adopt eAmntional inno-

vations are rere likely to ic r.sporsivr, thr noes of narticulnr suhpnrula-

tinns. The ouestinnnairc nsked ahout the rres,nc.! in each school of four dls-

tinct types of students with unioue needs. 1) alvanc(?' nr rifted stunts

2) students bpeakinr, Enrlish as a sec^nd lrnrunce: 3) physically disahled stu-

dents: and 4) students who are retarded in ren.'irr. 7or each rrnvr the ques-

tionnaire also elicite4 information a'-out whether the schools were moctinc the

needs cf the students throu'h a special prrrram e.r., remedial lanouapc arts,

physical educattn for th,: disahled. 7ach school in the sample was r-ivon a

score created by findinfo the nercentnoc of types rsc sufnonulntirns whose dis-

tinct needs were !-einc net hy the schools. Schools rcnortinr the presence of

only are special type of student tney received a score of 1"7 if they had a

sr,ecial prrrrar anc if they did not. Schools with two distinct suhpnpuln-

tirns received a score of if they m:t h-th needs, 517 if they net only

one; 2 if they met none and sa nn.

Seventy -sir 1,ercent of the sehr.r.ls (51^) reported that they had in
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T.2

OF CL "'.' ICUT... 7"A "C' TC L"C "F TM1401,ATI

Generally sreakiW, the c,irricOun Is orpnnizee
in one of two vays. 1) 'y separate sajects. or
2) 1-y 'roe' fisles 011ch Jaen." several su`jects,
c.r., cornrate course in history a ri(' wie^raohy vs.

social studies classes cniatininc- history ane rero-
rallhy. separate classes in art, male an_'. litera-
ture vs. hunanitt:s classes. Ihrt is the trer'

"f rr'ctice in your school?

Changes chiefly in the .'irectior of sinrlim- nut

eiatinct sutjects

Changes chiefly in the z'irectio,- of corlinirT

separate su'-jects

No narked chan7-es in either di.:.ctior

It-runt riot-
Tpnnvrti-,r

(".ore than 4)

5'7 (1. W)

(2Y

(31(')

T.3

RELLTIrP r-IOTITY C"2rIF TC UV C" I=ATnVE

To w'-it entent has th,. set of

priorities for ycur school
ch:r2ee in the r'st five years'

rcrecnt '':lot,

!N., Innnvatin

(More than A) (N)

Tn ' very ^met extent ,n7 (V)

To a treat extent 417 (115)

Tr sc-e extent 4f7 (32()

',cry littlr or not at all 377 (4)
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attendance one or !Yere cf sut-r2ulations lescriTe4 al-ova . Of these 51

schools 277 were 1-!as than tot;311y responsive to the sulTerulation neees, i.e.,

that eif2 not have srecial prop.rame for nt least one sul-ne7ulation atteneinr th,

selool. These schools which -Ten,: less rssronsive to the needs of Qtudents 91 so

had lover innovation rates than those schools 'hier responder' to the ncees of

each subperulation: 457 of the forrer grour had high rates of innovation as

coo nared to 55% of the latter group. Thus we can see that innovativeness as

,Iescribed ty our dependent variable is related to responsiveness in a school

ane thus may reflect a more adartive climate.

In spite of this variety of checks on our dependent variable, it is quite

evident that proLlams exist. For instance, we have no way of knowing how ex-

tensively the innovations are actually used in any particular school. Teaching

teams for one school may nean a concerted effort to employ this prograr in most

applicalle cases in another school it may mean only one teaching team, or the

use of teams in only one type of course. Similarly, we en net really know

whether the principals employed similar ,!efinitions of the innovations. Although

definitions were provided in the questionnaire (cf. Lprendix44), these defini-

tions were rather loose and may have been interpreted differently by different

principals. Therefore television instruction may mean entirely different

thins in different schools.

Finally, and perhaps most importantly, our dependent variable is composed

of a very short list cf innovations. Eundreds of educational innovations exist

Which were net inclue.cd in cur list. Therefore, it is possible that at least

some of the schools which received a loy score were adopting many different

innovations or in other ways introducing major change. At present we can see

no way around this problem.
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OPGANIZATICF 07 Ta uroaT

The bulk of the material in this renort is ^athered arouae our investiN!-

ticn of the relationships between a vlrlety of major independent variables and

the adoption of innovations in schools in major cities. Powever, we do not

berin this invest4,-ation per se until Charter IV as there are two important

preliminary tasks. The first of these, which we undertake in Chapter II, is

a discussic,n of the innovations which comprise our der :Indent variable end the

establishient of a typolo?y of discrirdnation which, in subsequent chapters,

enables us to consic:er not only the number of innovations in use but :Ale nual-

ity of innovations adopted and the fresucncy Tith which specific tyes of

innovations ere imrlerented. It is in this first chept-r that we becin to

develop the notion that the adoption cf innovations nay often have a social

function, a conclusion which emerges from m examination of the relationships

between various characteristics of the innovations Am; the frequency with

which they are implemented in this population of schools.

In Chapter III we consider the school systems as sinEle units in order

to emphasize the necessity of latz,r exaninin' individual schools rather than

districts Ly documenting the range of innovation scores within each district,

and in order to introduce certain ixportant varieles which can only be con-

sidered on a school district level - central office orpanization,

superintendent's characteristics. A major exnlanatory variable -- the racial

composition of the city -- emerees in this 5nalysis.

Thus it is not until Chapter P1 that vc be:;in to lock intensively at

the schools themselves, first with the characteristics of the student bodies

and then with the more dynamic variables of community involvement and student
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morale. Our rajcr questions arc, 1) tc what extent is the adoption of innova-

tion determined ly the type of student (as defined race, socioeconomic sta-

tus and academic atility) enrolled in the school; 2) is community involvement

related tc the adoption of innovation, and if so, what effect does it have an

the quality of innovations adopted; and 3) to what extent do interne' climate

features (morale, order and safety) determine whether rr it innovations are

introduced in a school.

Ir. Chapter V we turn to an investigation of the relationship 1-etween

the availal.ility cf resources -- 1-oth physical resources and staff resources

-- and the frequency with which inncvations are adopted. One conc,krn is

whether the low rates of innovation in particular types of schools IdeaLitied

in the previous chapter can 'e explained P lwor level of resourc4m.

Another major questicn is whether the adoption cf 2 high proport:Lnn of costly

innovations is associated with more adequats resources ene further whether

this relationship has an effect on the quality of innovations adoptc:% in the

"richer" schools. Alsc we consider here the interrelationship Isetween internal

climate features (introduced in Chapter IV) and the physical characteristics

cf the rlant and the availeility of teachers.

In the first two portions of Charter VI we expand our consideration of

school structure Ey examining the relationships cf size and complexity to the

adoption of innovations. School complexity is defined here in three ways:

1) the complexity of the nature of the task assumed the school, 2) the num-

ler Gf grade levels included in the school; are 3) the variety cf scholastic

programs. A particular focus in this pert cf the chapter is on those innova-

tions which the judt-es rated as Lein? difficult to imlement.

The second portion of Chapter VI concerns issues of vertical rather then

horizontal differentiation. Eery; we consider the distriiution of decision-
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mel.np suthrrity. irl;-rtant vsriele intrcducee in Chapter II -- &central-

izatian --- will !c. rLintr-.duced here es a control variele.

Finally, in Chapters VII anf' vIII r, turn !-,ack to e consideration of the

individuals involved in the schools. "e first ex-lcre the relationship 1-etween

the characteristics :f the staff -- 1-oth personal end 72rofessional -- and thc

rate at which innovetirms are ado- tee. We then consider the principals rf

the schools, and exarirc. the effect "f their 1-ackgrPund and treinin' rt.: the

rata at which they introduce innnvatirns in different types of settinrs.

Our last chater includes surmary -f ^ur raj-r findings, a discussion

cf the implicatirrs f these findinEs ftr 7,licy, and cur recomendations for

future research.
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C:ArTE: II

THE INrCVATIONS

In the course 'f making an administrai... decisirn to a± pt t specific

innovation many factors may to crnsidere.. Amonp these are the characteristics

of the innovation itself. The aeoptin:-; agency -- whether we conceive of it as

a single individual such as an adninistratcr, the :lepartment of an organization

ccncerned with research and development, or the entire organization -- will

want such informatinn as the followinr. Iry much thc innovation costs, hew

worthwhile it is in relation to organizational goals, and the degree adoption

will disrupt no :al operatiu7 prrcedurcs. :resumatly, the adopter will weigh

these and other itcms .of information OE:tether or not he has adequate data)

aaainst each ether and against ether factors unrelated to the characteristics

of the innovation itself: the amrunt rf money in the tudget an' the extent

of pressures for and against char.F...e in the organization. Ideally the final deci-

sion is en educated one, involvin:: careful crnsiAeratirn and evaluation rf all

factors. In fact it is likely that in many cases the decision tn adopt an inno-

vation is mere harhazar-1, particularly since the necessary information fcr mak-

inr: an educated ..ecisirn may not to availetle. A4ministrators may not tc axle

tr r'-tain accurate '-r complete data on either the cost cr the quality nf a spe-

cific innovation. tha assessmcnt thc extent t' which the innovation will

invnlvc administrative a-:justments may vell superficial. Ncvertheless, it

scams reasonele try assume that crst, effectiveness an'. organization impact are

thr.::e of the prim factors that eetermine aeoptin.

In this charter we examine t'lese three characteristics of inncvatirns and
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explore their relationship tc the frequency with Tohich the seventeen innova-

Urns comprising cur dependent varia!lc are in use. In addition, we will

examine the likelihood that the innovation will be installed as designed', i.e.,

the variable of "urabitity." Each of those variables is explained more fully

elcw.

discussion is intended to serve three purposes. First, it will pro-

vide general inf-rmation about the extent tc which characteristics of innovations

are related tc frequency of use. As we will see below, several of the charac-

teristics are highly related tc use and an analysis of these relationships helps

t- shed lizht on aerption processes. Second, the discussion offers specific

infrrmation about the seventeen innrvations themselves which may !'e of use tc

educators considering their adoption. This information was obtained from a

survey of experts in the field of education. (See Appendix E for a detailed

d.escription cf this survey.) We would su7rvost that such information is badly

nee,'ed for all innovations if educators arc to make intelligent decisions when

considerins their a(*.option. Finally, fret the point of view of this study alone,

the characteristics of the innovations as 'efined in this chapter are used later

in our analysis as variables which allow us to consider, not only frequency of

use, but how well or thoughtfully the adoption process is handled. For instance,

by computing the proportion of high quality innovations adopted, we will be able

to classify schools according to their 'discrimination.' We can then move closer

to answering such questions as whether pressures to innovate -- tb..ey from a

sudden increase of governmental funds or from parent involvement in the schools

--loads to less discriminating adoption. The problem of faddism in education

hes been noted by a number of authorities, but thus far researchers have failed

tc measure this factor. Similarly, Tic cart consider factors affecting the degree

'OD
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to which schools adopt innovations which entail major restructuring of adminis-

trative routines, and factors affecting the adoption of innovations which are

costly.

In the discussion below we first explain our measure of frequency of use

and each of the four characteristics cf the innovations, and then turn to an

analysis of relationships among these characteristics.

MEASUREMENT OF VARIABLES

Frequency of Use

The first item of information we have for each of the seventeen innova-

tions is use as described in our Introducti-n. In Table II.1 we present the

rank order of innovations according to frequency of use. The innovations range

from use in 67% of all schools (language laboratories) to use in only 2% of

the schools (optional attendance). Only one of the innovations is used in over

half cf the schools, while six of them are used in less than a quarter of the

schools.

Simple inspection of the rank order of frequencies does not offer any

inmediate explanation for this position of the innovations. In particular,

these most frequently in use are not noticeably older than the others. As we

shall see below,hcwever, use is clearly related to certain of the factors men-

tioned earlier.

In the following analysis we will shot., how the various characteristics

of the innovations are related to, and prcsurably affect, the frequency with

which they are adopted ly the schools. Ilion using frequency cf use as a vari-

e-le we divide the innovations into tw7 groups: Eigh Use -- the innovations used

in over 25% of the schools; Lnw Use -- innovations which are used in 257 or less
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TAPLE II.1

PERCENT OF SCHOOLS USING EACU UNOVATION

Percent of Schools
Which Use

Innovations the Innovation (N)

Language Laboratories 67% (652)

Instructional Material Center '47% (640)

Teaching Teams 41% (651)

Resource Center 354 (644)

Television Instruction 36% (653)

Independent Study 29% (640)

Back-to-Pack Scheduling 29% ((lel)

Directed Study 28% (638)

Simulation or Gaming 257 (634)

Non-graded Program 25% (643)

Programmed Instruction 217 (642)

Continuous Progress 19% (635)

Teaching Machines 16% (645)

Flexi'-lc Scheduling 152 (646)

School-within-Schocl 11% (641)

Telephone Amplification 7% (652)

Optional Attendance 27 (642)

Note: The '-ase nue.ers vary !.,ecause not all schools responded

to questions for each item: tk. there was no way to distinguish

2-etween those not responan7 at all and those not responeinp

l-ecause they used this means indicatinp that they had not

considered the innovation, use the numl-ar of valie responses

as the 1:ase.
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of the schools.

Cost

One factor which is almost certain to be considered by an adopting agency

is the cost of implementation. As has teen suggested in other ntudies, innova-

tions which cost Tloney nay be adopted at a slower rate than those which do not cost

money.' We want to know the extent to which cost is related to use (as opposed

to adoption alone) as well as to the other characteristics of the innovations

in our sample.

Our measure of cost is our own assessment, since reliable information of

the cost of educational innovaticns is not available. For several reasons,

assessing the cost of innovations in an accurate way poses serious problems.

First of all, cost is very much dependent on the extensiveness of the innovative

program: twenty teaching machines cost mare than two or three; wiring a large

school for telephone amplification costs more than wiring a smaller one. Second,

all of the innovations require some expenditure of time, which means that all

of the innovations cost something. For instance, to reorganize the scheduling

of classes tc allow for back-to-back or flexible scheduling might take many

man-hours of administrative time. How much time each program would take, how-

ever, is a v.iriallle we have no way of measuring here. Thirc!, there is the ques-

tionc.fwhen you stop measuring cost. Srmc innovations are expensive in the

e:inning tut not later (initial vs. continuation cost.)

Closely related to these issues is the ariditional one of reversaility.

Once a school has acquire the necessary equipment for an innovation, they may

114atthew Miles, "Innovation in :emcation: Some Generalizations,

Innovation in Education, ee. Matthew Miles (rew York: Dureau of Publications,

Teachers College, Columbia University, 12'4), pp. 635-66.
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loath to dreg it regardless of success. The rurchase of the o.oui-ment

places constraints on reversing thc :recision. This is not true of innovations

which merely require the time of rersonnel. In most systems time is less

tightly tvegeted and superintended than money.

tecause of these various protlems we could fine no totally sufficient

way to assess the relative cost of thc innovations. The neasure we finally

selectee is a simple dichotomous one: whether or not the implementation of the

innovation requires a purchase of equirment ane therefore an initial cutlay of

cash. If new equipment is requiree the innovation will te regarded as a "high

cost' innovation. This neasure is, of course, closely tied to the issue of

reversatility discussed atove. Specifically, it may have a different relation -

ship to actual use in schools than it mule to mere adoption since schools

which adopt such innovations might he :Irv.: likely to retain them over time.

Seven of the total list cf seventeen innovations ere esignatee as "high

cost' innovations accoreine to the simple criterion descrited ahove. They are:

Television Instruction, ProgrammA Instruction, Teaching Machines, Language

Le'cratory, Instructional Materials Center, resource Center and Telephone Ampli-

fication. In later charters we will use as cne of our dependent variatles the

proportion of "high cost" innovations adopted in a school.

Quality

Cur measure of the quality or educational worth of the innovations is

derived from the survey of experts descrited in Appendix E. rriefly, the

judges were asked: 'Indicate what you telieve to Fe the educational worth of

each innovation when properly instance frcr (1) low to (5) high.' The judges'

ratings were averaged and each innr'vaticn was given a single mean score. In

three cf the cases there was very to consensus among the judges (i.e., standard
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deviation of judges' ratin;7s was :ver 1.0). These three innovations -- Tele-

nhone Amplification, Lack-to-"ack Scheduling, School-within-School -- are there-

fore omitted in our analysis lc:low when we consider the varialle cf auality.

T7e did net put them in a middle grout 1-ccause in each case the score was rela-

tively low (see Table 11.2).

The scores for the innovations rangod from 4.8 (continuous progress) to

2.f, (optional attendance). The overall mean is 3.0 which indicates that, on

the whole, the judges felt that the innovations under consideration tyre nf

sore worth ane could of value when rrorarly installed. T70 must rmeml-er,

however, that the juegcs ware prol-ely consi.lering these innovations with ref-

erence tc each other and may not hnvc corrared them to other innovations.

The entire range of scares is prosentoA in Tal-le 11.2. In our analysis

l-elow we use the score cf 4.2. as the low-.:r limit for our division into high

an' low.

In later charters ,re will use a tyrol-oy which derives from our quality

scores. Using the same cutting rein*_ ox, a2ove we conrute the rrorortion cf

high quality innovations which arc in use. ry dichotomizing this varial-le and

cr7,sstalulating it with the total nudler of inmwations adopted, we achieve a

four fold classification which can lc use: to descriT-e the extent tc which

schools discriminate in their adortirn of innovations. Each cf the cells (in

Tal-le 11.3) is given a shorthand name which we. eescrP-e

1) Pacesetter: 22X ref all schools fell Lice this cell. These schools

Pre high on 'loth adortion and the prornrtion of innovations adorted which are

of high quality ineicatinE that they are leaders in innevatina amrng the schools,

are, moreover, iveers with eiscrimination.

2) Selective: 147 cf ell schools fall into this cell which indicates a
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TABLE 11.2

QUALITY SCOPES

ArD STANDARD DEVIATIONS FCP. EACU IN

Innovations Quality Score Standard Deviation

Continuous Progress 4.0 .44

Resource Center 4.7 .47

Independent Study 4.6 .49

Instructional Material Center 4.4 .93

Directed Study 4.4 .52

Teaching Teams 4.2 .58

Non-graded Programs 4.2 .92

Language Laboratory 4.1 .99

Flexible Scheduling 4.1 .87

Stimulation or Gaming 3.9 .87

Programmed Instruction 3.8 .92

Deck-to-lack Scheduling* 3.7 1.24

Teaching :lachines 3.f .69

School-within-School* 3.6 1.17

Telerhone Amplification* 2.8 1.03

Television Instruction 2.F. .85

Optional Attendance 2. .83

*These are the Low consensus innovations omitted from cur analysis

below.
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TA'' LE 11.3

TYPOLOGY OF DISCRININATION

Total Numter of
Innovations
Adopted

HIGH
(5-14)

(0-4)

Proportion of
Innovations Adopted

Which are of High Quality

HIGH
(51% to 100%)

LOW
(0 to 50%)

Pacesetter Faddist

Selective Lackward

careful slection of innovations. These schools adopt fewer innovations than

the 'pacesetter' group tut are equally discriminating in their adoption pro-

cedures.

3) Faddist; These schools, which co-.prise 24% of the total sample, are

highly innovative 1ut lack the discrimination of the pacesetter and selective

grups. One suspects that the adoption process is carried out under a great

pressure to innovate (perhaps throw7h a stri.4en increase in resources for

innovation) which does not allow for the careful consideration of availatle

alternatives.

4) Dackward: 4C% of all schools have low innovetin rates and are

indiscriminate in their selection of innovations. These are the schools which,

przsumely, lack loth the resources to innovate and the commitment to make

the innovation process a meaningful one.

In later chapters we will explore some of the varieties which determine

the type of innovation process which occurs in the schools in our sample.
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Administrative Difficulty

second question in the form sent to the rancl of experts asked

each individual t- assess the al.:inistretive or organizational impact of the

innovation- "Indicate whether you telievc implementation of the innovation to

entail -- 1) major administrative difficulties: 2) minor difficulty, 3) a posi-

tive contrituticn administration. This questiDn was designed Eo allcw us

tc assess the extent tn which a sch^^1 muld find that the intrrduction rf the

inn-vatic.n would entail adninistrativc adjustments so that we could sec what

types cf schools were nvcrc-m.= such problems. The mean scores for the in-

ncwatinns ranged from I.'. for inn-vati-rs which would entail major administra-

tive pro"lens (non-graded program and flexillo. scheduling), to 2.5' for innova-

tions which could 1e irrlemented without any threat to the administrative ma-

chinery (lanruape la?-oratory and simulation or Paving). The entire list of

innovations with their scores and staneare_ 1.eviations is presertcd in Talsle

11.4. Clearly the innovations which arc most difficult tr implement are those

which demand that the central administrative structure of the school he modified

to allow flexil-ility in the mannr in which the students pass through the

scho-1, i.e. allocation of pupils. Thr -o that can slip in easily arc those

which can le implemented on p rieccmal 'axis or in individual classes.

Dur& ility

Information on a final characteristic of innovations was ohtained to

help determine the validity of our use index, As we mentioned in our Intro-

duction, there are two ,r.ajor weaknesses cf -ur index: 1) we don't know whether

all schrols mecn th.: same thine !--.7 the inn-vati:m, or whether innovations are

so greatly modified the tir.c they E..1-e iL:leented that they 'ear little or
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TA7LE 11.4

AMINISTRATIVE DIFFICULTY SCORES

AND STANDAaD DEVIATUT FOR EACK INNOVATION

Administrative
Innovations Difficulty Score Stairted Deviation

Non-graded Programs 2.3 .44

Flexine Scheduling 2.2 .42

Continuous Prngress 2.4 .47

Independent Study 2.' .47

Teaching Teams 2.4 .47

Schonl-within-School 2.4 .47

Television Instruction 2.3 .4(

Programmed Instruction 2.2 .78

Optional Attendance 2.2

Directed Study 2.1 .(C

Lack-to-rack Scheduling 2.1 .57

Te.ching Machines 2.0 .81

Telephone Arplificatinn 1.7 .63

Instructi'nal Material Center 1.7 .42

Resource Center 1.7 .42

Language Lel-oratory 1.4 .47

Simulation and Gaming 1.r .35

Note. Scores run from high to low with high indicating major adminis-
trative adjustments necessary for implementation.

51



31

no reser.'lancc t their f rr ir -ther schc-ls r t it

2) we don't kn-w h-w extensively the inrvIvati-n is use.1 it sch-c3,

Ithether language lal:ratcry means r.. Lachine rr twenty, and whether it is

accessi!-le tc only a few stunts sttC.ying lanuar.es nr t' all rf ther.

The final characteristic was ,I.esic-ned t- t',e1:- us 'cal with the first cf these

twr :rc!leus. (The second unf-.,rtunately romPins.) The rancl -f

asketi. 'In-Ucate. y-ur estinate -f the chances that the inncvatinn w-ule

'e :reservee as .1.esiAnee when irl?la-ento,' in e schc'rl. The ju:7es were

-Liven three optinns. "1) by chance for 7resrvatinn, i.e., inno'r--

ti7n likely tr 'e watered (4,Amwhen irt.lu-chtee, 2) mceium chance f-ir 1:reserva-

tion ane 3) hiEh chance ft.r. 1-reservat1 -n as desi,nee.. The scrres fr the

varinTle cf dureility (I-vest:rite:: in 7.1`1:. 11.5) rangee. frca. low nf 1.f

(7;-tional attendance) tc a hi:"I -f 2.: (instructirnal 17.aterials center) . The

.7-can scrrc as slightly his-her then 2 indicatinE that -n the while, there is

mceeratay wpcd chance that these seventeen inncvatilns are imrleLentee in a

uanner ari.-rrximatinr their ori^inf.1 "tesir.n. Furtherrrre, as we shall sh--7 in

Freater retail 'elcw when we at the ccrrelatirms 'atween -ur scales, the

fact that dureility is hiihly correlate dth use means that the inncvatirns

:7.rst nften used (and therefcre the innovaticns that m:st -Itch make an indi-

vidual schnl's innnvatinn se-A-0 arc just thew innnvatirns which arc mrst

likely to intensively i::.71ementee in a schorl.
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TA'LE 11.5

DURAIILITY SCORES

AO STANDARD DEVIATION FOP EACK INNOVPTICN

Durability
Innovations Score Standard Deviation

Instructional Material Center 2.9 .03

Lescurce Center 2.6 .41

LanguaEe Latoratcry 2.6 .4C

Directed Study 2.6 .69

Simulaticn and Garin 2.4 .49

ion graded Pro?ran 2.2 .52

Teaching Teams 2.1 .57

Independent Study 2.1 .73

Schcol-within-School 2.1 .57

Televisica Instructicn

Prcpramred Instruction

Teaching Machines

Flexi!-le Scheduling

Zack-to-rack Scheduling

Continuous PrsEress

Telephone Amplificatien

Optional atendance

2.r

2.(

2.:

2.0

2.0

1.2

1.7

1.6

.6f

.47

.57

.31

.57

.78

.66

.49
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ANALYSIS

Having described the four characteristics cf the innovations, we now turn

tc an examination of the relationship each to frequency of use and the inter -

correlations of the characteristics. These correlations are shown in Tele II.(.

We will discuss each correlation as well as the varlet-le of "cost' (along which

the innovations cannot t-e given an interval score 1-ecause it is dichotomous),

illustrating cur discussion with teles w%ere relevant.

First, we note that there is a strrng relationship 1-etween durat-ility and

reported implementation. The Pearson correlation is .73; the Spearman rank-

order coefficient is .71: and the Kenall rank-orer coefficient is .5(. These

are 1-y far the highest correlations with frequency of use of any of the factors

tr t-e analyzed here, supporting our assertirn that our use index is a valid

neasure of innovations actually awl appropriotely installed in the schools.

There are several additional points ye want to make at-out our measure of dura-

tility. First, the measures cf eureility and quality are very highly corre-

lated. This indicates that perhaps the juegnent of one is coloring the judg-

ment cf the other. Since we see no intrinsic relation tetwecn the two evalua-

tions, it seems possil-le that the judges, when considering the quality of an

innovation, cccasionally slipped into their evaluatirn the consideration cf

the frequency with which the innovation actually took on a vie le form when

implemented.

Second, we do not really know why thc judges felt that some innovations

were less likely tc t.e preservae as implemented than others; i.o., we do not

know on what facts or assumptions they }axed their judgments. One considera-

tion is that there is a slight negative relationship Iretween nnd

the degree of administrative eifficulty entailed in implementation. That is,
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TE'LE II."

INTERCOIL-C,LATICNS OF InIOVATION C:-1,1PACTFRISTICS

Pearson Ccrrelaticn C^efficients

ArYtinistrative

Quality Difficulty Durability

Percent Use .34* -.32 .73

Quality .?3* .54*

Diff iculty -. 4(

Pura! ility

SrAarz,,Inf:Ilnk-Order Corrolati(c Ccefficients

.::'n:inistrative

Quality 'Difficulty Tura -ility

Percent Use .34* -.24 .71

Quality .14* .45*

Diff iculty

Dural ility

Kendall Rank-CIer l'.3efficients

Quality Difficulty Dural-ility

Percent Use .28* - 18 .5(

Quality .17* .3;*

Diff iculty

Dural ility

*The correlations are lase,' "n 14 items (the rest

are laser' on 17) lecause. the three innovatirus

frr which there was low crnscasus om quality are

emitta.
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the judges were less likely t- resari'l inn-vaticns which received high admin-

,.trative difficulty scores as having a high chance frr preservation. Clearly,

tc some extent at least, the degree tc which an inncvaticn entails administra-

tive problems affects its chances for ,preservation.

Surprisingly, in genera], innovations which require an initial outlay of

money are slightly more likely to be used frequently in the schools in cur

sample than the innovations which do nit entail an initial expense (Table 11.7).

Even if the positive relationship is doul-tful (the Q coefficient is only .33),

it is clvious that the expected negative relationship is not substantiated.

There may le three explanations deriving from the relationships of high ccst

innovations to °durability," 'quality'` cr 'administrative eifficulty.' We will

consider the first cf these immediately and the latter two below as we discuss

the relevant variables.

MLLE' 11.7

FREQUENCY CF UK; ry COST OF INNOVATIONS

COST

Frequency
.... ...--

High

__ _

Language Laboratory
Instructicnal Material Center

resource Center
Television Instruction

Teaching Teams
Independent Study
rack-to-Tack Scheduling
Directed Study

(237 -672)

Low Programed Instructt:n
Teaching Machines
Telephone Amplificatirn

Simulation ane Gaming
Continuous Progress
Flexible Scheduling
Sabot-a-within-School
Optional Attendance
Non-graded Program

(2X -25Z)

__
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There is the rcssi"ility thrt inn.^vaticns thr.t rec!uire- capital outlays

and 1.urchase of new products represent an investment which schools are loath to

negate. And since we are measuring implementation rather than mere adoption,

our measure of use might reflect this sunken investment factor. However, when

we o',serve the relationship tetween cost ane duresility (as judged tsy experts),

we find a moderately negative relationship (0. ,.. -.3C). If we can rely on the

judoments of the experts as to the extent to which each innovation is likely to

`c ;reserved, then the greater eura'Ality of costly innovations is an unwarranted

assumption. Moreover, as we can see in Ta"le 11.8 only three of the innovations

that cost an initial oulay were given high luralility scores ty the judges and

two of these three were those which could most easily fe implemented on a piece-

meal l'asis: insttuctional material center and resource center. The logic here

is probatly that in many cases schools are not willing to make a major financial

commitment to an innovation which is net reversa'le and therefore when they

install it often do sc on a minimal and perhaps meaningless

TALE II. 8

DURArILITY OF INNOVATIONS 7Y ".CST

Dura'Alit Hi ik

COST

Lnw

High Langwe Lat-oratory Teachin^ Teams

(282-(.7%) Instructional Material Center Independent Stutly

Eesource Center Directed Study
Simulation and Gaming

School-within-School
Non-graded Program

Low Televisit:n Instruction l'ack-to-rack Fcheduling

(22-25X) Frv9rammcd Instruction Continuous Progress

Teaching Machines Flexin.c Fchoeuling

Telephone Amplification Optional Attendance
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The quality cf an innovation is alse positively related to the frequency

with which it is used in schools which may indicate that the low quality inno-

vations -- if they arc adorted at all -- r-r: more frequently dropped after a

trial program. When we look at the relationship Isetween quality and frequency

of use in Tele 11.9 we can see that the relationship is not a perfect one and

that there are four deviations from the primary relationship. Two of the

leviant cases result directly from cur cutting points 1-etween high and lot.'

values of the variat-les; i.e., loth non-graded program and language leoratory

have scores which arc immediately telow the cutting points used, in the former

case fcr the variele of frequency of use and in the latter for the varia1'le

of quality. The same is not true of the other two deviant cases: continuous

prc-zress is an innovation which is used infrequently in schools in spite of the

fact that the judges assert that it is of high quality. And television instruc-

tion is often implemented in spite of its low Quality rating and expense.

Interestingly, Loth of the innovatinns which arc used frequently t'ut are rated

relatively low on quality -- television instruction and language lenratory --

cost money and ere well-palicized innovations. It is possitle that their

implementation is the result of pressures from those involved in the manufacture

or marketing of the equipment or from groups who want their schools tc have the

newest innovations. Aeministratcrs anxious tc show that they are innovative

might also select these two tecause cf their high visil-ility and publicity.

Overall, the quality of an innovation is negatively relates' to cost as

can he seen in Tele 11.13 (the Q coefficient is -.54). Thus considerations

of educational contrilution cannot explain the relationship l-etween cost and

use. Of the six high cost innovations, only two -- instructional material

center and resource center -- received high quality retinas. These are low
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Language Lecratory
Television Instruction

Non-graded Proprav
Continuous Progress

Instructional Material Center
Teaching Teams
Resource Center
Independent Study
Directed Study

43

TA:LE 11.9

FREQUENCY CF USE 'Y QUALITY OF INNOVATIONS

Use
High

(4.2-4.C)

High
(28X-677)

OUALITY

Lew
(2.(-4.1)

Low
(2X -25%)

Simulation and Gaming
Programmed Instruction
Teachinp Machines
Flexible Scheduling
Optional Attendance

TAILP Han

QUALITY OF INNOVATIONS IY COST

Quality

High
(4.2-4.8)

COST

High Low

Instructional Material Center
Resource Center

Teaching Teams
Independent Study
Directed Study
Crntinunus Progress
Nen-graecd Program

Low
(2.6-4.1)

Languare Lalcratory
Television Instruction
Prcf;rammed Instruction.

TeachinF Machines

Simulation and Gaming
Flexi?-le Scheduling

Optional Attendance
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risk innovations in that they do not entail fundamental restructuring of roles,

etc., and they arc '-oth innovations which, as was noted atove, can he imple-

mented piecemeal One can gradually expand the facilities. Therefore, they

do nct demand a large initial investment.

Turning to the variaLle of administrative difficulty, we can see that,

as mi3ht to expected, it is slightly negatively related to use (Table II.11).

Innovations which entail greater difficulty or adjustments are less frequently

used than those that can te installer' more easily. On the other hand, some

innc'vaticns which are difficult to install are implemented quite frequently,

which means that the degree of administrative adjustment that is necessary

does nct create an insuperable harrier to implementation.

TALE II.11

FREQUENCY OF USE EY ADMINISTRATIVE DIFFICULTY

Use

High
(2.2-2.8)

DMINISTPATIVE DIFFICULTY

Low
(1.6-2.1)

High Teaching Teams

(26Z-677) Television Instruction
Independent Study

Language Laboratory
Instructional Material Center
Resource Center
Pack -to-tack Scheduling
Directed Study

Low Non-graded Program Simulation and Gaming

(2Z-257) Continuous Progress Teaching Machines

Flexible Scheduling Telephone Amplification

School-within-School
Optional Attendance
Programme Instruction
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Although adninistrative difficulty is not eirectly related to the cuality

of an innovation, it seems protable that it is a variable that intervenes

between the judgment of an innovation's worth and the final decision to irple-

ment it. Both of the innovations which were used infrequently in schools tut

"hose .worth was rated as being relatively high also received relatively high

administrative difficulty scores. In particular, ccntinuous progress vhich as

a deviant case in Table 11.9, had an adjustment score of 2.6, and non-graded

proFram, the borderline deviant case, had an adjustment score of 2.C. Ane,

interestingly, one of the innovations which was used frequently but received

a relatively low duality score -- language laboratory -- also received a low

administrative difficulty rating (l.(), which suggests that its frequent, per-

haps indiscriminate implementation may Jcrive in part from the fact that, aside

from its cost, it is relatively easy to implement.

Finally, administrative difficulty of implementation, as rate(' by the

judges, is negatively related to cost, as seen in Table 11.12. This suggests

that the eevelopmcnt of nev practices voguirinf, the Nrchase of new equinment

-r other resources has teen successful in solving the problem of inplerentation.

Kowever, the fact that nct all of these new prc?ucts are high in educational

value sug7ests that the problem cf imp lereatation nay have been solved at the

expense :1 developing practices cf exemplary value. An it is also possible

that the adoptign of "easy" innovations has served as a token substitute 'or

structural changes which promise 'renter oeucetional imr..act, such as continuous

prcgress, nm-greeed programs am'. directs' stuey.

Ancthor implication r'f the nz.gative rolationship between cost and

istrative Difficulty is that practitigners must often fLets a 'trade-off"

between financial expense and organizational efff.rt. mhen cne considers that
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the structural ch:InPes, such study ir-,rars, are hi7her quality

than certain cf the m.re cnstly, tut easily imIlercntee rractices, then it

w seer: that the wiser ccurse -f acti n woule to tc expend r,rgenizational

ccf-rt rether than mcney. revertheless, it appears that practitioners are

constrained frequently to ai'or.t exrensivc, 1,w irpact practices ty the orPan-

izational prchies rcsee high rractices.

TArLE 11.12

ADMINISTRATIVE DIFFICULTY rY COST

COST

Aenlinistrative
Difficulty Low

EA-Ph

(2.2 -2.$)

Televisi-n Instruction
Prrpranrod Instructirn

Teaching Teams
Indepenelnt Study
Nnn-praece Propran
Continuous Prcrress
Flexille Scheeulinp
School-within-Schorl
Optional Atten lance

L-w
(1.f-2.1)

Latvue;-e Lat-ratrry
Instructinel Material Center
Resrurcc Center
Teachinp Machines
Telephc ne Anplificctirn

rack -to -rack Schedulin7

Directed Stu'y
Sinulaticn and Gamin?

The cuesticn still rcains whether it is this ne'ative mlationship

Letwcen c:st and administrative difficulty that eccrunts for the core frequent

use of costly innovations, since it is 1-ossitle (as we have arpued) that the

frequent ar'optirn rf sorle high c.)st, relatively nuality innovations is

tc their ease rf ir,plrrentotirn an' trPnsprrtal.ility. Powever, this
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explanati ,n is vitiated 'y the fact that f the two frequently users innovations

of hiph cost and low quality, at least one -- television instruction -- is also

riven a high 2.ifficulty score. The adoption of such a "faddish" actice can-

not 7-e °wins- solely to its transportatility.

Lorkinr at the corloination of variables we have teen discussing, we note

thet there are two hih cost innovations which are very frequently adopted and

which are also high in quality, easily installed and likely to be preserved.

These are resource centers and instructional material centers. It would seem

reasonatle to assume that the expense of these two innovations would_ 1-e offset

'1 the combination of their positive attril-utes. This leaves us, then, with

only two high cost innovations whose relatively high popularity cannot re

explained ty either quality of ease of implementation: television instruction

(in use in 35% of all schools) and prograrmce instruction (in use in 217 of

all schools). We therefore sur-st that it is the social function served 1y

the aenption of these two innovations which accounts for their appeal.

In an atmosphere of putlic criticism -f schools such as we described in

ur Introduction, it w-uld understand,olc if schools sought to implement

practices which were hthly visille an' c'r-rehensitle to laymen. Television

instruction air! programmed instruction arc practices of this kind. In contrast,

continuous preEtress, directed study, simulation or raminr, ane so forth, are

relatively esoteric innovations, lacking, equivalent producer sponsorship and

pullicity in the mass media. We will pursue this notion in the following

chapters as we explore the relationship letween a variety of indepenecnt vari-

alAes and the number and type of innovations adopted' in the schools.
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CHAPTER III

We begin the substantive portion of our study of the adoption of innova-

tions in urban higli schools by examining the school systems as units rather

than, by focussing on individual schools. There are several reasons vhy we

begin in this fashion. -irst, conceptually, it makes sense to start with the

largest unit of analysis and York down to smaller units. By understanding

what determines the general level at which an entire school system innovates

ve will be able to make more sense out of the determinants of innovation in

the individual schools. econd, there are a number of variables which may be

important to our analysis vhich can only be studied by looking at the school

system in its entirety. Included among these are variables describing the

cities in which the schools are located and the organization of the central

office. Finally, we wanted to ascertain whether all schools in a city adopted

the same number and type of innovations. Had this been the case our analysis

would have had to stop at the level of cities and we would have been compelled

to investigate only variables relating to cities with an emphasis on the

structure and organization of the central office of the school system rather

than examining differences between the individual schools in our sample. As

ye will see below, this was not the case. The schools within the cities

varied widely in both the number and type of innovations adopted. At the same

time, ince there are also differences between the cities in the rate at which

they adopt innovations, -e have reason to examine the city and school system

data first.
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Measurement of Innovation

In order to loop at the city school systems as single units ere created

a variable which describes the general level of innovation for each system.

The variable is a mean score, calculated by adding the individual innovation

scores for each school in a school system and dividing by the number of

schools within the city for which we have the necessary information (cf.

column 4, 'able III.1).

The innovation scores for cities ranges from cl.( to 2.4 with an overall

city mean of 4.8. In Table III.1 we present the distribution of cities along

this variable in rank order from high to low. Columns two and three of this

table show the distribution of scores within each city. 'n column two we

give the range of scores for the schools in each city. As we can see, in most

school systems there are great differences between the schools. Even the

cities with high mean innovation scores have wide variations in the extent

to which innovations are adopted in the individual schools. However, although

the range of scores is broad in these cities -- there are differences of as

many as twelve innovations between the highest and lowest schools -- ve

should also note that the ranges both start and end at a higher 'point in

those cities at the ton of the distribution. Yost schools in the highly

innovative cities have more than tl.ro innovations and ore have as many as

fourteen, whereas in the less innovative cities there are many schools with

no innovations at all. The width of the range is also indicated in column

three of Table III.1 where we present the standard deviation for each city.

The cities with the highest mean scores often have high standard deviations\

which is simply another way of showing that there is great variation within
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these cities. °I/ever, there are relatively high standard deviations scat-

tered throughout the distribution indicating that great differences between

the schools within a single city is not lust a phenomenon of the cities with

higher scores.

'n column four of Table III.1 we present the number of schools in each

of the cities which returned questionnaires in the initial Ift.SP study. This

figure represents the number of schools which were used to calculate the mean

scores. 'n the next column we have the figure for the total number of high

schools in each city system. By comparing the two numbers we can assess th:

degree of cooperation for the nASSP study. In eight cities all high schools

resnonded to the survey. In others the resnonse rate was much lover, drop-

ping to 415 in Pittsburgh. The overall response rate "as

In the following analysis of the differences in innovation scores between

the cities we focus on the context, starting with the broadest context -- the

region of the country in which the school is located -- and narrowing our

sights as we consider the city, the school system and finally the effects of

community involvement in the neighborhoods in which the individual schools

are located. be malor portion of our investigation in this chapter examines

variables describing the cities and the school systems. The city character-

istics we include are size, median family income, percent below Poverty level,

racial composition and education level. The school system characteristics

ve examine are size, racial composition of the student enrollment, per rupil

expenditures, teachers' salaries and organization of the central office.

There are several variables "hich we consider relevant as both city and school

system characteristics size, racial composition, and some estimate of the

availability of money. 'Then ye examine these variables as city character-
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TABLE III.1

':EAN INNOVATION SCORFS FOR CITIES

CITY "ean Innovation Range Standard Number of Schools

Score Within City Deviation In-Study/Total

''iami 8.6 3_111 3.4 17/21

'finneapolis 8.6 2-14 3.9 21/27

San Diego 7.3 3-13 2.7 20/21

Omaha 7.4 0-12 4.2 7/7

Seattle 7.3 1-12 3.1 11/14

Oklahoma City 7.1 4-11 2.9 9/15

Sari Antonio 6.8 3-11 2.7 Q/9

Pcrtland 6.3 4-12 2.4 12/18

AtLanta .9 1-10 2.7 21/27

Honolulu 5. 14-7 1.3 5/5

Birmingham 5.11 0-10 2.5 11. /15

Norfolk 5.4 5-7 0. 5/5

Baltimore 5.4 2-11 2.7 15/21

Philadelphia 5.3 0-11 2.9 15/23

Long Beach 5.2 1-9 2.9 5/7

Rochester 5.1 1-10 2. 0/11

Louisville 5.9 0-12 3.r 6/7

Houston 5.0 0-12 3.1 21/25

Phoenix 5.9 2-9 2.4 10/10

San Francisco )..9 2-n p.r 10/10

IIInenver 14.° 3-7 1.7 4/10
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TABLE III.1 (cont.'

CITY 'lean Innovation Range Standard : ?umber of Schools

Score Within City Deviation In -Study /Total

Washington 4.c 2-9 2.5 0/20

Cleveland 4.6 0-9 2.9 16/19

Dallas 4.4 2-12 2.7 20/21

'lemnhis 4,3 1-11 2.3 21/26

Pittsburgh 4.3 2-6 1.7 7/17

Detroit 4.2 2-10 2.5 21/24

St. Paul 1'.1 1-8 2,2 op

Kansas City 4.1 2-7 1.9 10/11

Fort Worth 4.0 1-9 2.1 14/15

St. '.ouis 3.9 1-7 2.3 /15

Indianapolis 3.8 0-8 2.( 12/12

Cincinnati 3.7 1-9 2,9 7/9

Akron 3.7 0-9 3.) 0/10

Los Angeles 3.6 0-10 2.( 44/5(

'Jew York 3.5 0-13 2.9 43/72

Columbus 3.4 1-10 2.4 13/15

Toledo 3.3 0-6 2.2 10/11

Chicago 3.3 0-10 2.2 51/65

Boston 1.2 0-11 2.8 13/16

Vew Orleans 3.2 1-10 2.7 13/15

Newark 3.0 0_4 2.n 9/10

Buffalo 2.4 o-P 2.h 13/20

'filvaukee 2.!' 1-5 1.11 7/15
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istics, -heir relation to the school system is presuau6 to *)t in(groct,

Throughout most of this chapter our dependent variable is the mean inno-

vation score for the cities. n the final section (when we look at the

effects of community involvement in the schools) ve use the innovatior

scores for individual schools discussed in our introductory chapter as our

dependent variable.

Region of the Country

Looking over the distribution of cities in crable III.1, we can see that

there is a pattern in the rank order in which the cities appear. Cities

located in the Prairie/Western, Southwestern and Southern portions of the

country are more :likely to appear at the top of the list than cities from

other regions.' No Northeastern or Border cities appear until we go as far

down as Baltimore and Philadelphia, Ind the first Northcentral city is Cleve-

land, 'n the twenty- second place on the list. This ordering is in line with

popular conceptions that the West is a more innovative region of the country

and that the East is more traditional in its approach to education. However,

When we look more closely at the regional distribution of cities we can see

that there are wide variations within the regions as well as between them.

'n Table 111.2 we Present the regional classification of cities with

the mean scores for the entire region and the standard deviation of the scores

within each region. As we can see, although there are differences between the

regions in this country in the rate at which city school systems within them

adopt educational innovations, there arc also wide variations within most of

1The regional classification of cities is presented in Table III, ?.
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ABLE 111.2

REGIONAL CLASSIFICATION OF CITIES

WITH INNOVATION SCORES, MEANS, AND STANDARD DEVIATION

wow,.

NORTHEAST: BORDER: SOUTHWEST:

Rochester 5.1 -,ouisville 5.0 Fort Worth 4.0

Buffalo 2.4 Kansas City 4.1 Oklahoma City 7.1

Newark 3.0 Cincinnati 3.7 Phoenix 5.0

Boston 3.2 St. Louis 3.9 San Antonio 5.3

Philadelphia 5.3 Washington 4.6 Dallas 4.4

Nev York 3.5 Baltimore 5.14 Houston 5.^

'lean 3.8 Mean 4.5 Mean 5.4

S.D. 1.01 S.D. .61 S.D. 1.14

(6) N (6) JT (6)

NORTHCENTRAL: SOUTHEAST: P1AIRIE/WFSTERN:

Akron 3.7 Miami 8.6 Omaha 7.4

Toledo 3.3 Norfolk 5.4 St. Paul 4.1

Columbus 3.4 Birmingham 5.4 Portland 6.3

Indianapolis 3.8 Atlanta 6.0 Long Beach 5.2

Pittsburgh 4.3 Memphis 4.3 Minneapolis 8.6

Milwaukee 2.4 New Orleans 3.2 Denver 4.8

Cleveland 4.6 Seattle 7.3

Detroit 4.2 San Diego 7.8

Chicago 3.3 San Francisco 4.8

Los Angeles 3.6

?1 r. 3.7 Mean 5.5 Mean 4.0

S.D. .r3 S.D. 1.66 S.D. 1.43

rr (9) N (6) N (10)
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the regions and, particularly, in the Western and Southeastern areas. Although

the western portion of this country may be more innovative, not all cities in

the rest conform to this standard. And, in the South we cen see that the high

mean is to a great, extent determined by the high scores in Miami and Atlanta,

two atypical Southern cities. This leads us to suspect that perhars the dif-

ference between the regions is created more by city factors than regional ones,

i.e., that there is something about the cities in certain portions of the coun-

try that allow for more innovation rather than the fact that there is a regional

ethos. Below when we look at variables describing the cities ve will he able

to account for some of the findings noted above.

Cities and School Systems

Size

We first examine the relation of size to the adoption of innovations.

We want to know whether the size of the city population is in any way related

to the rate at which the cities adopt innovations in their schools. In the

nopular literature one frequently reads about the distinct problems of 'big

cities and their school systems. Whether the larger cities have more problems

because of their size alo,c or bccou-, of otl-er ol,mcterigticc IThich nr

related to size is not always clear. For instance, larger cities are more

likely to have a variety of social problems that compete with education for

funds as well as more highly bureaucratized school systems.

n this study we examine only the largest cities in the nation. There-

fore we cannot draw distinctions between very large and very small cities and

totally clarify the effects of city size on school systems. On the other

hand, the cities in the study do cover a fairly broad spectrum of size them-
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selves and therefore we can see whether there is any effect of size ahove a

certain level.

The cities in our study range in size of population from a by in Akron

of 275,425 to a high-in New York City of almost eight million.1 Among these

cities, population size has a decided negative relation to the mean number of

innovations adopted in the school system (r = -.28). In Table 11.3 we can see

that the relationship betv,,en city size and innovation rates is basically a

linear one.

TABLE 111.3

;EMI INNOVATION SCORES FOR CITIES

BY SIZE OF CITY

CITY SIZE

Small (below 500,000)

tedium (500,000 to 5o0,9oq)

Large (over 700,000)

''jean Innovation Scores Number of Cities

5.3 10

4.9 11

4.2 14

r (4h)

Our question then is what rakes larger cities less likely to innovate

than smaller ones and, more specifically, what is there about cities with popu-

lations over 700,000 that inhibits the adoption of innovations. Before we

attempt to explain this relationship by the introduction of other city charac-

teristics, we want to see whether we find a similar relationship between size

1City population size was obtained from th' 1070 census, or. cit.
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and innovation at the school system level.

Naturally, city population size is highly related to the size of the high

school enrollment (r = .64).1 The correlation is not perfect because cities

vary in the proportions of the population in different age groups (i.e., some

cities are "younger" than others and have a higher pronortion of school-age

children). Also, cities differ in the Percent of students who attend private

schools.2 When talking about the size of the educational system, we vant to

emphasize again that we are looking only at one end of a spectrum. We do not

include any school system with fewer than 11,000 students and van), school sys-

tems in this country are consicerably smaller.

he data from other studies which have examined the relation between

school systemsize and the adoption of new educational practices is contradic-

tory. At least one study has found that size of school district enrollment is

Positively related to innovation in districts with enrollments ranging from (00

to 99,000 students3 whereas another assumes that large cities always fare 'worse

because "thc' sheer size of the central city school system becomes of overriding

importance when one considers the logistics of change." (Italics mine)
4 Re-

1School enrollment obtained from the 1970 census, op. cit.

2The proportion of students who attend private schools ranges from 33d-

to 401, with an overall mean of 27%. This data eras obtained fror the 1970 cen-

sus, op. cit., which lists separately figures for public school enrollment and

total school enrollment.

3Ronald G. Havelock and Mary C. Havelock, Educational Innovation in the
United States, Vol. 1: The National Survey: The Substance and the Process,
(Center for Research on Utilization of Scientific Knowledge, Institue for
Social Research, Ann Arbor, 'lichigan, 1973), p. 20.

Morris Janowitz, Institution Building in Urban Education (University of

Chicago Press, Chicago, 1971) D. 23.
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search on industrial organizations suggests that larger organizations adopt ne'r

ideas and new technioues At a faster rate than smaller organizations, although

there is some indication that the relationship right be curvilinear, with tIle

very large organizations eing somewhat less innovative than the Tedium-sized

ones. 1

lAt the city size (or its correlates) influences education independently

of size of enrollment is suzre.ste; ly the fact thct there is only a weak rela-

tion tetween thz.. nurbcr of students enrolled in the public hi411 sch:,ls am'. the

innov-ticn rate -f the system (r .21) ane n- relation between the number of hirh

schools in the school system and innovation rates, although this measure of

school system size is also highly related to city population size (r = A).

Since 'e find only a slight relaticnshi: between school syster size one inno-

vation rates, we susrect that whatever is cousin- the relationship-between city size

and innovation rates, it must have sonethirg to do with the resources at the

disposal of the city or with the characteristics of the population rather than

the fact of size alone. Therefore, we now turn to examine a series of variahles

which differentiate the cities to se' whether they he]r to explain our finding.

Money

One way in which large and snail cities nay differ is in the amount of

money that is available both in terms of individual family incomes and expend-

itures for education. :n the analysis below we first consider two measures of

the wealth of the city population and then turn to the cuestion of Per pupil

cxnenditures in the school system.

lA review of the relevant literature on this cucstion car bP found in
Ronald n. Havelock, 111En!p&for Innovation through iiss:nination and utiliza-
tion of Knortilege (Ann Arbor, Ilichigan- rnstitute for Socia] Research, Univer-

^4+7 "ir'MP"in 11-(.r) Section F. n.
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We use two separate measures of the wealth of tho city population: the

first is median fanny income which allo,rs us to assess the general standard

of living in the city: the second is the percent cf the city nonulatior that

lives below the poverty level. We use this measure bncausr we vant to be

certain_ that /e pick up any inecualities in education in cities including manv

poor people.

Neither of these measures has a significant correlation with the innova-

tion rate in a city. .1though the median family income is positively correlated

with city size (r = .3P,) it cannot explain the negative relationship hetwnen

size and innovation rates since it is the larger cities which have more wealth,

and this factor is unrelated to innovation.

"On2 thing we may be sure of in the study of adaptability. kdaptabilitv

is influenced by the amount of money spent. "1 With this assertion Ross opens

his chapter on the relationship tetween financial resources and adaptability

in which he cites much research data (deriving nrimarily from the Mort studies)

1417ich seem to confirm his initial statement. Rowever, some other, more recent,

research by Carlson2 and Janowitz3 has yielded contradictory findings. Carlson

found a rather low relation between expenditure nor child (his measure of finan-

cial resources) and amount of adoption of new educational practices. And

Janowitz has roted that a large part of the thrust for increased funds has been

to reduce class size and not to introduce change into urban school systems.

1Donald P. Ross (ed.), Administration for Adaptability (Fey York: Yetro-

politan School Study Council, Teachers College, Columbia University, 1958),

pp. 362-402.

-Richard O. Carlson, The Adoption of Education Innovations (Pugene,

Oregon: University of Oregon Press, 19(5), p.

3Janowitz, cp. cit., p. 21.
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r findings are more in line with those of Carlson and Janovitz than

the earlier studies. Per pupil expenditures for the cities in our study ranges

from a low of in Birminglan to a high of almost three tines that much in

7ochester.' 'be overall mean for per pupil exnenditures_in the,ic- cities in

1970 was tiRr. As we cen see in Table 111.4 there is a slight negative rela-

tion between per pupil exnenditures and the adoption of innovation.

TABLE 111.4

'TAN INNOVATION SCORES FO'l CITIES

BY PEP. PUPIL T:XPENDITTIRES

Per Pupil Exnenditures lean Innovation Scor-'s (N)

$300 to ".5419 5.1 13

"00 to 4-699 5.3 11

4;700 to 799 h.0 13

M .,(10 and over 4.'"' 7

(41)

Prom our findings ve would argue that the amount of ronev sent for

education on a per pupil basis does not necessarily reflect the commitment of

a co- unity to creating high quality education. In fact, per pupil expenditure

--)robably reflects the expense of running a school systen more than conmitment

to auality education, since it is positively correlated to city size (r = . )

and necatively to the percent -)f the populatirn livinp below the poverty level

Per Pupil Expenditure data obtained from Direst of 7ducational

Statistic, on. cit.
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(r - -.2k), variables which would relate to the neneral cost of living.

However, oar findings have to be put in perspective. Many writers in

discussing the problems of urban education emphasize the crucial variant of

Llon'y, noting that cities receive proportionally less state aid than other

communities,
1 and that costs in large cities are much higher than in suburban

or rural areas with the result that the same amount of money has less potential

for actually being spent on improving the education it cities than in other

areas. Our data do not speak to these Points directly. We are not referring

to the issue of ouality of education but only to the extent to which a school

system is willing to experiment in new educational techniques. And on this

issue, our data show that when looking at differences among cities -- rather

than between cities and other types of communities -- financial resources alon:

are not sufficient to create an innovative climate.

Racial Composition

We now introduce the racial composition of the city and of the school

system as variables which may help to shed light on the relationship between

city size and innovation.

The racial composition of the city population is related to the mean in-

novation rate of a city. The higher the proportion of whites in the population

as a whole, the greater the likelihood that the school system will be innova-

tive (r = .25). The proportion of a city that is neither white nor Black is

not related to the number of innovations in the city school system at all.

However, the larger the percentage of Blacfrs in the city population, the lover

the mean number of innovations (r =

1Seynour Sacks and Davie Ramney, The Allocation of Fiscal resources tc

Lar e City School Districts (Syracuse: Syracuse University Press, 191P).
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In the tables below we will use the proportion of Blacks in a city rather

than any other racial or ethnic group to describe the comnosition because the

census definition is clearer for Blacks than it is for whitest and because

whether the remainder of the city's population is Caucasion or of some other

minority group does not seen to be as relevant a distinction. A large Oriental

or Spanish surname population does not hn.ve any significant effect or. innova-

tion.2 It is important to note, however, that when we employ the variable per-

cent Black to describe a city, this does not mean that the city is otherwise

mostly white, since several of the cities with small Flack populations have

other minority :,epulatiens.3

Ao Table III.5a makes clear, the negative rolation between the Percent

of the population that is Black and innovativeness is )"r no means a strictly

linear one. The correlation is masking a "step" rflntifnihip. Then_ ere' duly

slight differences between the several groupings of cities with more than a

10m Black population but the ten cities with less than a 101 Flack population

are, -hen combined, far r'ore likely to br high on innovation. (This is not to

say, of course, that no city with a significant Blae, population has a high

mean innovation score: Miami and Oklahoma City both have Black populations

which exceed 105 of the total and have innovation scores of A.F and 7.1

respectively.)

irhe, 107o census defines populations as being White, Negro and only

in some cases uses other other classifications. Therefore Spanish and other

Populations are occasionally classified as Whites.

2There is no relationship between the percent of the school population

that is neither white nor Black and mean innovation scores.

3For instance, the Southwestern cities contain sizeable mexican-American

populations,
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TABLE III.5a

'.F.AF ITTOWTION SCORrS "OP CITIES

BY PERCENT OF CITY POPULATIOF THAT IS BLACK

Percent Black "lean Innovation Scores Number of Cities

Less than l0 6.3 10

10% to 10° 4.3 14

20% to 39"/ 11.3 11

over 40'1 4.5 9

(113)*

If we examine the relationship between racial composition and innovation

at the school syster level we find a similar relationship. 'lean innovation

scores are strongly related in a negative direction to the percent of the stu-

dent body that is Black (r = -.47); rot at all to the nercent of the student

body that is Caucasian; and only slightly, positively, related to the percent

that is neither Black nor Caucasian (r = .19). This means that some of the

cities that have high innovation rates have large non-Black minority student

populations and that these populations do,not inhibit the rate of innovation.

However, these are also, generally, cities with small Black populations. There-

fore, e assume that what is causing the relationship is the absence of a Black

minority and not the presence of other minority groups.

The relationship between thcs proportion of the sc. 1 system population

'All tables which include the variable of racial composition Exclude
Hawaii because the racial situation there is totally different than that in

the con'inental U.S. cities.
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that is Black and nean innovation scores when examined in ta}ular form (To-sif

III.5b) appears very much as it did when examined at the city level: there is,

again, a "tipping point" above which differences in the percent of the student

population that is Black have no effect on innovation rates. School systers

,7ith more than 20f4 Black students are far less likely to be innovative than

school systems with fewer Blacks. (The difference in "+inping points" between

the city level and the school system level can probably be ascribed to the fact

that Blacks have a higher birthrate than whites -- and therefore have more

school-age children -- and the fact that Olen. there are more Blacks in a

school systen more parents may send *heir children to private schools.) In any

case, the ten cities with small Black student ropulations arc the same cities

with few Blacks in the population as a whole. They are Denver, Long Beach,

Minneapolis, Omaha, Rioenix, Portland, San Antonio, San Diego, Seattle and St.

Paul.

TABLE III.5b

'1EAN INNOVATION SCORES FOR CITIES

BY PERCENT OF HIGH SCHOOL ENROLLMENT THAT IS FLACK

Percent Student Population
That Is Black Mean Innovation Scores Number of Cities

Less than 20 6.3 10

20% to 29Z 4.1 11

30Z to 30% 4.3 11

Over 4(1, 4.3 11

(43)
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Size and Racial Corposition

We nov turn hack to the oultion of the relation b.,,tween city size ard

innovation rates to see wheth,r the findings about racial corposition of the

city population help to clarif7 it. Although there is no statistical correla-

tion between city Si70 and the racial composition of a city C ecause of a

slightly curvilinear relationship) if C look at theses two variables in tebular

form (able it is clear that there is some positive relationship. No

city with a population of over 700,00n tlas a Piaci- population which comprises

less than 107 of the total city population, whereas a total of twelve smaller

cities have rrlativcly s'iall Black populations. Giv'n our findings about the

relation between racial composition ard innovation, it is not surprising that

when we look at innovation rates within categories of city size and tilt, percent

of the city population that is Blac', the relationship hetween city size and

innovation essentially disappears. Looking at the rows in Table 111.7 we find

no consistent effects of city size on innovation rates. However, if wt' read

down the columns ws can see that tLe relationship between the percent of the

city population that is Black and innovation scores persists quite strongly

and in much the same form as before.

Since neither city nor school system size have any consistent re]ation

to innovation independent of the relation of the percent of the city or school

system population that is Black, we now want to as that it is about cities or

school systems that have substantial Black minority populations which make them

less likely to innovate.

é first want to consider the question of desegregation. Obviously,

school systems with large rroportions of Black students are likely to have

dealt with the problems of desegregation during the pest decade. 'rhe effort
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TABLE 111.6

PERCENT BLACK POPUIATION PY CITY Sin

CITY SNP

Percent Black Population Small Medium Lanle

Less than 10'f 29!/ 451

10% to 19% 33 VI h3°/

Over 20% 39 3( 57

(len1 (09q) (100d)

N 19 11 14

TAPU 111.7

MEAm INNOVATION SCORFS FOR CITIFS

BY SIZF AND RACIAL COMPOSITION

CITY SI ?.1

Percent Black Population Small Medium Large,

Less than 10% 6.3

(5) (5) (0)

10% to 19% 5.3 3.3 3.7

(K) (2) (6)

Over 20", L.4

(7)

3.9

(it) (S)

involved in working out a viable plan for ending school scgr'- gation might have

interfered with other school system operations and, in particular, with research

into new educational practices sine? innovation can hr. sA aside for a time

without endangering other iiportan' school functions. 11so, it is Possible
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that school systems with large Keel- stud,nt populations would attempt to main-

tain a "low profile" du.^ing a period of tension. If the introduction of major

innovations would draw attention to the school systems and raise new Questions

such as whether the innovations were being "distributed" eauallv to Blaclr and

white schools, school administrators might decide to eschew such practices

until they could do so without risking adverse, Publicity.

In fact, however, we find no difference in innovation rates between school

systems which have dealt with problems of desegregation and those which have

not. Among the 26 school systems for which we have data, 9 answered affirma-

tively to the question:

Were any high schools in the. school system desegregated through a
ruling from the Central Office or by Court Order prior to or dur-

ing the 1967-9 school year?'

The mean innovation scores for these nine schools was 5.1, the same as for the

17 school systems which had not implemented any desegregation plan. If we

control for the racial composition of the school system, these findings remain

the same. ix cities with Black student enrollments of over 20'" were dPsegre-

gated and 11 were not. The scores for these two groups of cities are 4.7 and

4.3 respectively. Among the cities with fewer than 20f1 Black students there

were only two which were desegregated. The mean scores for these two cities

arc somewhat lower than for the six cities which die not desegregate (scores

of 5. and 4.5 respectively). However, ith co fey cases, and with the direc-

tion opposite to that in the cities with larger Black populations, we would

not wish to draw any conclusions. Therefore, we tentatively can say that the

differences between cities with large Black student populations and those with

1This question vss asked in the survey of central offices which is fur-

ther described in Appendix D.
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20% or less Black student enrollment is not due to the fact that the former group

of cities have dealt directly with problems of racial balance during the past ten

years. On the other hand, it remains likely that the existence of a difficult

racial situation it; a major factor in determining innovation rates.

Education Level

The next variable we introduce -- the percent of a city population which

has graduated from high school -- potentially can explain the relationships

discussed above since it is plausible that the higher percentage of Blacks in

a city depresses 1:nnovation because of a lower percentage of high school grad-

uates. It is frequently argued that communities with a high number of well-

educated parents have better schools because these parents have the knowledge

and ability to make certain that their concern with education is translated

into action by the school board and other educators. This argument is summed

up by Kumpf who asserts that educational level is a key component of the type

of community most likely to support innovative schools:1

An adaptable school tends to be located in a community which . . .

tends to be high in per capita wealth, ner pupil expenditures for
education, percent of eighth grade, high school and college grad-
uates. A fairly high median (educational level) has been attained
by those who are twenty-five years of age and older in the com-
munity. . . . It has a high level of understanding of what schools
can do.

In our sample of cities the percent of the population that has graduated

from high school (our measure of educational level) ranges from 33% in St.

Louis and Newark to 66% in San Diego and Honolulu.2 The relation between the

percent of a population with at least a high school education and the city

innovation rate is a fairly strong linear one (r = .28): the mean city innova-

tion scores rise with each additional 10% of the populatior that has graduated

1Carl H. Kumpf, The Adaptable School (New York: Macmillan Co., 1952),
pp 13-15.

2
Percent high school graduates data obtained from 1970 census, op. cit.
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from high schoo...

As we might expect, given the well-known findings about differences in

mean education levels between the various subpopulations of this country, the

percent of a city population that has graduated from high school is negatively

related to the percent of the population that istlack (r =

The question therefore is whether it is something unique about the

racial composition of a city that is determining the innovation level -- e.g.,

the fact that cities in which there is a higher proportion of Blacks face

unique problems which may inhibit the adoption of innovations in the school

system -- or whether educational level is an impoLcant determinant, independ-

ent of its relation to the percent of the city population that is Black.

In Table 111.8 we show the mean innovation rates of the cities within

our categories of the percent of the population that is Black and percent of

the population with at least a high school education. Examining the table we

find, by reading down the columns, that there are ne independent effects of

education level. Within the categories of percent Black, there are only slight

and inconsistent differences between cities with different proportions of the

population with a high school education. Reading across, however, we see that

the relationship between the percent of the city that is Black and innovation

rates persists quite strongly: the ten cities with fewer Blacks have higher

innovation rates than the remaining thirty-three cities no matter what educa-

tional level we examine. The data suggest (although there are very few cases)

that although education level may be an important determinant of innovativeness

in some communities, among the larger cities in this country there are other

factors which are far more important. Whereas in small communities it may be

possible for a well-educated population to determine the quality of the schools,
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in the large cities tither factors intervere.

TABLE 111.8

MEAN INNOVATION SCORES FOR CITIES

BY PERCENT BLACK POPULATION

AND PERCENT HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATES

PERCENT CITY POPULATION BLACK

Low Medium High
Percent High School Graduates (Less than 102) (10 to 19%) (Over 20%)

30% to 33% -- -- 3.9
(0) (0) (5)

40% to 43% 6.8 3.8 4.6
(1) (3) (10)

502 to 592 5.7 4.6 4.6
(4) (8) (4)

Over 60% 6.7 4.2 --
(5) (3) (0)

Up to this point, then, we have not found any characteristics of cities

or their populations which account for differences in innovation rates except

for the proportion of the city that is Black. Variables which researchers in

the past have found to be important determinants of innovation levels in small

communities such as the size of the system, the amount of money available and

the education level of the community do not operate in the same way within

the large cities. Below we will lock more closely at the immediate context of

the schools, examining; parent involvement. Then we will look at several other

school system features: teachers' salaries, the presence or absence of a teachers'

union and the relationship between the central office and the individual schools

in the system. Before moving on, however, we would like to point out that our
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finding that cities with larger proportions of Blacks living in them are less

likely to innovate helps to explain, to some extent, the variations within and

between regions noted above. All ten of the cities with small Black popula-

tions are located in either the Southwest or the Prairie/West portions of the

country. If we control for the percent of Blacks living in a city, we find

that in the rver 10% Unck column the Prairie/West repicn is no 1-nrer extraor-

dinarily high and that, althouFh some regional differences remain,-they are

much reduced. This indicates that in part the differences between regions are

because of the racial composition of the cities included in the region.

TABLE 111.9

MEAN INNOVATION SCORES FOR EACH REGION

CONTROLLING FOR PERCENT OF CITY POPULATION THAT IS BLACK

PERCENT CITY POPULATION BLACK

Low

(Less than 1OZ)

High
(Over 10ZI

NORTHCENTRAL 3.7

(9)

NORTHWEST 3.8
(6)

BORDER 4.5
(6)

SOUTHEAST 5.5
(6)

SOUTHWEST 5.9 5.1

(2) (4)

PRAIRIE/WEST 6.4 4.2

(8) (2)
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=unity Involverent

Much cf the research on inn_vation in schools un to this tire has focussed

on school systems locatee in communitL,c. far smaller than the large ue-an envi-

ronments wt" surround the schools in this stucly. This fact right he17: to

explain why we have not here ,4.uplicate some findin., of past research. For

instance, we have not found the ee.ucation level or income level of the city

population makes any difference in the innovation rates in the system as a

whole. rut, we are nct exanininr these variatles at the same level as has

teen !one in the past. Cities are made op cf many different types of commu-

nities and t.y looking at 'averages- as we have, it is not surprising that we

cannot duplicate the findinFs cf those who focussed on snaller, more homoge-

neous units. There is, however, one way in which we can examine the individual

school's relations with their immediate neighborhood context, any' this is ty

lockinp at parent involvement it the schools. In the past it has been noted

that the degree to which parents are concerned with and involved in thn educa-

tional process of their children can 1-e a crucial factor in deterrininp th.e

-duality of the education provic ec.
1 TT e want to know whether within cities such -

involvement is possitle an' further whethcx it has any impact on the type of

education which occurs.

In the NAssr study the principals were asked to indicate the extent to

which lay people from the community wrc irvrAmed in activities conductec ty

the school. They were offered a list of sevr'n activities and were asked to

check whether community involvement occurre' lrfreouently", 2)"sometimes":

3)"naver or almost Dryer. The seven activfties are listed in Tl!le III.1C

41, 1Kumpf, op. cit.
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along with the percont principalF who rospondce that pa_nts wore inv.'lved

'frenuently."

TAME

COILMUNITY INvOLVMEPT ACTIVITIES

:ERCErT OF SCPCOLS
PFSPOrDIYG

ACTIVITIES "FREMENTLY"

Overall educational planninp for this

school 112 (553)

Overall evaluation of this school's proPram
rlanning and /or supervising supplementary

educational expericnces for the sttv!ents

92

13%

(657)

(656)

Planning and/or supervising aspects of this
school's student activity prc^rams :3% (65?)

Career development programs involving
teaching assistance with increlsinp
responsi)-ilities 147 (64S)

Advisers fcr special instructional pro-rams 247 (15'1)

Occupational information planning c- nferences 242 (64:)

Note: N's vary Isecause of different response rates.

A score fcr community invnlvement was createrl for each individual school

ry adding the nun'er of frequent responses, weifltinP the first two items

(overall educational plannip2 and overall evaluatton) as two since they seemed

to le m-re important and also to occur with less regular4ty than many of the

other itens.1 The scores for the schools -n this vorielle of community involve-

ment ranee from 0 to with an overall mean of 3.2.

The degree to which the community irmeeintely surroundir- r, school is

lwe do not use cities in this analysis !.ecause the range of scores for

the schools within the cities were too broad for us to coeine them into a

valid single indicator.
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TAUE III.11

COMMUNITY INVCLVTNENT AND INNOVialON PATES

(FOR INDIVIDUAL SCHOOLS)

Community Involvement:
(Number of activities in w Percent -4 Schools

which lay penple "frequently- with Hiph Innovation Rates*

involved) (5 or more)

Very Low (n-1)

Moderately Lcv (2-4)

Moderately Piph (5-9

High (7-',)

It?

337 (1e9)

447 (1.9)

51% (158)

(-),!: (121)

Note: This variable has bean olcscribed above. Cf. p. 15,

Chapter I.

involved in the educfltional processes which tare niece in the school is

strorvly related to the rate at which the ;ellen' innovates. As we can see in

Table III.11 schools in which there is frecuent lay involvement in a wide range

of activities arc far mere innovativ: than schools in which the community is

rarely invrAved. We do nct necessarily want to draw a direct connection

between these.-two phenomena an argue that parent involvement creates or causes

innovatic,n. It is possible that the two eerive from an underlyinr administra-

tive commitment to flexibility which encourapes both the involvement of indi-

viduals outside of the lureaucracy in eeucationel rrograms ns well as the

adoption of innovations. It is also p,7ssPle that the impulse for lay involve-

ment stems frcm the community itself and is an indication of dissatisfaction

and pressure for change. In our next chapter we will discuss this further and
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dervmstrote that althu:h community inyclvement iP always related to inn ^va -

tion, the relaticnship is far str-n7or in snmc tyres nf cormunities (as

reflected 1,57 the compnsition cf the student enrcllment) than in others. We

will alsn examine there the effects of community involvement on the discrim-

ination with which the inncvations are selected.
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School System

Teachers' Salaries

At the school system level, a variable which might reflect the importance

a community places on the educational process is the amount they are willing

to pay to acquire and retain good teachers. Our data, however, show only a

slight positive relation between teachers' salaries and rates of innovation:

the mean innovation score for cities with annual teachers' salaries over $8,000

is 5.1; the mean innovation scores for cities which pay their teachers less

than that amount is 4.7.
1

Further, teachers' salary is negatively related

to the percent of the student population that is Black (r = -.35). Of the

seven cities with less than a 20% Black student enrollment (for which we have

data on teachers' salaries) only two (28%) grant their teachers mean salaries

of less than $8,000 a year. Of the twenty-seven cities with larger Black stu-

dent enrollments, eighteen (66%) pay their teachers annual salaries of less

than $8,000. The mean innovation scores controlling for teachers' salaries

and percent of the student Population that is Black are shown in Table 111.12.

TABLE 111.12

KILN INNOVATION SCORES FOR CITIES

BY PERCENT BLACK STUDENT ENROLLMENT AND TEACHERS SALARIES

Teachers' Salaries

Under $8,000

$8,000 and over

PERCENT STUDENT ENROLLMENT THAT IS FLACK

Over 20% Under 20%

4.2 8.0

(18) (2)

4.4 6.1

(9) (5)

1Data on teachers' salaries obtained from Digett of Educational
Statistics, Op. cit.
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Even with a limiter'. number of cases, it seems obvious that innovation

rates are more determined by the racial composition of the student population

than they are by the amount of money that the school system is willing to pay

its teachers. In fact, teachers' salaries, like per pupil expenditures, -Pom

to be related more to factors such as family median income (r = .40), city

size (r = .39) and the percentage of high school graduates (r = .44) than to

a commitment to education as evidenced by innovation. If school systems with

fewer Blacks are more likely to pay their teachers Fond salaries, it may well

be because that is what is demanded in a community where the standard of living

is generally higher.

Teachers' Unions

There is another side to the issue of salaries. They may be determined

to some extent by whether or not the teachers in a school system are represented

by a union.
1 We find, with 22 cases that in the school systems where the

teachers are represented by a union, the salaries are, on the average, almost

$1,000 higher than where there is no union looking after the interests of the

teachers. Teachers' unions may also affect innovations rates but the effect

it will have is debatable. Some teachers argue that a union will help them

become more professional and that they will be more likely to support high

quality educational practices. Opponents of unions argue that when teachers

are represented by a union they might show more resistance to what they con-

sider threats to their autonomy and with union support will effectively block

any changes. In our data we do not fine any significant differences in inno-

1The questionnaire mailed to the Cer..ral Office of each school system
asked for information about union representation (cf. Arrendix D). Of the

twenty-two cities which responded to this questionnaire, teachers were rep-
resented by a union in fifteen.
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vaticn levels between th,sc cities where the teachers are represented by a

union and those in which they are not. Thus we cannot support either view.

However, the teachers unions are a relatively recent phenomenon and our data

may not reflect any impact they may have had since the late 1960's.

Decentralization

The relationship of the degree of decentralization to innovation is one

which has been explored in a variety of organizations. In most cases it is

found that organizations with a decentralized administrative structure have a

higher rate of adoption of innovation. For instance, defining centralization

as the "concentration of power and decision making in the hands of a small

proportion of individuals," Hage and Aiken argue that the higher the centraliza-

tion the lower the rate of program change. The supporting rationale for this

is 1)when power is located in the hands of a few individuals, these individuals

are less likely to experiment because they feel that they might lose their

power; 2)more participation in decision-making has the potential for bringing

many diverse ideas forward that may identify new areas for change, but less

participation does not; and 3)more decentralization also leads to conflict in

perspectives for dealing with issues which is likely to identify new areas for

change) Along these lines, Cillie found that schools with decentralized

decision-making apparatus adopted more new programs than did centralized

schools. 2 Outside of the field of education, Pen-David in his study of medical

research found that the development of medical techniques and programs pro-

1Jerald Hage and Michael Aiken, Social Change in Complex Organizations
(New York: Random House, 1970), p. 38.

2Francois Cillie, Centralization or Decent/ lization: A Study in
Educational Adaptation (New York: Teachers College, Columbia University
Press, 1940), p. 195.
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gressed more slowly in countries with highly centralized medical research

organizations. 1

Some other resesAzhers add qualifications to these conclusions. In a

discussion of the effects of various organization characteristics on innova-

tion, Zaltman et. al. note that "centralization can have different effects at

different stages of the innovation process. Less centralization arpears to

LU more appropriate in gathering and processing the information at the initia-

tion stage . . . However, at the implementation stage it may be that more strict

channels of authority can reduce potential conflict and ambiguity that could

impair implementation."2 Similarly it has been noted that while deceLtralization

may increase the likelihood of responsiveness at the local level, innovations

which demand a large outlay of money or central office approval may be more

easily implemented in a highly centralized system.3

Most discussions of centralization use a measure describing the concen-

tration of decision-making power in the hands of a small number of individuals.

In our discussion we use a similar variable which reflects the degree to which

the school systems allow decision-making to take place; at the individual

school level (cf. below). We also include a measurf4 of "ecological" decen-

tralization, i.e., whether the school district is divioec: into a number of smaller

units for administrative purposes. In large cities (e.g. Wm York) one of

the responses to demands for community control has been the formation of local

1Joseph Ben-David, "Scientific Productivity and Acs3emic Organization in
Nineteenth-Century Medicine," The Sociology of Science, ed. Lernard Barber and

Walter Hirsch (New York: The Free Press, 1962), pp. 305-328.

2Gerald Zaltman et. al., Innovations and Organizazto14 (New York: John

Wiley and Sons, 1973), p. 146.

3Allen H. Barton, Or anizationsl Measurement and Its Bearlo on the Stud
of College Environments (Princeton: College Entrance Examination Board, 1961),
p. 26.
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oftices to aan.qe administrative pro1lems within more discrete areas. Although

the tw types decentralization -- decision-making and ecological -- may

coincide, they need not. kor instance, a school system may have a number of

separate offices which handle administrative problems as they arise but have

no control over the decisions per se.

Our first measure of decentralization derives from questions asked of

principals about the decision-making process in their school systems. The

principals were asked to indicate at what level decisions relating to five

areas of school policy were made. The five areas were: 1)selection and

hiring of teaching staff; 2)decisions regarding the content of specific

courses, 3)total school budget; 4)diplome requirements; and 5)decision tc

introduce a new course. For each area the principals were given four options.

1) Decision made at the central administrative level without the
principals' involvement.

2) Decision made at the central administration level with prin-
cipals' called in for consultation and suggestions.

3) Decision made by principals but with the approval of the central
administration, or under central administration guidelines.

4) Decision made by principals without the approval of the central
administration.

The principals were given a single score on a variable we can consider to be

individual "autonomy" created by adding the individual scores for each of the

five areas of decision-making. A high score indicates that the decision-making

power rests more with the principal than with the central office; a low score

indicates control at the ccatral office level. The scores for the principals

within a single city were than averaged to provide a mean "decentralization"

score for each city.i These Acores range from 2.8 tc. 7.8 with an %',,erall mean

felt this was a legitimate Procedure because the standard deviations
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-f 5.6. Th, distributtn of cities along this variable is presentee in Tall(

TABLE 111.13

DISTRIBUTION OF CITIES

ON DECISION-MAKING DECENTRALIZATION SCORES

SCORES Percent of Cities N

Low (Below 4.0) 232 10

Medium (4.1 to 5.9) 42 18

High (6.0 and over) 35 : 15

(1002) (43)

Decentralization within a city school system is related to the rate at

which the system innovates: school systems which are more highly decentralized,

i.e., allow for more decision-making at the individual school level, are more

innovative than those in which most of the decision-making takes place in the

superintendent's office (Table 111.14). School systems in which the princi-

pals are permitted to act more autonomously allow more flexibility. If all

decisions have to go through the central office, the principals are less

able to respond quickly and appropriately to their perceptions of what changes

are needed in their schools.

for the scores within cities were relatively low. Therefore we assume that

decentralization of decision-staking is a matter of central office policy

rather than a response to individual principals.
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TArLE 111.14

INNOVATION SCORES FOR CITIES

GROUPED BY DECENTRALIZATION SCORES

Decentralization Scores Mean Innovation Scores (N)

Low (Below 4.0) 3.9 (10)

tbdium (4.1 to 5.9) 4.8 (18)

High (6.0 and over) 5.5 (15)

Interestingly, our indicator of decentralization is also related, n,,ga-

tively, to the percent of the student enrollment that is Mack. The ten

cities which are low on decentralization are more likely to he the highly

Black cities (Table 111.15). This is possibly a result of the fact that

cities with larger Black populations have been confronted with more public

attention and criticism. The climate of concern over urban education in such

cities might have created a more defensive stance in the administrators of

these school systems. Centralization might halm resulted as the administrators

attempted to equalize the educational programs in the schools within the city

or tried to handle problems of deseFregation.

fa,

TABLE 111.15

PERCENT OF SCHOOL SYSTEMS WITH HIGH BLACK ENROLLMENT

BY DECENTRALIZATION SCORES

Decentralization Scores Percent ilia Black Enrollment

Low (Below 4.0) 90% (10)

Itdium (4.1 to 5.9) 842 (18)

High (6.0 and over) 152 (15)
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Even when we control for the percent of the student bcdy that is Elack,

however, we find that decentralization is related to innovation, although this

relationship is prominent only among the cities with large Flack student popu-

lations. As we can see in Table 111.16, among these cities there is a differ-

ence of over one point in the mean innovation scores between those cities

which are highly centralized and those in which the principals are granted

considerable autonomy.

TALLE III.16

MEAN INNOVATION SCORES CONTROLLING

FOR PERCENT CLACK AND DECENTRALIZATION

PERCEUT BLACK

Decentralization Low High

Low (Below 4.0) 5.2 3.8

(6) (9)

Me'ima (4.1 to 5.9) 7.3 4.3

"(3) (15)

High (6.0 and over) 6.1 5.2

(6) (9)

We now turn to the question of ecological decentralization. In the

questionnaires mailed to the central offics of each city school system we

asked the question: "Was the central office of the school system divided into

a number of smaller district officers (i.e., decentralized) prior to or during

the 1968-69 school year." Out of twenty-five responding school systems, ten

answered affirmatively. Primarily it was the larger school systems that were

ecologically decentralized: the mean number of high schools for the ecologically

decentralized systems was 34 whereas the mean number of high schools in the

99



84

other systems was 15. These that had a policy of ecolocical decentralization

had slightly lower decision-makino decentralization scores (mean of 5.3) than

those that were nct ecologically decentralized (mean of 5.8). Moreover, the

ecologically decentralized school systems were no higher on innovation. In

fact, the average innovation scores for those school systems with district

offices were somewhat lower than those for the others: mean scores of 4.7 and

5.4 respectively. Naturally, since we are dealing with so few cases at this

point it would be bc,ld to draw any definite conclusions from our findings.

However, the evidence indicates that a policy of ecological decentralization

does not seem tc give the principals any greater sense that they are in control

of the policies within their own buildings and does not increase the likelihood

of innovation. In many cases ecological decentralization may just be a way for

the school systems to simplify their administration without demonstrating any

greater flexibility or responsiveness to the needs of the separate communities.

Superintendents

Much of the theory and research on innovation in school systems presup-

poses a vital role for the superintendent and other members of the city-wide

administrative hierarchy. First, it is argued that the superintendent is

important because he stands at the top of the hierarchy of his school system

and innovations are most likely to come from the top down. For instance,

Wayland argues that "successful innovations are more likely to be achieved

when initiated by administrative officials, not cnly because of the power of

their office, but also because they are in a position to handle the system

problems, inevitably associated with innovations in an on-going system."'

'Sloan Wayland, "Structural Features of American Education as Easic Factors

in Innovation," Innovation in Education, ed. Matthew Miles (New York: Cureau of

Publications, Teachers College, Columbia University, 1964), pp. 612-613.
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Similarly, Griffiths asserts "Alen chamt. in an r?auizati. u (ccur, it

will tead to occur from the to; down, net from the tottom up.'1 On the ether

hand, Rogers argues that big city school superintendents are in a weak positi(n

vis-a-vis their own school systems and are unatle to effect serious innovations

because "they confront . . . protectionist interests awn? teachers and super-

visors" which can block innovative action.2

A second body of research on superintendents assumes that they are in a

position to be important initiators of change, but argues that this is true

only of those with specific characteristics.3 In this portion of our analysis

we will focus first on this issue of whether cr not certain professional or

personal characteristics of superintendents are related to the rate at which

they innovate. We will then consider briefly the issues mentioned above since

cur data has indicated that with respect innovation the manner in which a

Superintendent relates to his principals and the degree to which he grants

them autonomy may be more important then the fact that he has power deriving

from his administrative position.4

1Daniel E. Griffiths, "Administrative Theory and Change in Organizations,"

Innovation in Education, ed. Matthew Miles (New York: Tureau of Publications,

Teachers College, Columbia University, 1964), p. 434.

2David Rogers, 110 Livingston Street (New York: Random House, Inc.,

1968), p. 240. On a similar point, see also Brickell, op. cit., p. 22.

3See the discussions in: Richard O. n, The Adoption of Educational

Innovations (Eugene, Oregon: University o Oregon Press, 1965); and Alfred H.

Skogsberg, Administrative Operational Patterns (New York: Bureau of Publica-

tions, Teachers College, Columbia University, 1950).

4Our information about the Superintendents comes from a questionnaire
which was mailed to all individuals who were Superintendents of school systems
in our study during the 1968-69 school year (cf. description in Chapter I).

The questionnaire asked for information on the personal and professional char-
acteristics of these individuals. Half of the 1968-69 Superintendents responded

to our survey. Therefore, as our analysis here deals with only twenty-two indi-

viduals, it is meant to be suggestive rather than definitive.
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A first hypothesis concerning the professional characteristics of Super-

intendents argues that change is more likely to occur if the Superintendent is

a newcomer to the system. Griffiths, for instance hypothesizes that the number

of innovations is inversely proportional to the tenure of the chief administra-

tor.1 Our data does not confirm this hypothesis. The length of time the

Superintendents had held their positions at the time of our original survey

ranged from one tc sixteen years, with an overall mean of seven. We found no

difference in the mean innovation scores between cities in which the superin-

tendent had been there for a short period of time and those in which the super-

intendents had held their positions for longer. Perhaps, because of the size

of city districts, superintendents are insulated bureaucracy.

Closely related to the issue of the superintendents tenure is the ques-

tion of whether the superintendent is an "insider" or "outsider.' Carlson

found that a high rate of adoption of innovations was more likely when the

superintendents had been promoted to their positions from outside the school

system and our data support these findings.
2 Half of the superintendents who

responder: to our questicnnaire had never held a positi "n in the school system

before assuming that position. The mean innovation score for the school sys-

tems administered by "outsiders" was 5.7; the mean innovation score for the

school systems directed by "insiders" was 4.6.

In addition, like Carlson, we feline that there were other differences

between the two groups of superintendents which argue for the fact that the

"outsiders" are mcre "cosmopolitan" in their careers and attitudes. First of

all, the two groups are different in educational status; only five of the

1Griffiths, _o_p_t. cit.

2Carlson, op. cit.
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superintendents had not completed doctorates by the time they were luestioned:

all of these were insiders. On the other hand, of the five, f'ur wc.re sw,,er-

intendents of highly innovative school systems (systems with scores of 5.8,

5.4 and 5.0) and therefore we can not conclude that the differences in educa-

tional status account for the differences in innovation rates between the in-

siders and outsiders. However, it is clear that school systems demand more by

way of training and -- as we will see below -- experience, when they choose

leaders from outside the system.

A second difference between the insiders and outsiders lies in the type

of experience they had before they became superintendents of the school systems

with which we are concerned, _Every one of the eleven outsiders had held the

position of superintendent in some other school system prior to his-current

appointment. One of the eleven had held four such positions and several

others had held two or more such positions. Only three of the eleven insiders

had previously been superintendents although almost all of them had been a

"deputy" or "assistant" superintendent in their school systems prior to their

promotions. Clearly, thea,the outsiders are more experienced than the insiders

and this, combined with their generally higher educational attainments may

account for some of the difference in the innovation levels in their school

systems.

But the relationship can be better explained by the racial composition

of the schools. If we look at the two variables which we found to be relevant

in our analysis above (i.e., percent Plack student enrollment and decentraliza-

tion) the conclusions about insiders and outsiders become less certain. The

school systems with fewer Llack stu2cnts were more likely to select outsiders

for the position of superintendent than the school systems with large Plack
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student pcpulatinns. Among the eight 'low Plack" school systems for which we

have data, only one superintendent was an insider; among the 13 "high clack"

school systems nine of the superintendents were insiders. When we control for

this fact we can see that what may be more important than insider-outsider

status is actually the racial composition of the school system itself (Table

111.17). Among the high Black school systems, there remains only a slight

difference in innovation rates between those school systems run by outsiders

and those run by insiders (with only one insider in the low Black school sys-

tems we would not want to draw any conclusions). Thus it seems that although

there may he differences between insiders and outsiders, these differences may

he less significant in urban school systems than those deriving from other fac-

tors. The school systems with a small number of Black students may select

"outsiders" because they have a commitment to change whereas among the school

systems with a greater proportion of Blacks the more frequent selection of

insiders may reflect the same inflexible approach to education that makes

innovation less of a possibility.

TAELF 111.17

MEAN INNOVATION RATES FOR SCHOOL SYSTEM

WI1HIN SUPERINTENDENT STATUS (INSIDERS VS. OUTSIDERS)

AND PERCENT CLACK STUDENT POPULATION

Superintendent Status Low

PERCENT BLACK

High

Insider 7.8 4.1

(1) (9)

Outsider 6.1 4.9

(7) (4)
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The outsiders Tre, on the whola, somewhat morc likely tc run their school

systems in a decentralized fashion than arc the insiders. This nay 'e e result

of a ^renter understandin7 of what works well. Although with so few cases it

is hard to examine tha rolationship of decentralization to innovation while

contrellinF for the status of the superintendent, we can see in Tane TII.1P

that there is some evidence that loth variants are im?ortant and that the most

innovative school systems ara those whit!, arc. directed 1-y a superintendent from

cutsick who grants consideralle autonory tc his individual 7rincipals.

TATLE 'HAP

MEAN INNOVATION RAT:S. FO SCPOOL SYSTEM

WITHIN SUrERINTENDENT STATUS AnD DECENTRALIZATION SCORES

Lev

Decentraliv)ticn

iiediun Pi2h

Superintendent Status (:(low 4.-) (4.1 to 5.0 (r.n and over)

Insider 3.3 6.9 4.(

(1) (0 (3)

Outsider 3.4 5.' (.0

(1) (4) (r)
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Conclusion

Studying and comparing school systems as single units in large cities

presents prohlems not found in studying, school systems in smaller, more homo-

geneous contexts. Only a small portion of the variation among cities can he

extlained in this manner and what is left is a great deal of variation within

each of the cities. Therefore, after reviewing our major findings we will

move on to an analysis cf the individual sekools.

The first major finding is that school systems with significant Black

enrollments are, on the whole, less innovative than school systems with pre-

dominately white or non-Flack enrollments. This relationship remains when we

ccntrol for a variety of other varialles, including some of the traditional

indicators of community socioeconomic status. This suggests that the ready

availaIllity of money alone will not insure an innovative education system in

a city with a complex racial situation. The most innovative systems are nrt

located in cities with the hirJlest standard of living l'ut in those which offer

a less troubled environment. And, since we know from our investigation in

Chapter II the most worthwhile innovations are not necessarily those which

have a high cost, we can argue that school systems with a dedication to exper-

imentation are not hampered !-,y small buckets.

ale also have evidence that the relationship 1.,etween a large ?lack enroll-

ment and innovation holds within the classification of whether or net the

school system has directly confronted prol-lems cf desegregation, indicating

that the lower rate cf innovation is not e temporary condition resulting from

a concentration of ener2ies on racial 1alance. At the same time this does not

contradict the assumption that it is the racial rro!Aems within these cities

that are at the root of their lower innovation scores. Exactly how the racial
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problem manifests itself in relation tc innrvatinn, however, cannot be under-

stood until we examine the distrilution of innovations within the cities accord-

ing to the racial comcnsition of the individual schools. This is the first

tas : of the following chapter.

Our second finding, that parent involvement is related tc innovatinn, is

also examined better at the individual school level where we can answer the

question of whether the lower rates rf innovation in more heavily clack cities

are because of lower rates of parental concern in Black or predominately black

schools. We will also consider the impact r.f parent involvement on the quality

of innovations adopted.

A third significant finding is that decentralization, when considered in

terms of an actual distriution of recision- making power rather than an ecolog-

ical arrangement, is positively related the adoption of innovations. .This

finding is in accord with much of the theory abogt the adoption of innovation

in other types of organizations and has important implications for the adtin-

istsotion of large school systems. Vhon most decisions Are .ogee at the central

office, long delays between the suppesti,T. -I change and its implementation

are prclatly inevitable. And, given the heterogeneity of the populations

enrolled in most of these sch,.c1 systems, responsiveness to the needs of any

particular population seems most likely if the ineivieuals close at hand can

make the relevant decisions. Thus administrators interested in innovation

night consider piving principals more Autonomy, particularly with respect to

those innovations which do not entail tudpot increases. Our analysis of decen-

tralization will be resumer' in Chapter VIII when we examine the effect cf the

central office policy -n the innovation rates of the individual Tuilding prin-

cipals.

107



f:2

We want to e-mment on :Air findinp that the impact of the status of the

Superintendents cf large school systems is different that that which has been

noted by others. Although we found that superintendents from outside the

school system were more innovative than those from inside, it was also appar-

ent that this relationship .either could explain'nbr was as imnortant as the

relationship tetween the percent of the student enrollment that is rlack and

innovation. In the large school systems imrorting a leader from outside is

not enough to produce meaningful changes:Cif there are other obstacles.

Finally, it is necessary to note some of the devient cases in our anal-

ysis. Although it is primarily the cities with low rlack enrollments which

have high rates of innovation, there .rc several cities with significant rlack

student bodies which also have extremely hich innovation scores; Miami, Okla-

homa City and Atlanta. These cities are alle to overcome liabilities which

impede innovation in other cities and the factors that alloy' them to do so can

only be guessed at here. All three cities are growing, relatively wealthy and

contain secure industrial concerns (although to the extent that Miami relies

heavily on tourism it may suffer durinF an inflationery period). Miami and

Atlanta both have reputations for innovation, not only in their schools but

in their governments as well. Clearly, in each of these cities the school

systems are reflecting something not touched cn in our data tut worth of inves-

tigation in the future. Innovation in schools cannot te tied down ty statis-

tical correlations sc long as cities hay: eistinctive and idiosyncratic fea-

tures,
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CHAPTER IV

THE STUDENTS

In this chapter we describe schools in terms of the students who attend

them. The initial portion of the chapter is highly related to and, in fact,

to some extent a continuation of what we began in the chapter before this; i.e.,

we are relating the distribution of innovations to such variables as race and

socioeconomic status. However, the focus is somewhat different here. In Chap-

ter III we looked at a city as the environment or supporting community for a

school system and took a broad approach which, as we saw, could not satisfac-

torily explain either the differences between or within the cities. Here our

approach is narrower (in that we examine individual schools) and the focus is

shifted towards the students (and parents) who, as "clients," attend (or have

a deep interest in) these schools.

In the first section of the chapter our view of the students is that they

are essentially passive but that the administrative decision to innovate may

be determined to same extent by the students' characteristics or their institu-

tional correlates. These charateristics are SES, race and academic quality.
1

There is very little research on this issue and what there is offers contradic-

tory results. Anderson found that teacher resistance to innovation increased

with the socioeconomic level of the student body.2 On the other hand, Smith

1In the analysis we chare.t.zize the student bodies of the schools in a

variety of different ways. Although the variables derive from individual stu-
dent characteristics, they become school characteristics because for each one a

single descriptive measure is applied to each individual school. This means

that we cPnnot perform an analysis of the differences in exposure to the inno-
vations for different groups of students within a single school.

2James G. Anderson, Bureaucracy in Education (Baltimore: John Hopkins

Press, 1968), p. 148 109
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found that the percent of parents emplved as unskilled workers was signifi-

cantly, negatively related t- edapteility in secondary schools. Pe also found

that the percent of pupils env:lled in college preparatory courses was nega-

tively related to adaptability.1 We fine. therefore, that the response of

schools to different types of students is very little understIod, an issue

which is important in light of recent claims that school systems rake inade-

quate attempts to imprcve education in r:hetto neighlorhoods.

In the second section of the chapter we continue our focus on racial

compositfrn Tut shift towards a consideration of the parents, continuing the

investigation of community involvement we began in Chapter III.

In the final portion of the chapter we broaden our classification of

schools by the type of student attending them by examining several aspects of

the students' relationship to their schools; their morale, the degree to which

order and safety is a prol-lem, and student protest. Rather than viewing the

students only as passive clients, therefore, we begin to deal with staff-student

interactions and examine the relationship between different types of interac-

tions cr student responses t-) the scb:ol and the rate at which innovations are

adopted within the school. Throughout this section we examine these more dy-

namic variables within categories of student characteristics.

Thr'ughout this chapter our analysis is enriched Ty a consideration of

the quality as well as the number of innovations adopted. We will be able to

descrile schools according to the four-fold classification established in Chapter II

1Sampson Smith, "Pupil Factors Related to the Quality of Education,"

(unpublished EdD. Project, Teachers College, Columlia University, 1951), pp.

44-45.

2Wc want to Mr': a comment a` out our roint of view. The eouality of

educational oprortunities frr all ty'os of students is an area of much fervent
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STUDY1YT CrAPACTERISTICS

In the following discussion of the characteristics of the students

attending the schools we begin with the racial composition of the schools

since race was identified as being highly related to the adoption of innova-

tions among city school systems. We then turn to an examination of the socio-

economic status of the students attending the schools. Although no measure

of the wealth of the community was found to be independently related to the

adoption of innovations in our city analysis, it is entirely conceivable that

the broad view obscured the differences among distinct city neighborhoods.

Finally, we will consider the academic quality of the students attending the

school, a variable which is likely to be highly related to both race and SES.

Racial Composition of the Schools

Does the racial composition of the student body of a school have any rela-

tion to the number of innovations adopted in a school? To answer this ouestion

we must first classify schools by the racial or ethnic affiliations of the stu-

dents attending them. Most of the high schools in our sample do not have sig-

nificant proportions of students who are not either white or Flack. Obviously,

as we discussed in the preceding chapter, cities vary in the extent to which

discussion in America today. Ve do not at this point want to enter the arena.
The adoption of educational innovations is only one of many means through
which schools might be attempting to offer students high quality educations.
Schools which have low rates of adoption es measured by our index may be restruc-
turing in other vital ways and/or adoptinE other types of innovations not included
in this analysis. To assume, before looking at more data, that a low rate of
adoption of innovations means an ineouality of educational opportunity is to
take one aspect of an educational experience and to draw dramatic conclusions
from it.
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their populations include other racial groups, but the majority of the schools

are either predominantly white or Black or some combination of these two major

racial groups, Therefore, for the purpose of this analysis we find it most

useful to classify schools by the proportion of either white or Black students

and ignore the extent to which other racial or ethnic groups are represented

in the student body.1 Since the proportion of Black students in a school sys-

tem was shown to be a crucial variable in our analysis above, we will use as

our definition of the racial composition of a school the extent to which the

student body is composed of Black students. Below we will show that there are

important differences between schools defined this way.

In Table IV.1 we show the distribution of schools in our sample by the

proportion of students who are Black. As we can clearly see, urban education

in America is far from being integrated education in any real sense of the

word. Almost three-quarters of all big-city schools were either minimally

Black or almost completely Black at the time of our survey. Only 26% of them

contain within them anything approaching equal proportions of white and Flack

students. Interestingly, this pattern exists in most cities, no matter what

the actual proportion of Black students in the school system as a whole. As

we can see in Table IV.2 the proportion of non-Black or "white" schools drops

with each ten percent increase in the proportion of Black students in the school

system (or city) population, but the number of integrated schools (schools with

21% to 80% Flack students) never make up more than 33% of the total number of

lOnly 6% of all schools have significant non-Black minority populations.
Of these, there are 2C schools with at least 21% Puerto Ricans. All of these

are located in New York City. There are 14 predominately Spanish-American

schools, all of which are located in the Southwest. Six schools have predom-

inantly Oriental student bodies, five in Honolulu and one in San Francisco.

In the total sample there are 31 schools (5% of the total sample) for which

there is insufficient data to classify them by racial composition.
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TALE IV.1

DISTRIBUTION OF SCHOOLS CLASSIFIED BY

THE RACIAL COMPOSITION OF THE STUDENT BODY

Racial Composition
of the Student Body Percent of Schools (N)

White (less than 20% Black) 54% 325

White Integrated
(21 to 50% Black)

black Integrated
(51 to V% Black)

20

6

124

41

clack (over 80% Clack) 20 122

ion% (612)

TABLE IV.2

PERCENT OF SCHOOLS IN EACH RACIAL

COMPOSITION CLASSIFICATION rY THE PROPORTION

OF THE ENTIRE SCHOOL SYSTEM ENROLLMENT THAT IS BLACK

PROPORTION OF BLACK STUDENTS IN THE CITY SCHOOL SYSTEM

Racial Composition
of the Schools 2C% or less 21-30% 31 -40Z Over 40%

White 87% 572 52% 32%

White Integrated 9 , 30 le 17

Black Integrated 3 6 4 12

Black 1 7 26 39

(100%) (100%) (100%) (100%)

Number of Schools 89 204 134 179

Number of Cities 1') 11 11 11
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schools as the difference is made ur in the percentage of schools which are

predominantly !lack. Enough has been said about segregation in American educa-

tion that we need not belabor this point here. Our concern is in finding out

whether differences in the racial composition of the schools are related to

differences in the rate and/or discrimination with which innovations are

adopted in the schools.

For ease of comprehension, we will latel each of the four types of school

according to the proportion of the student body that is Black. The schools

which contain less than a 202 Black population we will call White schools since

in 70% of these schools the (remaining) population is white. The second group

-- those with Elack student populations comprising between 2C and 502 of the

total -- we will call the White Integrated schools. In 63% of these schools

the populations is predominantly white with a clack minority. The remaining

37% of the schools include some other sizeable minority group. The third group

of schools we will call the Black Integrated schools. Only 242 of these schools

include students which are neither white nor Black. And finally, the fourth

group we call the Black schools; the enrollment in these is at least 802 Black.

The racial composition of the schools is related to innovation in a pe-

culiar manner. As we can see in Table IV.3 there is very little difference in

innovation rates between three of the four types of schools identified above.

However, the White Integrated schools have considerably lower innovation rates

than the other types of schools. This datum suggests that the problem is not

simply one of unequal administrative efforts to alter the education of Black

students, since schools with higher proportions of flack students are more

innovative than schools in which the Plack students make up a significant mi-

nority. What we find is that ono type of schocrr- the White Integrates'
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schools -- are less likely to have high innovation rates than any other type

of school.

When we examine the question of the quality of the innovations adopted

the picture becomes more meaningful. The White schools pose no problem of

interpretation. They are the "pacesetter" schools, adopting innovations at a

relatively high rate and exercising discrimination in the process. This sug-

Bests a stable, long-term policy of adoption during which innovations of low

quality have been discarded.

The Black and Black Integrated schools are almost as high on the mean

number of innovations adopted but in these cases the adoption is less carefully

worked out suggesting less clear direction or, perhaps, less time during which

the administrators have made decisions. One hypothesis is that these schools

have only recently begun to innovate, perhaps as a result of federal funds,

and therefore have not worked cut adequate procedures for checking the appro-

priateness of the innovations adopted. The White Integrated schools are,

relative to an absolute standard (i.e., the means for the entire population),

low on both adoption and the quality of the innovations adopted, indicating

administrative negligence.

In this chapter we will begin a search for explanations for this differ-

ence in innovation rates and the "style" of the adoption of innovation among

the four types of schools by examining the types of students who attend them,

and whether the racial composition of the schools have recently undergone a

dramatic change. In later chapters we will introduce other (non-student-

related) variables describing the schools.

First, however, we want to know whether this pattern accounts for our

finLing in Chapter III that cities with few Black students are more innovative.
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Since cities with a larger proportion of Llack students are more likely to have

integrated schools, it is conceivede that the lower cean innovation rates azong thew

cities could be explained by the presence of a certain type of school which uniformly

has a lower innovation rate. However, the fact that Mite Integrated schools

generally have fewer innovations than schools with other racial mixtures does

not totally clarify our finding that school systems with larger proportions

of Black students have lower innovation rates than school systems in which

Flack students constitute less than 20% of the total student enrollment. (cf.

Table IV.4) The cities with less than P% Flack students contain more highly

innovative schools than the other cities no matter what type of school (as

characterized by racial composition) one examines. The clearest figures --

1:ecause of the small number of schcols in some categories -- are for the pre-

dominantly white schools: in the ten cities with small Flack student popula-

tions, over 7'Z of these schools are highly innovative versus 4C% of similar

schools in the other thirty-three cities. The high innovation rates in cities

with small neck student populations exist when we control for type of school.

Therefore, the explanation for the difference between type of city (as defined

by racial composition) is not as simple as the fact that one type of school has

lower innovation rates. However, this finding does nct contradict our asser-

tion that the differences between the two types of cities is largely iecause of

the racial factor although the assumption remains that the problem originates

at the school system level rather then at the individual school level. We will

return to this point after completing our analysis of student characteristics.
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TAT I' IV.4

PERCENT OF SCHOOLS WITH HIGh INNOVATION RATES

CONTROLLING FOk THE PERCENT OF SCHOOL SYSTEM ENROLLMENT

THAT IS LLACK AND PERCENT OF SCHOOL THAT IS LLACK

Racial Composition
of Schools

Proportion of black Students in School System

Less than 20% Over 2C2

WHITE 71% 43%
(71) (243)

WHITE INTEGRATED 62% 27%

(C) (116)
BLACK INTEGRATED 4C2

(3) (37)

BLACK 44%

(PO (121)

*There are too few cases on which to base a percentage.

Change in Racial Composition

One possible explanation for the differences in innovation rates between

the four groups of schools classified !-y racial composition is that schools

which are integrated had recently unriergone a racial transformation and that

the upheaval might have required making adjustments in staff and curriculum for a

new type of student body, leaving little time or energy for the adoption of

innovation. In other words, it is possible that change in one aspect of a sys-

tem might constrain change in other areas. On the other hand, change in the

"needs" of the clientele might he an impetus for the adoption of innovation in

organizations as traditional methods become, less appropriate and there is the

possibility of success from new approaches.
1

1For a further discussion of the effects cf change in clients on the
adoption of innovations, see Zaltman, o ". p. 11C.
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We can identify the schools which have recently undergone racial trans-

formations 1y dividing the schools inti- the same four types according to their

racial composition in 196" and seeing which schools chanced categories in the

eight -year period prior tc the NASSP survey. As we can see in Table IV.5

almost 75% of the schools for which we have the relevant data remained stele

in their racial composition. In only three schools there were fewer Flack students

in 1969 than in 1960. These three schools are omitted from our analysis below.

The differences in the adoption of innovations found between the types

of schools cannot he explained ly the fact that the populations in some schools

are changinz. Schools which have an increasing proportion of "lack students

are no less (or more) likely to he innovative than those which have remained

stele over the eight -year period. leading across Tele IV.f we find no dif-

ferences between the schools which have recently changed and these which have

had a more or less stele student population. The twenty-five schools which

have between 50% and flack students were previously White Integrated

schools. The proportion of these schools with high innovation rates is the

highest for any type of school which indicates that whatever factors constrain

innovation in the White Integrated schools, they do not persist heyond the

point when the racial halance of these schools shifts towards a majority of

Flack students. Similarly, almost all of the White Integrated schools were

previously "white" schools. They show n: "Fenefits" of their prior status.

The implication is that the differences between the integrated schools

and the other schools is not the result of a crisis situation surrounding

recent integration.

We now want to ask whether the racial composition of the school is actu-

ally determining the differences in innovation rates or whether there is some
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TA:LE IV.5

CUc(3IFICATIo:' CF SCOOLS

19".: AND 7.6.9 -.ACIAL CC-POSITIOr

196.-".:

Rpcial Conrcsition Plate

15E0 Racial Compcsition

Fl pc!, (N)'.4111.ta Integrated Black Intevratcri

1.1ite 241 1 0 1 (243)

White InteEratee 65 3:.; 1 0 (114)

flack IntcFratee 9 le
,

f) (33)

Llack 15 9 15 E9 12a

N = (33) (4) (24) (70) (4C7)

Stahl:. Racial Composition: 35E schools cr 737 cf Tt:tal

arhor Proportion of flacks in 15C.:-691 12c schools or 2E7 of Total

Lcwer Proportion cf flacks: 3 schools or 17 cf Total

TA7LE IV.6

PERCENT OF SMOOLS EI17 .1370VATIO MTV:

CONTROLLING For rACIAL COT:POSITION ArD CP.AGE TEERECF

196:.-C9

Racial Composition

Racial Crripositicn

Eetweer 1960 and

Statle Chanc-e

white 147
(241)

"bite Into2rated 327 997

(3's) (65)

Llack InterrIted 507 527

(r) (25)

klack 41Z
(C.;) (3c) 120
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other student characteristic highly rested to race which may be

underlying these -Ufferences. We look first at the socioeconomic status of

the student body since we know that race and SES have high correlations in

American society as a whole. It is possible that integratild, schools are fount:

only in low SES neighborhoods and that these distinctions are really class

distinctions and not due to the racial composition of the school at all. We

are also interested in knowing whether there arc differences between schools

on the basis of the socioeconomic status of the students independent of the

possible relation of this variable to the racial composition of the schools.

Following our analysis of class differences among the schools we will examine

the academic performance of the students enrolled in these schools. This is

another variable we are concerned with both in its own right and because of

its probable relation to both SES and race.

Socioeconomic Status

More prevalent than race as a factor describing students in the sociology

cf education literature has been the variable of social class. Social class

has been shown to he related to almost every dimension of a student's relation

to his school: achievement, aspiration, participation in extra-curriculWY activ-

ities, etc. Furthermore, it has been argued that there are great differences

in the quality of education available to students in different social classes.

We are interested here in fineing out whether one of these differences is the

opportunity to attend a more innovative school.

The principals who filled out the NASSP questionnaires were asked in two

questions to describe the students attendinf; their schools in terms of their

socioeconomic status. Since the two questirns are highly correlated (r * .49)

we combined them to form a single Wicator of social class by adding the scores
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TAPLE IV.7

ITEMS USED FOR SES INDEX

How would you characterize your
school on the basis of the socio-
economic conditions of the students
enrolled: Percent of Schools N Index Score

An upper-middle class school

A "Common-man" or
and upper-working

A cross-sectional
senrative of your
population

lower-middle
class school

school, repre -

whole city

A manual working class school

142

352

262

252

Si

22e

172

167

3

2

0

1

The percentage of the entering
class that would be considered
seriously disadvantaged socio-
economically, using $2000 to
$3000 annual income or comparable
criteria Percent of Schools N Index Score

0 - 102 572 375 3

11 - 202 17% 2

21 - 30% 10% 65 1

31 - 40% 5% 36

41 0 502 4% 23 )

51 - 602 3% 19 ). 0

Cl - 7f 2% 12

71% or more 22 15

100% (653)
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for each question. The questions, the listrllsution of schools among the re-

open's and the scores for the rcs:cnses (used to combine them into an index)

are all presented in Table IV.7. The LAstribution of schools along the single

variable is presented in Table 1V.8 along with the cut-off points with which

we divided the schools into three groups of High, Medium and Low socioeconomic

status.

TABLE IV.P,

DISTRIBUTION OF SCHOOLS

IY SOCIOECONOMIC. STATUS OF STUDENTS

Socioeconomic Status Range of Scores Percent of Schools N

HIGH 5 -f 352 221

MEDIUM 3-4 34% 215

LOW r-2 31% 17P

(1 noz) (614)

In Table IV.9 we show the relationship cf our social class descrip-

tiops of the schools to the rate at which these schools adopt innovations. As

we can see, social class is slightly relater'. to .innovation rates. The high

SES schools are more likely to have high innovation rates than are the low SES

schools. They are also more likely to be discriminating though the major dif-

ference is between Lhe very "low" and the two higher groups. Low SES schools

-.4opt fewer innovations and adopt more "randomly" than higher SES schools.

As we might expect, the social class ?escription of the schools is

closely related to their racial compositions. The higher the proportion of

Black students in a school, the more likely the principal is to describe the
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majority of the students as beinp working class with a high proportion of

economically disadvantaged students. (See Tee

TABLE IV.1C

RACIAL COMPOSITION OF SCHOOLS

LY SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Racial Composition
of Schools

Socioeconomic Status
cf Studients

Lbw Medium Nigh

WHITE 177 547 'f!%

WHITE INTEGRATED 2C7 267 9%

BLACK INTEGRATED 11;= F% --

rum 437 127 5Z

100% 100X 10G7

N (198) (224) (220)

Since these two variables of racial composition and social class are

related to each other and to innovation rates independently, we need to ask

about their joint effects. In Table IV.11 we show the proportion of schools

with high innovation rates within the categories of racial composition and

social class characterization of the schools. Interestingly, we find that the

effects of social class on the number of innovations adopted are not uniform

for the different types cf schools.
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TAELF IV.11

INNOVATION RATES AND MEAN INNOVATION SCORES

WITHIN SES AND RACIAL COMPOSITION CATEGORIES

PERCENT OF SCHOOLS WITH HIGH INNOVATION RATES

Racial Composition
of Schools Low

SES

HighMedium

WHITE 42% 47% 557
(20 (11) (178)

WHITE INTEGRATED 23% 37% 33%
(37) (51) (18)

BLACK INTEGRATED 55% 42% *

(2r) (19) (2)
FLACK 45% 52% 27%

(73) (29) (11)

5% (40)

MEAN INNOVATION SCORES

Racial Composition
of Schools Low

SES

HighMedium

WHITE 4.1 5.1 5.0
(2E) (11) (170

WHITE INTEGRATED 2.9 4.5 4.8
(37) (51) (18)

CLACK INTEGRATED 5.r: 4.5 **

(20) (19) (2)
BLACK 4.5 4.8 3.8

(73) (29) (11)

4.5 (40)

*There are too few cases on which tc 1,ase a percentage or a mean.
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Among the White schools the socioeconomic status of the students remains

related to innovation rates: the richer the clientele and, by extension, the

surrounding neighborhood, the more likoly that the schools will adept innova-

tions. This finding is not surprising as it confirms expectations of how class

operates in American society. However, among the other three racial types cf

schools the relationships are not so clear. In the White Integrated schools,

social class is also related to innovation (although there is some evidence

that in these schools a middle SES group does better) indicating that whatever

factors constrain the likelihood of the adoption innovation in these schools

they are more extreme in the low SES schools. This suggests either the avail-

ability of special resources or some form of social relationships in the school.

Among the Black Integrated schools there is slight evidence that SES is nega-

tively related to the adoption of innovations, which suggests that there is

some form of "social intervention' creating a reversal of traditional relation-

ships. Finally, in the lack schools we have difficulty in discerning any

relationship at all since if we combine the upper two SES groups the average

innovation rate is equal to that in the lower group. Again this suggests sone

form of compensatory input since one assumes otherwise the lower SES Flack

schools would have far lower innovation rates than the other two groups of

back schools.

There are two additional points t- be made. First, we can see that con-

trolling for SES does not change the rattern of adoption we found when we looked

at the racial composition of these schools alone. The White Integrated schools

almost always have the lowest rate of ecption, the only exception being the

High SES :;lack schools of which there are a very small number. Second, our

findings suggest that in inner city school systems, "class" is a less important
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or consistent determinant if the Idoption (f innovations then is race. Then-

fore, one must always distinEuish -E..tween studies which consider racially hem -

;:eneous communities and those which focus nn areas in which race is likely tc

Le a key factor.

Academic Quality

Schools vary widely in the academic quality of the students attendinr

them, Some schools send most of their stwlents to four-year colleges and some

even limit enrollment tc pifte? students. Other schools are attendee primarily

Ly students far 'elow national stanaards in reading, etc. an whose high school

education consists mainly of vocational courses. To some extent, these extremt

variations in types of student bodies are determine? in advance, by the exist-

ence of different types of schools for ',.:ifferent types of students.1 However,

as we will see below, most schools in :ir sample are "comprehensive" high

schc,,ls which are neant to provide an adequate educational experience for a

`road spectrum of students. An', a7cng these schools as well we find great

differences in the general level of acsdemic ability in the student body.

For purposes of analysis wc have created a measure of the academic qual-

ity of the students attendirw each school. Like the other measures used

throuplout this ane Ellowinr chapters it is a measure of central tendency, a

single measure which descries the student body without taking into account

the range of abilities in the school. When we identify a school as being

attendee by "average" students this does not mean that there are no students

11n Chapter VI wc will consider the variable of type of school ty examin-
inr differences in innovation rates anrng Academic, Vocational and Comprehensive

schools.
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far atnve cr far ''clrw this mean.

The measure rf academic eility we usL. is a combination rf three separate

questions asked in the NASSP survey. The three questions each relate to some-

what different aspects of academic ability. They are shown in Table IV.12 alone

with the distribution of responses and the scoring of the responses with which

they were combined to form a single index. The correlations between these

ruestions is alsc c.iven in Table IV.12.

The first question asks for an asscssment of the innate s'Ality of the

students and leaves the definition cf the term "educationally gifted" up tc

the principal. The second taps a facet achievement -- reading -- which nay

be leterminee by any cf number of factors: innate ability, prior educational

experiences, family backpround, etc. The third, in a roundatout fashion asks

for the proportion of students who are in college preparatory proarams. Thus

it ten can te thought of as a measure rf ability, achievement as well as aspira-

ticn.
1

The imUcator cf academic atility obtained by combining these three ques-

tions is presented in Table IV.13 along with the cut-off points with which we

divide the schools into four types ran5ing from Pirh to Low academic quality

of the students. It shoull. 'c renemteree that the index itself has no intrinsic

meaning and cannot Z-e thetwhi. f as Icing analcgous to any of the particular

items from which it is composed. It is nct a measure of ability, achievement

r aspiration, but a combination of the three.

1The propertion of stu'cntc enrollee in.a college preparatory course is

not necessarily an indicator of the proportion of students who will actually

attend college. As has been noted by Schrao, schools frequently enroll a

significantly hi7her proportion rf students in coller5e preparatory programs

than actually ever apply to cr ere admitted into four-year colleges. Peter

Schrag, Village School Downtown (Loston: Ieacen Press, 1967) r. 89.
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TULE IV.12

ITEMS USED TO CREATE ACADEMIC QUALITY

INDEX AND CORRELATION

The percentage cf the
student population prorerly
described as being educa-
ticnally Rifted is: Percent cf Schools N Index Score

0 - 62 51% 335 0

6 - n% .28% 183 1

11 - 15% 12% 77

lf... - 20% 4% 27 \

2

21 - 25% 1% 7

26% or more 4% 24 --')

rC% (653)

The ;ercentace of the
entering class that is two years
or more retarded in reae.inp is: Percent of Schools N Index Score

0

1

0 - 10% 32% 211

11 - 20% 25X 16(:'

21 - 30% 14% 91

31 - 40% 3% 53

41 - 50% &% 54

51 - 60% 6% 39

61 '7 700 4% 23

71% or more 3% 21

(652)

2
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TAT LE IV. 12

The percentage of an average
entering class in courses
assumed to he expected by
four-year colleges of students
applying for freshman admissions is: Percent of Schools N Index Score

- 77 45

11 - 201 V% 5(

21 - 3'% 122 79

31 - 14%

41 - 507 112 72

51 - 60% 132 C3 1

61 - 7°1 127 71", ./

71% cr more 232 15(_, 2

1r" `X (647)

Pearsim Correlations
of Three Academic
Quality Indicators % ReadingLRetardation %Collepe Preparatory

Percent Educationally Gifted .31 -.3E

Percent Reading Retardation -.31

Percent College Preparatory
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TATLE IV.13

DISTRILUTION OF SCHOOLS

IN CATEGORIES OF ACADEMIC QUALITY

Academic Quality Range on Scale Percent of Schools N

Hich Ace :epic Quality 5-6 15' 97

Moderately High Academic Quality 3-4 30% 192

Moderately Low Academic Quality 1-2 35Z 224

Low Academic Quality 20% 124

1002 (637)

Having defined our variable, we now ask hcw it is related to the adoption

of innovations. We have two distinct concerns. First, we want to know whether

the generalized academic quality of the student body has any relation to the

total number of innovations implemented in a school. Second, we want to see

how this feature of schools relates to their class and racial composition de-

scriptions and whether academic ability has any independent effects on the

adoption of innovation.

First, looking at the relation of the overall rate of innovation and

academic quality, we find that there are differences which show up at the ex-

treme. (See Table IV.14.) Schools which have high quality students and schools

which have low quality students have fewer innovations than schools whose stu-

dents fall somewhere between these extremes. This suggests that the impetus

for innovation develops in situations which are less clear and where adminis-

trators perceive a greater potential for a change in performance through

innovation.
1 Once administrators have labelled students as "losers" they may

1A similar phenomenon has teen noted 11, Caplow:
Another source of instability is the tendency for decisive innovations
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ne longer try to change the situation but operate their schools as a "holding"

operation, passively of-serving students come and go. The schools at the other

extreme are also low cn innovation for somewhat similar reasons. Here the

administrators again are dealing with an easily labelled group of students

hut in this case, as their routines arc, generally successful, there is

no reason to change and reach for variety.

Interestingly, it is only the schools with students in the lowest academic

grouping which are also low on the quality of the innovations adopted. In these

schools in which innovation is generally low, it is also a poorly thought-out

process and incorporates many innovations which are cf low quality as assessed

by the judges. There may be another factor at work here. To the extent that

the judges differentiated among the innovations along the lines of the type of

students fcr which they were most aprropriate, they indicated a belief that

the more mechanistic innovations (pmgrammed instruction and teaching machines)

would have more value for less academically gifted students and that the

to enter the institutional rattern through organizations of inter-
mediate prestige. This teneency aemits of many exceptions and is dif-
ficult to describe }'ecause it has nct yet een studied in detail. In-

novations introduced in an organization of intermeeiate prestige are
often then adopted 1-y imitators aejacent prestige levels, taken up after
ccnsideratle lag ly some of the leaers in the set and, finally (by
being incorporated in the instituticnal pattern), diffused downward to
the remaining members of the set. This path has been followed again
and again in the introduction of new academic subjects into the college
and university curriculum. New suljects are usually introduced on the
restless campuses of middling colleges ane universities. Some of them

die there; others are imitated on adjacent levels of academic prestige;
while a few are ultimately adopter' 1-y one or anotber of the great uni-
versities and then diffuse downward again to become standard subjects
in every curriculum. The leading universities, which are not usually
associated with this missionary effort, may be the last finally to

adopt the new subject. . . . Similar sequences of adoption can be traced

in their respective sets for such varied innovations as automation in
steel-making, the double-wing tack formation in football, and cost ac-
counting in hospitals.

Theodore Caplow, Principals of Organization (New York: Harcourt, trace and

World, Inc., 1964), pp. 207-208.
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innovations which dercn2.ae Port cn tha students' comnitrent (independent study

an Oirccted stuey) w-suld te of -:nrc velue for the more talented stueents.
1

Therefore, the schools with aen,lenic ounlity students nay he caught in the

_ieelc of a conflict in the educational este-lishment. To the extent that they

senrch for innovaticns which nrc anrrepriate for the talents of their students

they are directe-.7, toveres innovations which the same jueges feel are of low

educational vorth. The schools at the ether extreme -- the hiph 2CPrICViC ouality

schools -- do not fee, the sent -rote- Ir these schools there is little irpetus

for change, and when it does occur, it cores with retard to innovatIts of the

highest quality. For these schools the indicetions nf approrriateness ere in

tune with quality. The two middle groups of schools aro high on Loth ae.option

an quality. Innovation is frequent in these situations and occurs T--ith ' rela-

tively high degree of -...iscrimination.

The basic relationship tetwcen acade:Ac quality ane the acontion of inno-

wIticns persists when we contra?. for either the racial conpositinn or the socic-

econoric status of the sturcnt body, although there are minor changes which we

will discuss telow. Lookino first at the racill ennrcsition of the stL,,ols,

we fin:. that the principals' assessn.nts of the academic ouality of the students

is highly rtlated to race, the nost era- ntic differences occurrinc between

the '-'hite schools and the o.ther three types (Talle Iv.15).2 Almost two-thires

of the White schools are composed of students of stove averaFe acadenic quality

(continini the top twc groups) whereas even hit-her rro-,ortions of the nther

three types of schools ar conpse' of stu'ents the rrincirrls consiler to 1-o

1This issuc is iiscussee in I.7pendix G.

2The extreme relationship to.kcs us ouestien the principlls' juegments.
It is possitle that th, principals are lockino at the color of the shin first
and then makieF assess:lents of the academic quality of the students.
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v avererc. If we look at innrvatic.n rates, within -ur classifications of

comprsition and acader.ic quality, wo can see that within each of the

racial tyres ,f schools there is a curvilinear rclaticrshir 1-etwcen ace-leric

-utility ane the adoption el innovati-ns 'ut that the eefinition of 'avcrnoe'

shifts :.own screwhat as we Love fror White to ilack schools (Tat le

TALE IV.15

PACIAL COMPOSITION OF SCHOOLS

TY ACADEMIC QUALITY

Facial Composition

licaflemic Quality White White Integrated hack Integrated Black

Very Hirh 257 '37 5%
el

Ne,!crately E.1.-h 4-7 1!..I 257 1;.7

n',derately L4,17 2;77 44X 45% 437

Very Low 71 32X .15Z _311

1".7 lrn rn rn

N = (332) (124) (4') (1r)

Sirilarly, we fine that the Socineconmic characterization of the schools

is highly related the assesstients of the academic performance of the stu-

..'ents (Talle IV.17). Moreover, within the different schools as defined ty

social class of the stuk!ents, we fine. the snre relationship between academic

quality and, innovaticn (Tat le AcceptinP again a "shiftire eefinition

.f 'average' we fin-' that innrvation is norc likely in the schools characterized

t students of 'averai-c." acadmuic atility. ncreover, we can see that aronp

the schools with very low and moderately 1-v academic student Sc-4.es, social
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IV.1'

INNOVATIOr #-2t, :4!"' INNOWTION SCORES

YITHIN ACIAL CM2OSITIOU !.ND ACADEMIC QUALITY CATEGORIEE

28RCENT OF SCHOOLS WITH HIGh INNOVATION RATES

Eacial Composition

!.caeenic Quality White White Inteated rlack intepratct flack

Very High 337
(7) 3'7 372 332

-Ic...eratcly Hih F22 (3') (11) (3")

(125)

Hcflerately 1.,:w 692 377 507 5.f'

(22) (51) (if) (42)

Very Low 3:7 252 !'"7. 3F7

(24) (3r) (11') (43)

'JEAN INNOvATIOr SCORES

racial Compc.sition

Academic Quality White :.'bite Interratee ;lack Inter:ratee :lack

Very hi ?h 4.1

(78) 4.2 4.3 3.8

AoCerately Hi01 5;4 (3') (11) (31
(125)

Moderately Lrw 5.1 4.4 5.4 5.0

(22) (51) (18) (49)

Very Low 4.3 3.1 4.8 6.1

(24) (3') (1") (43)
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1WLF IV.17

SOCIOECWOMI( CFARACTERIZATION or SCHOOLS

'.Y ACADEMIC QUALITY

SES

Academic Quality Low Medium Eigh

Very High 0% 14% 29%

Moderately High 11% 33% 42%

Moderately Low 41% 41% 25%

Very Low 48% 12% 4%

100% 1n0% 100%

N = (174) (221) (227)

class is a less important determinant of innovation than it is among the other

two types of schools. This finding supports our earlier assertion that in urban

environments racial issues have lecome paramount, obscuring some social class

distinctions.

In summing up this section we want to comment further on the differences

in innovation rates we found among the four types of schools and relate this

to our most significant finding in Chanter III. As we have noted, White schools

are, in accordance with cur expectations and assumptions stout the distri?-ution

of socially valued resources, generally high on the adoption of innovations

and particularly so when the students cone from well-cff families. As we go

further on our analysis we will see that innovation in these schools is often

influenced by a different set of factors than it is in the other three tyres
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TL ILF IV. 10

INNOVATION 2NATLS AID MEAN INNOVATION SCORES

WITHIN SES AND ACADEMIC QUALITY CATEGORIES

PERCENT OF SCHOOLS WITH HIGH INNOVATION RATES

SES

Academic Quality Low Medium High

Very HiFh 31% 44%
(29) (62)

Mce.erately High 44% 47% 58Z
(18) (70) (14)

Morleretely Low 46% 51% 51%

(4'1) (37) (55)

Very Irw 357 40%

(711) (25) (10)

MEAN INNOVATIOr SCORES

SES

Academic Quality Low Medium High

Very High 4.2 4.9
(29) (62)

Moderately High 4.9 5.0 5.5
(1P) (n (14)

Moderately Low S.^ 5.3 5.3
(Fr) (87) (55)

Very Low 4.3 4.5 4.5
(31) (25) (10)
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of schools.

The high rate of innovation in the neck and Ilack Integrated schools

becomes somewhat more comprehensible if we relate it tc the political pressures

on administrators during the 15(')'s to demonstrate a commitment to equal educa-

tion fir Ela.:k students since other research has shown that rlack schools had

somewhat less adequate resources than White schools -- e.g., older buildings,

fewer textbooks, less well qualified teachers -- thrrugh the middle of the

19vj's.1 If in 19C9 these schools had as many innovations as the white schools,

it can be argued that this was ecause of a combination of a new availability

of money and an intensive social pressure to upgrade ghetto education. This

argument derives weis-ht from the fact that the expected relationshin between

SES and innovation is not sustained among these schools. It is also supported

by cur findina that the quality of innovations adopted in these semis was

relatively low. Innovations may have teen introduced with haste and without

careful consideration of quality, a major emphasis, perhaps, being on the

visibility of the innovations implemented rather than their educational value.

relow we will investigate further the differences tetween the rlack Integrated

and the neck schools as well as some of the factors which determine the rate

of innovation within each of these types of schools.

It is the finding that the White Integrated schools generally have a low

rate of innovation, and a poor quality of innovation, that is in some ways the

most disturbing and yet understandele in terms of the priorities discussed

above. If there has teen a silent prour in cities it may wall to composed of

families living on the borderline of ghetto areas, tied together as much 7y

their fears of Black dominance in the schools and neighborhoods ns 1.)7 a common

le.g., James Coleman, Equality of Educational Opportunity (U.S. Govern-

ment Printing Office, 19r().
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ethnic past. To complain about the schools vould Le tc focus attention on

them. And, in cities like n-:ston. parents in such communities have teen more

relieved that their schools have maintained a White dominance then concerned

alout the fact that the quality of education has heen poor.

This analysis of innovation as being partially a resprnse to an increas-

ing awareness of the inequalities of urban education and pressures frr change

may help t clarify some of the asic differences we found between the thirty-

three cities with larger lack enrollments and the other ten cities. As we

noted a'ove, the difference remained even when we controlled for the type of

school within the cities ane was most visible among the White schools. If we

assume that the efforts in the cities with large Flack populations were directed

primarily towards the predominately Flack and all lack schools, then it is

logical to assume that other parts of the system might have fallen tack some-

what. The push to upgrade the /lack schools left the White Integrated schools

in a depressed state and the predominately 'lite schools falling behind the

level of their counterparts in other cities. The legacy of negligence ulti-

mately had an impact rn every type nf school -- White, Integrated and Flack.

Our basic finding stout the distrilutirn of innovations by racial composi-

tion thus may only to fully understood ty considering decisions made at the cen-

tral office level of the school system and cannot be so pursued with the data

at hand. Lut there are ether questions to be answered. What types of schools,

within these broad classifications of racial composition, were most likely to

be innovative? Under what condition is the relationship between race and inno-

vation moat likely to be sustained? Are there any other patterns to he per-

ceived?

One general pattern we have already noticed is that the academic nuality
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of the student body is an important determinant of innovation: schocIS at the

extreme ends of this varialle have lower innovation rates than schools some-

where in the middle. The introduction of an innovation may involve risk (e.g.,

students may not is as well after a series of courses by team teaching as they

would have with ineividual teachers) and potential loss of prestige for the

adopting institution. Thus administrators seem to feel that it is safer to

experiment where there is less at stake. Just as major universities may be

reluctant to adopt a new course lest it turn out to be just a fad, so elite

sch:ols -- those with students of the highest academic ability -- may to reluc-

tant to adopt educational innovations lest they prove unsuccessful. The per-

sistance of this relationship between academic quality and innovation when we

control for either race or SES and the fact that similar relationships have

been noted in a wide range of types of organizations indicates that it is of

considerable importance.
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COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

With our classification cf schools (and by extension neighborhoods) we

can further investigate the relation of parent involvement to the adoption cf

innovations in schools which we began in Chapter III. As we noted above,

although parent involvement is strongly related to the adoption of innovations,

we dc not know whether the adoption of innovations is in response to parent

concerns cr pressures, or whether the decision on the part of schools to per-

mit parent involvement is generated from the same underlying climate as that

which determines the adoption of innovations. It is conceivable that a school

with a serious ccmmitment to its students would express this commitment both

through the adoption of innovations and through efforts to involve the surround-

ing community in the educational process.

Community involvement in schools has been for some time a subject of

heated debate, particularly during the late 19(''s when in New York, for

instance, the issue of local control t.ecame paramount. Professional educators

are sometimes reluctant to relinquish any control over their schools, nerhaps

out of a fear that any crack in their armor will leave them in a totally

defenseless position. And, their fears are, to some extent, supported by the

writings of educational theorists and practitioners. Brickell, for instance,

found that although parents are nct usually concerned with decisions affecting

the school, when they do exert themselves their influenze is decisive.
1 Simi-

larly, Mackenzie found that the community was often a very powerful participant

in the change process, operating through citizens' groups, Parent-Teacher

'Henry M. Brickell, Organizing New York State for Educational Change

(Albany, New York: State Education Department, 19(1), p. 20.
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Associations, and regular school elections.1 Moreover, it has teen aruged by

Sieber that the effects cf 1-arental influence can be deleterious to the process

of innovations. First, he argues that "changes in practice that run the risk

cf disturbing the local community are eschewed," and second, that ''innovations

are adnpted which are promoted by local pullics. Indeed, political feasibility

often carries greater weight than does educational value."2

As we can see in Table IV.19 although parent involvement is strongly

related to the nueer of innovations adopted in a school, it is only slightly

related to the discrimination with which the adoption nrocess is carried out.

Thus while we cannot argue that parent involvement is related to discrimination,

we can certainly assert that it is not antithetical to discrimination. A high

decree of parent involvement in the schools does not necessarily result in a

lower quality of educational innovation.

The degree to which parents are involved in the schools differs try the

racial composition of the schools or neighborhoods tut, as we will see lelcw,

this factor explains relatively little aLout the relationship between race and

innovation.3 Parent involvement is hi-hest in the Flack schools (56% High)

and second highest in the clack Integrated schools (4£4 High) perhaps as a

result of the recent upsurge of ethnic awareness among Llacks. Only 42% of

1Gordon N. Mackenzie, 'Curricular Change: Participants, Power and
Processes," Innovation in Education, ed. Matthew Miles (New York: rureau of

Publications, Teachers College, Columbia University, 1964), p. 412.

2Sam D. Sieber, "Organizational Influences on Innovative Roles,"
Knowledge Production and Utilization in Educational Administration, ed. Terry
L. Eidell and Joanne M. Kitchel (Colum'us, Ohio: University Council for
Educational Administration and Eugene, Oregon: Center for the Advanced Study
of Educational Administration, 196£.), p. 122.

3Parent involvement is nct significantly related to either SES or Aca-

demic Quality. Therefore these varieties will not be included in the follow-
ing discussion.
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the White schools have a ..igh cf per(mt invrlve-ert, c,-ntradictinP

traditional noti-ns that it is the white parents whr are most concerned about

education. The parents of students whc attend these schools may, while main-

taining a concern for the education cf their children, feel much less impetus

to become deeply involved as they can perceive that they have been served well

over the years. Among the White Integrated schools parent involvement is con-

siderahly lower than among any other proup (34% High). As indicated above,

many of these schools are probaUy located in old, wnrking-class (ethnic) neigh-

horhoods. These neighborhoods have neither achieved the same sense of self-

awareness as the Clack communities which would lead them to concern with the

schools nor developed the white middlc-class know-hcw to make their concerns

felt. Moreover, as we suggested before, in such areas an awareness of inad-

equacies in the quality of education may well be overshadowed by fears of 1-us-

ing. As long as these fears are dominant, little attention will be paid to

the actual quality cf the educational experience being offered in these schools.

parent involvement has a different impact within the different types of

schools. It is most highly related to innovation in the Integrated schools

(both White and ;lack), considerably less strongly related in the White schools,

and only minimally related among the Ilack schools. (Cf. Tal.le IV.20) In fact,

when there is a high level of parent involvement in the White Integrated schools

they no longer trail so far tehind all the other schools. Thus wu car conclude

that, in part, the low rate of innovation in these schocls is related to a low

level of pressure for change. These schools are overlooked so long as there

is little impetus from outside to consider them more closely. Under the condi-

tion of high parent involvement the Black Integrated schools become the most

highly innovative. Parent involvement may 1,e viewed Fy administrators as a

demand for change. The demand is met, perhaps, with eye-catching innovations.
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TALLE IV.2'

PERCENT OF SCPOOLS VITI HIGH INNOVATION RATES

WITHIN CATEGORIES OF COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

AND RACIAL COMPOSITION

Racial Composition

Community
Involvement White White Integrated :lack Integrated Flack

High 511 4E% C,5% 4'1

(14') (45) (2') (2)

Loy 44% 2-% r% 41%

(1<'5) (70 (21) (6r)

Percent Difference +14% +2c% +27% +7%

The fact that parent involvement has lees of a relation to innovation in

the all White and all flack scho-ls may te tecause the pressures here are more

specific. The white parents may he far more traditional in their approach to

education and may have as their primary concerns the availatility of courses

which will most adequately enatle their students to compete for high status

colleges. And the Flack parents may to more interested in confronting racism

through the introduction of courses dealing with Afro-American culture. In

these communities where parent involvement is highest, it does not necessarily

result in the adoption of innovations.
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STUDE'T CO/VITIOTT

It is cocron knowleeFe thrt uean scirols frequently have int nse social

pro1lems. Vivid prrtraita of such 1-;rollems are portrayed in rnpular literature

Ilackbcard Jungle) ane movies (e.n. Up the Down Staircase) and the most

dramatic stcries are written up in the national and local press. The social

Tel-lens vary frrn school to school in `nth intensity and form. In some schools

there is a constant threat of physic-.1 virlcnce in the forr of attacks of stu-

''ents on other students (frequently racially motivate.) or attacks of students

en teachers. In other schools the prolsler. nay 1-se less one of rersonal safety

one of apathy and a lack of crmritnent. Ane durinc thc late 19el's many

schools were confronted 1.y the rhenonencn of student protest which rancee frog

ver'al tD physical assaults. Many sch-nls, -f crurse, confront mere than cne

nf these rre-lems and, in fact, it is rare that student disruption is linited

tc a sincle form.

In this section we want te invostirate these school climate factors more

cic,sely ane see whether there is any relation betvcen the form or intensity with

which they arise and the rate at which the schools acopt educational innovations.

We consider two tyres of factors: student morale or commitnent to the organ-

ization, ane pro7liams pf maintaining erddr and safety.' In dealing with these

climate features we e- n-)t know what thc actual tine sequence is, i.e., whether

the climate is influenced ly the adoption cf innovations or whether the adop-

tion of innovations is a response to the sch?ol climate. Therefore, in cur

discussion below we will 1-e unaLle to draw any conclusions al-out causal rela-

1These concepts are further defined below.
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dor:ships althcuEil we may -_-.ake scmc inferences rr hype theses about whether inno-

vation is, in fact, a cause or effect.

ncrale

Students can deronstrate low morale cr commitment to the school they at-

tend in several different ways: they can drcp-out, transfer, or attend sporad-

ically. how the school administrators respond to such a situation prast-ly

varies from school tr school. On thc one hand, they might make an effort to

imrrovc the school and rake it more enticin- fcr the students. On the other

hand, they night resiond with similar alathy ane allow the situation to detcri-

;rate. In some schools there may 'e vacillaticn, a period of experimentation

follrwed ly a lull ane vice versa. An'. whcther either reaction has any impact

on the students' morale is moot. In our 1^ta, as we will show lelow, we fine

that there is a relation between educational innovation and morale: schools which

have adopted more innovations Generally have a higher student morale. Which

variable cemcs first is impossille tr Aetermine.

Our measure of student morale is an index composed of the threc iters

mentioned alove: dror-cut rates, transfer rates, ane average daily attendance.

As there are relatively high correlations aonc the three items, they are

contined in a sinr,le index. In Tatic IV.21 we present the distribution of re-

sponses on each of the items, the scoring used tr combine them into a sinc,le

index, ane the crrrelations among thcr. In Tale IV.22 we present the distribu-

tion of schools alonr cur index 'f morale. Only 17% cq the schools in our

samrle have nr problem at X11 with student commitment; in the remaining schools

the students express (throuph one roans or another) .:issatisfaction with the

school itself or apathy in relation to education. (Which of these two is being

reflected in our data we cannot tell. It icy le that the students would no
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TAUE IV. 21

DISUITUTION OF ZESMISES, SCORING AND CO: RELATIONS

FOR ITEMS USED TO CI SATE STUDENT MORALE INDEX

Average Daily Attendance as
a percentage of stated legal
enrollment is

9r2 or mere

Less than 9'7

Percent of Schools (V) Index Score

46% 31: 1

52X 344 0

111:7 (663)

The percenta-c of students in
the class of 1960 that entered
the first year of your school's
program but transferred to
another schrol is

-

6% or more

rcrcont of Schools (') Index Score

40% 256 1

60% 39'

100% (F46)

The percentage cf students
who enrolled at scree tine in
the class of 196r whom you
later classified as dropouts is Pcrcent of Schools (R) Index Score

- 57

F% or more

4r.)%

F-27

256

392

1

171 (64C)

Correlations amonc items
used to create index of morale TrPmsfers Drorouts

Average Daily Attendance .18 .45

Transfers .36

Dropouts
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more ccmmitted in another school, it may els.) 'e that the students' response

is a direct reaction co the particular school they attend.)

TATLE IV.22

DISTREUTION OF SCHOOLS

ON MORALE INDEX

Morale Percent of Schools (N)

Very Nigh (3) 17% (111)

Mnderately llIc'h (2) 23% (147)

M-derately Low (1) 297 (135)

Very Lcw (() 31% (196)

12^% (639)

Student morale has a curvilinear relation to the adoption of innovation.

Where morale is very high there are fewer innovations adopted than where it

is mcderately high (Table IV.23). This may to the result of a situation simi-

lar tc that in the highest academic euality schools: where the school climate

is -,,ncd and operations are successful there is less impetus for change (assum-

ino that the adcpticn of innovations is a response to climate). The propor-

tion of high quality innovations adopted also has a curvilinear relation tr

morale. Within the classification of schools ty student morale th se with the

highest rate cf innovation adopt the hiphest proportion cf worthwhile innova-

tions. When the nueer of innovations adopted falls off, so does the discrim-

ination with which they are adopted.
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As niFht he expectce, morale is hi[Illy relatee to the Encial composition

cf the schcols:fifty-six percent cf all lihite schc(71s have high morale; amonc

the other three racial types ucrale is ccnsieerably lower (Table IV.24). It

is -nly amonc the Intezrated and flack schcrls that the relation between student

mnrale ane the ajopticn cf innovatiun persists (particularly stronply in the

:lack schonls). Within White schcnls there is no relation between innovation

an morale (Table IV.25). The White "elite" schocls overcome or are impervious

t% sturtemt Tcralc: otherwise unrale is related to innovation.

TALE IV.24

STUDENT 50DY 'MLLE

1Y RACIAL COmPCSITION

!i-Lrale 74hite

Racial Composition

TlackWhite Interrrated flack Inteqrated

Very Ki7h 277 5% 13% 57

Ice.erately Hi2b. 2(.:4 1E7 13% 137

Aneerately Lnw 26% 32% 3E% 327

Very Low lr% 47? K% 5:7

10(% 1r:-7 100% 1o!'.7

I; . (314) (12() (39) (113)

Apparently, then, with the exception of elite schools, innovation is

hampered by problems cf student noral2 or commitment. Presumably, the coopera-

tion cf students is necessary for the successful implementation of innovations.

Al:ve we saw that in the three non -white types of schools the e.iscriminatinn

with which inncvEtinns were adopted wns less ccnsisteiA than amorr the White
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TAILE IV.25

PERCENT OF SCHOOLS frITH HIGH INNOVATION RATES

WITHIN CATEGORIES OF MORALE AND RACIAL COMPOSITION

Racial Composition

Morale White White Integrated clack Integrated :lack

High 51% 4E% 60% 70%

(177) (25) (10) (20)

Low 482 24% 43% 39%

(137) (05) (29) (03)

Percent Difference +3% +247 +122' +32%

schools and that the relation between SES and innovation was contrary to our

expectations. Here we see that there are strong relations within these schools

t:etween morale and innovation.

Under conditions of high morale, the relationship between innovation and

the racial composition of the schoas is different free' that which we have

observed previously. White schools no lon7er have the highest innovation

rates and, more significantly, the White Integrated schools are no longer

consideretly lower on the dimension of adortion of innovation than other schools.

Whatever causes the relationship 1:etween morale and the adoption of innovation,

it is clearly important and worthy of further investi,,ation.

Order and Safety

Some schools suffer disruption ty constant orotlems of order and safety.

The principals were askec: in the NASSP study a question &out order and safety

and given a series of responses from which to choose:
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Which one (cr tcre) -f the fnllowin- .1escrirtinns are arplica-le to the situa-
tion in your schc.:1:

1) Maintainiml order ant safety is a major prol-lcm ane requires c larPc
investment .-f staff tire.

2) We have nc, mrc than the avertwe prn1,1cm in maintaininv, rrder nne safety.

3) We have no pr?! -lets maintaininr creer ane safety and ue do not devotc

much staff time to it.

4) We neec ane use special assistance to maintain oreer ane safety.

5) ve have requested tut hay,: not receivee special assistance frr rein-
taining creer ane safety.

In to create c sirrle inclicaur ti. continee the twc resnonses which inei-

catc an extremely severe situation nceessitotinp ndditi-nal assistance (re-

spnses 4 ane 5 al ova) ane retaince the :ther three 'tees separately. Thus

rur ineicatrr cf the severity f the .2r(--1.1cr of maintcinine nreer an-. safety

ranc,.s from a low nf "nc prtlemr t, a A.F.h of a sevcre prptlem (i.e., rcquir-

in3 special assistancc). The distril-uticn cf schools alonc this indicator is

presentee in Mlle. IV.2f.

TALE Iv.2E

DISTRIWTION OF RESPONSES

ON ORDER LIM St= INDEX

Decree to Which
Order is a Prchlcy Percent of Schocls (N)

Nn Prel-lem 97 50

Averarc Prollem (37 39(

Maj'r Tr-!ler 122 7G

Severe Troller 1,'X '...'3

1'07 (f31)
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The de;.ree tc sreer and saf:ty is z In schrols is nepatively

related to tic rate at ,itich innovations are adorted in the schools ane not at

all to the quality of the innovatious ac:opted (Tat le IV.27). That seers likely

is tt.at there is a reluctance on the ;art of adninistratPrs to intrr,emoe inno-

vations into an already chaotic situation. There coulcl to two reasons for this.

First. in situation where there were corstent prollens of order and safety

administrators 11.iPht 1r loath tc rurc::ase ecuirrent (e.e., teachinr rachines,

television) which wrule have tc 'e carefull ;uardee. recond, several of t'o.

innovations whica do net reouire a rurelesc of eluirrent entail ?rantinp- stu-

dents cossidera:le freedo. Leadnistrators of schools in vich the rigid con-

trol af students is a prim Foal rirht le reluctant to -meet sut_ nroPraris as

optional attendance:. -flexille scheeulinp" or "indereneent study", pro^rans

which would make the taslt of supervision nore 'ifficult.

Order ane safety is rarely a preler in '-bite schools and nnst often a

;roller in the :lack IntePrated school* which confirm the irrressions of

nest 0-servers cf education (Table IV.2:. Amon' twr of the four racial types

of schools ane '":rite Iter_ratee -- order and safety is unrelated to

the adoption of innovations (Title Kowever, among the 'lack Interrated

and flack schools there are stron, relations in o-Rosite directions. In the

_lack Inte;:rated sciTols there is z rate of innovation where there is a

rrailem of order end a ruch lo,Ter rate Ti,er--.; the princirals rerort no rrol-lei.

Unless me assumes that the adoption -F innovations causes the ',roller of oiler,

one has tc conclude that innovations aro aerpted in part to control students.

In clack students the adrinistrativa response to crcer nroflems iF tP curtail

the adoption cf innovations, a relponse which may indicate an accoPtance of

t'c:: status ru^.
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IV.2":

DEGPEF TO WYIC1 ORDFR C2",7) SAFETY IS t. PaCT-LEA

Y r'ACIAL corposmor

Decree tc which
Order is a Prollem white

Racial Comrosition

flackVhite Tnter,rated ;lac':

Prol.lem nr

Averapa Pro!lem

iiajor Prollam or

5O7 45% 52%

Severe rrollem 127 417 55% 48%

1CO% lr:07 lY' 11.071

= (3r3) (122) (41) (11r1)

TL'LE 11%2:

PERCElel OF SCLOCLE ITF RITZ INNOVATION PATES

LY DEGREE TO WHICH ORDER A!P) SAFETY IS A rrorum

Racial Composition

De^ree to Which
Order is a Pre:lem white White Integrated :lack Integrated lack

1ln Problem or

Lverage Prollem 52% 31X 3C 5r7

(2fr) (7") (11) (5C)

Aajor Frellam or
Severe Prollen 5E%

(37)

28%

(52)

e..,7,

(23)

417
(53)

Percent Difference -4% +3% -227 +15%
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This section on stunt comitmont introduces twr rare refinements cn

the lasic racial relatirnship elserva: a?ovo. We now can see that the relotion-

ship Letween the adoption of innrvaticns one the racial crw-osition of the

schools is maintinaed primarily under conditions of low-parent involvoment,

low rerale, or high disorder. 1-,evinr already discussed the first of these

thrac conditions, we turn to a consideration of the latter two. Wher the main-

tenance of order is a severe proT:lem, the -lack Integrated schools T-ecome

hishly innovative. One possille ex-lanation for this is that when conditions

in these schools reach a point Vac:re white students are threatened, innovation

is intr:ducee as - measure of social control. In contrast, the hirhly volatile

all :lack schools ray !e viewee. as }'einr incervious to reform. In reither the

nor the tiite Interrated schools do 7,rollems of oreer relate to innova-

tion: white disorder is seen as less of e threat to social stability than is

:lack disorder. Also, the all rhite schools overcome problems of morale as

well. 'I.:either internal climate features nrr parent involvez'ent are particularly

relevant here.

Although ender c:)nditions of ---prale the :asic relationship l'etween

racial cr:m7ositicn an innovation is sustained, tha order is almost completely

different under conditions of Torale. Suddenly it is the ;.lack schools

which are the most likely to 1-e innovative end the Flack intePratee schools a

close second. "Whereas the high disorder Elect schools may 're the hard core

schools, the hifil morale :lack schools ,-.ay Le the show case schools -- the

schools where the most serious attempts at reform are occurring. In addition,

the fact that under conditions of high rz.-role 'bite Tnterrated schools are

nc lrnper considere1-ly lover means that this is a sioniicant variatle. ws

will i-Airsue it further in the next chatter when we introduce rhysical resources

and relate these t.) climate features.
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C':.APTER V

SCHOOL RESOURCES

Money has long teen considered a crucial ingredient of the innovation

process. The early studies of adaptability concluded that the amount of taoney

available was the most important factor determining the level of innovation in

a school. However, as we pointed out in our investigation of per pupil expendi-

tures, in the more recent research there is evidence that an innovative climate

can be found in a financial desert: and, moreover, that without such a climate

money may flow in other, non-innovative directions.

Although we do not have any precise figure for the amount of money avail-

elle for each of the individual schools at the time of the NASSP study, we do

have information about other types of resources which may reflect the general

financial status of the schools. TJe assume that schools which operate in old,

inadequate facilities with a severe shortage of personnel have irsufficient

financial resources., The resources with which we will be concerned here may

also have direct implications (i.e., independent of their being indicators of

the availability of money) for what can te accomplished by way of the adoption

f innovations. The physical plant and the number of staff members determine

the outer limits of what type of innovation can le adopted in a school: if

there literally is no space for a lanuarc laboratory, the school will nct

have one; if then, arc not enough teachers for two to dou:le-un at any one

time, there will 1e no team teaching.

In this chapter we will consider a series of variables which describe

the resources Df thcl school. We 1:epin by examininp a series of specific mea-

sures of physical resources7 the adequacy of the p3ant, maintainence and cyzr-
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crowding. In the second section we rill examine the school staff as a resource

Loth in terms of general adequacy ("sufficient" numters) and snecific adequacy

(student-teacher ratio and the variety :f specialists available).

Although our basic interest is in cxaminirF the rolationship of resources

to innovation, there are several additional concerns. First, we will consider

in detail the relationship of resources and innovation within cur categories

of racial composition. It is widely assumed that schools attended ty

students 1r a minority of white stueents cparate with fewer resources than all-

White schools. We want to investigate this assumption. Furthermore we will

look at innovation rates while contrellinp for physical resources in order to

see whether we can better undc.rstan' our findings in Chapter IV. As we xyill

see, resources are occasionally very important, rut they seem to be more impor-

tant in those schools in which the innovation process is pore tenuous. Although

the white schools generally have the fullest resources, in some specific cases

:lack ancl Integrated schools are Letter equipped. Moreover, the relationships

between our indicators of resources and innovation are variable and complex.

Second, we will consider the relationship of the most significant resource

varialde to the internal climate varia!Aes discussed stove, morale and the

degree to which order anc: safety arc rroblems. It seems safe to assume that

in many cases the physical environment has an effect on the emotional climate.

It might be difficult to engender high morale in a poorly equipped, overcrowded

school. Students may be more likely to !-,e, disruptive if they perceive that

there is little concern for the amenities. We want to know whether, in fact,

tha internal climate is influenced Fy the physical environment and which of

these factors is a more important deterrinant of innovation.

Finally, we want know the extent to which the availability of resources

is associated specifically with the adoption of costly innovations. Thus in
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addition to considering the general effect of each of the resource variables

.,11 innovation we will examine the pronrrticn rf innovations adorted which are

if high cost (as defined in Chapter II). e will also look again at the pro-

portion cf high quality innovations adopted. Since there is a slight negative

relationship Eetween cost and quality, ye find it conceivalle that schools with

a surplus of funds will adopt a high rroprrtion of "cost" innovations and thereby

sacrifice cyality.

PHYSICAL RESOU7CES

General Facilities

Our measure of the general adequacy cf the physical facilities in the

schools derives from a question asked of principals in the NASSP survey which

is presented in Table V.1 along with the distribution of responses.

TABLE V.1

DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES ON QUESTION

OF ADEQUACY OF PHYSICAL FACILITIES

Assuming reasonably efficicnt use,
existing physical facilities in
terms of educational activities
for students and the local corn- Percent Number

pity are: of Schools of Schools

Severely inadequate for an
appropriate program

Inadequate for an appropriate
program

Adequate fcr an aprr,,priate
program

147 91

39 243

42 263

More than adequate fr.r an
appropriate pros/ran 5 35

100% 532

162



147

The lasic prctlem with this in(:icator .f resources is the likeliho,d

that in asscssinc the adequacy _f thc facilities the principals included in

their cnsideration the decree f cf the equipment associated

with innovations included in cur dependent variable (e.c., lanouace

tories, televisirns, telephone amplification). If this is the case then, in

fact, we arc measuLing innovation by innnvaticn. However, althowh the avail-

ability of equipment is likely to lc c factor in the principal's assessment,

it is certain that other factors are relevant as well, particularly since the

relationship between the adequacy :f facilities and innovation is not an

exceedintay stronr cne (TauC = .14). Moreover, in at least one type of school,

there is no relationship !-ctween adequacy cf facilities and innovation indicat-

ing that the two cannot identical.

Considering thc populatirn f sch_els as a whrlc, both the number of

innovations adopted and the prop-rtion rf innovations requiring an expenditure

arc treater in schools which have better facilities, as suclpested ty the fact

that the resources are adequate. The proportion ef inw7vatirns of "hi(-h

quality" adapted als rises with an increase in thc level of rhysical resources,

althcurh there is snme indication that the very poor schools ("severely inf:de-

quate") are more discriminatinr than thos:: immediately 1-etter off, perhaps

bz:cause they have t- adopt inexpensive innovations which, as rated in Chapter

II, are cf hirher quality. And ths.:re is scree evidence that thc richest sclenls

("mcre than adequate") are less discriminating, arain ec ase of the

adoption tf mnre costly inncvations (Ta:le v.2).

There are only miner differences an-n; the schools as defined ly racial

umpcsition in the degree which the principals report that the existing

facilities are adequate (Talle V.3). There are three possi^le interpretations

this findin: 1) there actually were Iv differences in the facilities amonp

163



148

TA: LE V.2

IMNOVATION R, TES, QUALITY OP INNOVATIONS ADOPTED

AND PROPORTION OF MCP COST INNOVATIONS ADOPTED

LY ADEQUACY OF PFYSICAL FACILITIES

adequacy of
Physical Facilities

Percent with Hiph Mean Numler of
Innovation Rates (5 or vore) Innovations Adr,pted (N)

I

Severely Inadequate 40% 4.2 (91)

Inadequate 43% 4.3 (243)

Adequate 5T. 4.9 (2(3)

More than Adequate 58% 5.5 (35)

(632)

Percent High
Adequacy of Frcr,rtion of Quality Mean Proporticn of Quality
Physical Facilities Innovations Adopted Innovations Adopted (N)

Severely Inadequate 39% 45.0 (91)

Inadequate 43% 41.7 (243)

Adequate 4.1 4(.4 (263)

More than Adequate 35% 42.8 (35)

(632)

Percent Hifh
Adequacy of Proportion of Hiph Cost Atan Prrportion of High

Physical Facilities Inncvations Adopted Cost Inncvations Adopted (N)

Severely Inadequate 1)% 44.9 (91)

Inadequate 27% 52.1 (243)

Adequate 28% 52.5 (263)

More than Adequate 33% (35)

('32)
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TA, L_ v.3

LDEQUECY CF rACILITIFF

-Y RACIAL cmPosiTior OF SCFOOL

Arlequacy LI

Racial Conrosition

Physical Facilities White white Integrated "lack Integrated ;ack

Severely Inadequatc_ 11% 18% 237 1E%

Inadeouate 40 ' 2F, 3r.:

Adequate 44 4^ 43 3:

:Icxe than ''enuat'_. 5 r 5 7

1r:OZ 1""7, ino% 1nr7

II = (33r) (12(2) (42) (12()

Vhite, once Integrated schools contrary tc what vas widely assumed at that

time. 2) the Principals used different standards tc define the terms "adequate"

and "appropriate program" depending on the composition of the student 1.cdy;

and 3) the question was too peneral to elicit important discriminations. In

any case, there are different relAtions fetween adequacy cf physical resources

and innovation amonp the four types of schools. There is almost no eifference

in innovation rates among more or less adequately ecuipped White schools ha

'rcat differences amen Integrated schools rnd sore, slighter, differences in

the :lack schools (Te.le v.4). In White schools there is a relatively hirh

rate rf innovation nc ratter whet the level cf othar resources. W1-.ite schools

comtatte(: to innovation can carry thrcu7h -n this even when films are low.

:-owever, aronp the 'lack Intec:ratO seirols and, to some extent an the rise:

r
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T"_LF V.4

t.:1; IYrOVATIO;4 qCORES

Y LDEQUACY CF PHYSICAL FACILITIFS /LIM CO"PCSITION

PEROUT OF scnocLE FRIG' INNOVATION RATES

Facial Crtircsiticn

of Schools

Adenuacy cf Physical Facilities

:crcent
DifferenceInadequate l'equare

A37 537 L

(l'A) (153)

trEIT: E;TEGRATFD 4r% +2r%

(e7) (55)

:LACK INTEGRATEn r57 +27%

(21) (2°)

TLACK 277, 54% +17%

('7) (54)

IEA1! IPNOVATIO': SCORES

facial Comrcsition

Ae.enuacy of Physical Facilities

Sch.,n1s Inadequate k.enuare Difference

';'.:-ITI. 4.7 5.1 + .4

(164) (153)

!-.IITE INTEGT(ATEL 3.3 4.5 +1.2

('7) (55)

:L.%CF INTET,ATED 3.:
e p, +2.1

(21) (2')

:.LACK 4.- 4.9 + .9

('7) (54)

166



151

schocls, innovation is dependent 7,11 adequate res- urces. Thus amonp these

schools w- find F,reater extremes, i.e., schools with poor resources and low

innovation rates versus schools with -,07e resources and high innovation, rates.

The fact that even when there ere wiecuate conditions the level of innovation

in the White Intesrated schools, althcuph somewhat improved, is still lower

than in the remaininp three types of schools indicates that a lack of resources

cannot explain the persistence of lower rates in these schools.

This pattern of the relationship cf an independent varial-le tc innova-

tion is reminiscent of the relationshi:;s of the internal climate variables to

innovation rates in the four different types of schools. The White schools seem

to 1..-e as impervious to resource pro'lems as they are tc internal climate ;rob-

Eot surprisin31y, we find that our "!.asic indicator of resources is

positively related to each of these internal climate conditions-ali6uch the

relationships are not strong, ones. Looking first at Morale, we find a weak

relationship tc the adequacy of the physical facilities (Tau L = .12) 1-ut in

a crosstalulation a clear indication that the effects are cumulative, that

schools which suffer 'oth types of proloms - low morale and low resources

-- have lower rates cf innovation than schools which have at least one posi-

tive condition and far lower than the schools with both advantages (Table V.5).

Innovation is most likely if the resources are adequate and morale is high

and although in a fair proportion of these schools the presence of either

money or morale is sufficient to insure a relatively high level of innovation,

there are few schools which can function well without either of then.

When we examine these two variables ccjointly for each of the four types

of schools for which we hove a sufficient nue:er of cases, we find that among

the White schools, which are aLle to overcome either of these factors alone,
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TA:LE V.5

2E1=1 OF SUOCLS YITh EIGh IYIOVATIOr

RATES (5 OR MOR) EY ADEOUACY OF

PINCICAL FACILITIES Arm FTUDENT mC7ALE

id-ouacy of Physical Facilities

trale Inadequate Adeouate

LOv 32% 47%

(1S5) (163)

MOH 42X 59%

(123) (122)

the joint effects are minimal. Arnow.: the hite Integrated schools each of

the factors alone is important. Cumulatively they are of major significance,

althcuph amcnp the two money seems to !-e mire important than morale. Innova-

tion is rare in these schools and particularly sc in the large proportion of

them which have few assets. Although we cannot carry this analysis throuPh

com:letely among either the Uack or the .''lack IntePrated schools (there are

few of them with high morale and almost none with both high morale

and adequate physical facilities a fact irrortant in itself), there is some

evidence that amon7 :ack schools as well As inteFrated schools the cumulative

impact of the two conditions is significant CEA:de V.().

The relationship letween the dePrz.e to which order and safety is a prols

lem, AderNacy of physical facilities and innovation rates are siailar to those

o` served above using morale as the third vcriaMe. Althouph order and safety

is only sli; htly more lihely to 'e a pro!-ler in the poorer schools (Tau :

.14), the joint impact cf the two factnrs is significant (TAI-le V.7). Schools
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Ti.:: LE V.'

PERM'? Cr SOLOOLE WNOWTIM RATES

(5 02. 7\7 ADEQUACY Cr ITYSICAL FACILITIFS,

STUDENT MORALE P2TD RACIAL COMPOSITION

Lacial Compcsition

Insdeauate

Physical Facilitie3

Adcnuate

Lo'

oralc

Hirhriph Low

VETTE 45Z ".7 517 547

(72) (C3) VI.) (CI)

!:HITE IUTEGRATED 13% L-b-,-,
3C7 727

(51) (14) (42) (11)

'"LACK. INTEGRATED 377 * 9.7 *

(1() (3) (13) (7)

ELLCI!. 327 '37 457 *

(5^) (11) (42) (9)

*Thera Are too few cases on which to rase a percentaqe.

TL AX .7

PERCENT OF SC'OCLS 'TIT'_. FIG1 I7,-.70"ATIOI! RATES

(5 OR. MORE) ADEQUACY OF PFYSICAL PACILITIES

MD DEGREE TC ORDEE IS P. PPO2LEM

Darree to which
Order is r Prollem

Mecuacy of Physical Facilities

EA:equateInademate

MAJOR 312 557

(107) (f3)

MINCE k37 527

(223) (227)
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p=ith prollems with cWer ns well as inreenuate facilities have eztremely

lox, innovation rates, lut the pro' le cf or&zr is more easily overcome than the

rrotlem cf ?nor facilities. A,,ain when we look at the interaction of the two

variables on innovation within each of four tyres of schools as defined ly

race interesting patterns emerE-e (Tahle w.Z.). In the Ihite schools, which are

i!.narally unaffected ty either condition alone, than? are only small (After-

ences in innovation rates among the four types of schools, althout-,1, there is a

slightly hi(-her rate when the physical facilities are iandequate and order is a

prelem than when there is cnly one pro:lem, perhaps T-ccause of m-essures to

uradc these schools, t' h..ep then at the level of their counterparts. Amens

the inte:=rated scho.;ls there is alticrt no innovation when the conditions are

poor and an indication again that, in fact, resources are more important than

internal climate factors in determininf7 innovation rates. unfortunately we

cann:t pursue this issue with the Black Interated schools although with thc

data at hand it is si?nificant to note that we fine no evidence to counter our

assumption that when order is threatening to whites innovations are installed.

;-non:., the clack schools I.:a again see a 7i-run of her? -core schools vhJch seem

to al-andened 7-y the cc.ntral off ice. If 'lack schools have somethinr-

for them -- either order or resources innovation rates are hirh, hut if

there are majnr prollems little or nothinf: is done.

Overall, then, tie can sec that althet:.?.h the physical resources have only

minimal eff...cts on the internal clirv.te, the joint effects of the two are impor-

tant in those schools in which there arc pre' lees with innovation to herein

with the ` -liter Inter:rated, Inte-rated and :lack schools.
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T'. LE V.;

PERCENT CF SCECOLS PIT!: IrNOVATIO1: PATES

(5 OR MO2E) :Y ADEOUACY OF PHYSICAL FACILITIES,

ORDER AFD Rh(LM. CMTOSITION

Physical Facilities

Inadequate 4decuate

Order

Racial Composition liejor Minor Major Minor

WHITE 577 457 4`Z 547

(2') (13S) (15) (142)

UNITE IITTEGRATEL 127 227 507 427

(31) (3E) (22) (33)

:LACY IPTEGRATED 42; * * 457
(14) (7) (9) (11)

EIACK 227 5Zs7 547 547

(3') (2r2) (22) (31)

*There are toc few cases en which to vase a nercentape.

School Maintenance

In the i!E.SSP survey the principals were asked about the adequacy of phys-

ical maintenance in the question presented in Mlle V.9. whether or not the

school alildinr and grounds are adequately maintained may to another indicator

of the resources availele to the school in tilich case we would assume it to

`e positively related to innovation. List', within a poorly maintained build-

it might be mere difficult to consider makin:- changes (i.e., adoptin!.--

innovations) vhic:-1 would seen superficial in li7ht of the eeneral dratness and

inadequacy of the environment. On the other hand, maintenance costs can absorl

hi;;11 resources and thereby militate arainst innovation. At first glance both

of these seem to he the case (Table V.1 ). Schools with "adequate" maintenance
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have slightly either innovation rates and also siene more money on innovation

(i.e., adopt a hi4z1-,er pro:;ortion of "cost' innovations) than schools in which

the maintenance is inadequate anc schools in which the maintenance is considared

tc to 'cormendedc' have slightly lower inr.ov9tion rates, perhaps 1.ecause the

hirh maintanonce costs alsorl the resources.

TA71,E 7.i

DISTqrUTIC:1 07 27SFONSES

or WESTIOV OF ADIEOULCY OF MAIPTENS.,!CE

General taintenance
of the School
and Grounds is:

Fercent

of Schools

numl-er

of Schools

Inadequate 277 173

Ader4uate 4' 323

Comm-Int-lc 24 16C

1WY (f5f)

Powevcr, the level of school maintenance is highly related tc our p,en-

eral indicator of the adecuacy of physical resources (r = .2:"), and when we

examine innovation rates controlling for 'cneral resources we find that

raintenance is independently relevant in only one situation schools which

have 5-enerally inadequate facilities lut devote a consideralle amount of time

and energy to maintenance -- which is pi-el-al-1y more important in older facil-

ities -- have very low innevation rates. Schools in ale' 1:uildinas can either

devote the money to raintaininp these or to introducintl- innovations;

they can rarely accomplish loth at the sere time (Table V.11).
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TL.LE V.E

oNovATIor RATES, QUALITY OF Incl/ATIom

LDOTED "AD PT:'OPOPTIC:' 07 HIGH COST

IN:TvATIors ADOPTED ry ADEQUACY OF MAINTENANCE

Maintenance

Percent with raph Mean Nue'er of

Innovation Pates (5 or more) Innovations Adopted (N)

Inadequate 44% 4.4 (1` 7)

Adequate 0% 4.7 (315)

Conmendable 44% 4.6 (147)

(629)

Percent Eigh
Proportion of Quality Mean Proportion of Quality

Maintenance Innovations Ado.ted Innovations Adopted (IH)

Inadequate 33% 44.5 (167)

Adequate 3C% 43.2 (315)

Ccynendable 4CI 46.3 (147)

((29)

Percent Nigh
Proportion of High Cost ?lean Proportion of high

laintenance Innovations Adopted Cost Innovations Adopted (N)

Inadequate 22% 5').3 (167)

Adequate 29% 54.4 (315)

Commendele 23% 47.6 (147)

(629)
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Ti.)LE V.11

DEPC,'EF: TIITP r.Ir;i7 PI/TOW:TIM

ItATES (5 C. MORE) Y DF(...LICY OF P!--'YFICAL

FACILITIES AND ALLQUACY OF iiAINTENA!'CE

Physical Facilities

Niaintenance Inadequate Adeouate

Inadenuatc. 417 53%

(121) (45)

Mequate Al7 53%

(56) (15!')

Ccmmendaile 287 527

(53) (94)

Overcrowding

In 1969 lvercrowding was a very common problem in urban hiPh schocls.

As WQ car see in Tele V.12, only 2F,7 of the schools in our sample reported

an enrollment that was no greater than the stated capacity whereas the remain-

der had one hundred students or more in excess of capacity. Since school Fud-

gets are tc a treat extent determined 1;,y the number of students attendinp the

schools, it could to that the overcrowded schools, although not richest on a

per pupil basis, have norc money to play around with and therefore might adopt

a great nue:er of innovations and a high proportion of innovations that involve

cost. On the other hand, overcrowding; might make more difficult the establish-

ment of high morale and entail more extreme problems of order and safety, therel-y

inhiEitinp the adoption of innovations.
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V.12

DIST:IFUTION OF PISPOI:SES TO O'JESTICC CV OVERCROIDING

What is the relation
between stated capacity
of physical facilities for
a sine le school session

and the current enrollmsnt?

Enrollment is less than
stated capacity

Enrollment exceeds capacity
by fewer than 10C students

Enrollment exceeds car acity
ly 101-5r students

Enrollment exceeds capacity
ty 5U-1 :;" students

Enrollment exceeds capacity
by more than rrl students

Percent
of Schools

rums-er

of Schools

26% 174

22 147

33 212

68

3 52

10n7 ((53)

In fact, we find that overcrowdin': has a relation to the nue.er of inno-

vations adopted only at the extreme end (Table V.13). Schools which are ex-

ceedincly overcrowded adopt considera'ly fever innovations than those which

are only moderately or not at all overcrowded. Overcrowding is also negatively

related to the percentage of high cost innovations, perhaps because in schools

with a lot of students more roney must le devoted to administrative concerns.

And overcrowding, if it entails more serious protlems of order, would per-

haps inhibit the adoption of innovations, the protection of .rich would le a

matter of cc,icern i.e., you don't want to spend money on televisions or

telephones where vandalism is a possilility or prcl,alility.
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Not surprisingly there is a very strong relationship !etveen overcrowd-

ing and the adequacy of physical facilitles, indicating that the num'er of

students enrolled must have Leon a factor in the princial's judgment (r = .29).

And when we examine overcrowdin7 while controlling for the -eneral level of

adequacy we find that overcrowding alone is significant only when resources

are low (Table V.14). The richer schools can handle this type of oroblem

and continue to innovate; the poorer schools cannot.
1

TrIF V.lb

FEP.CENT OF SCI:OCLF IYITF FIGH IFTMTIOF

FATES (5 OR MCP.E) 'Y ADECUACY Or

FKYSICAL FACILITIES i ^ OVEICROTOING

Adequacy of
Physical Facilities

Inadequate

Adequate

Overcrowding

Ninimal
(lr'C or less

in excess)

32%
(126)

53%
(180)

Major
(1G1 or more
in excess)

42%
(205)

527
(110)

1
Interestin^ly enough. overcrowdinr has a negative relationship to tbe

percent of the student body that is black, i.e., it is nost frequently a prct-
ler in l7hite schools. AmonF neither Phite nor vhite Interrated schools does it
have any relation tc the nue)er of innovations adopted. Among the ;lack Inte-

grated schools we find considerably higher rates of adontion where there is only
minor overcrowdinc-. On the other hand, we find considerably lower rates of inno-
vation among :lack schools which have no overcrowding probler,. Arm"; flack Inte-

6-rated schools innovation seems to !-E. nlace-I in prime conditions: amonr Flack

schools innovation may 1:e nore of a ,..ormensatory s'esture, a sW-stitute for Jim-

provinr more basic conditions. (All teles to supnort this analysis may he

fount: in Appendix H.)
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The oLvious solution tc severe overcrowdinr in schools is to r.o onto a

dpuble ses3ion day. Forty-four percent of schools with more than one hundred

students in excess of tha stated capacity are on dou'le sessions as opposed to

fifteen percent of the schools with a less severe rrotlem. Whether or not a

school is on a douLlc session is not related to the number of innovations

adopted) This means that the more complLx administrativL structure entailed

in a double session does not have an inhibitin^ effect on the adoption of inno-

vations. Vve will refer to this issue aain in the next chapter .'hen we exarinc

school complexity.

67AFF RESOURCES

General Adequacy of Staff Size

7asically, whether or not there are adecuate numbers of staff "to provide

the current student body educational experiences appropriate to the implements-

ticn of the school curriculum
112 is not relevant to the adoption of innovations.

Schools with inadequate staff resources are slichtly lees likely to adopt inno-

vations than schools with a sufficient nurler of staff memlers but the differ-

ences are not sis,nificant. Either innovation in schools is not dependent on

there being a lame staff to carry out and implement the innovation, or the

principals' judf:%ents of this question were determined by factors which make

it an inadequate assessment cf actual conditions in the schools. Therefore in

considering the impact of the staff as a resource on the adoption of innovations

we have to look at more ol.ective indicators.

1Tables are presented in Appendix H.

2 Phrasin question -f adeouacy -f staff in r4ASSF cuestionnaire (E-33).
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Student-Teacher :,.atio

The student-teacher ratic fn the schr.,l seems to le a no.re relevant vari-

able with respect to innovation than the reneral question atove.1 ((question

and distrituticn cf responses shown in Tatle V.15.) Tasically, the schc-ls

with the Letter student-teacher rati-s have higher rates cf innovation than

schecls in which there are relatively fewer teachers; presumely 1-ecausc it is

easier to implemcnt intrvations when there is P lar^er staff, allowinp for

flexitility in arrangements -- e.c., tear teachinP. -cth the proportion of

hi.:11 cost innovations adopted and the proportion of high quality inncvaticns

adopted have curvilinear relatinnships tc the variable of student- teacher ratio

(Tahle V.1(). Schools with very low and very hiih student-teacher ratics adopt

fewer innovations which c^st money and are less eiscriminatinr in their adcp-

ticn. This is a reversal of the usual relationship toteen the nropertion cf

hig cost inn,wations adcptee and the pr,nortion of hiFh nuality innovations

adopted. The fact that the schools with exccedinl-ly "F ^-d" stut'ent-

teacher ratios adopt a smaller proportion of hinh cost innovations is easily

understood -- they eevote a large proportion of the budget to maintaininr a

lare staff. Similarly, we can account f-r trth the lower rate in the numl:er

of innovations adtTted and the lc :er prc.Frtion cf innovations involving cost

in the schools with exceedingly poor student ratios -- thes are the schrols

with few rescurces altooethr.r. alt such conditions ,ererally lead tr a higher

proportion of quality innovations adntcd. Why they don't here is a mystery

to us.

1Student-teacher ratio is unrelated tc our general indicator of the

adequacy physical resources. The rext variatle we examine -- the variety
'f specialists on the school staff -- is also unrelated to rhysical rescurces.
Physical and staff rescurces renresent different comnrnents cf the wealth of
a schcoland need not tc related.
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TP' LE

PrST.1"S75:

ON QUESTIG: CF STUD717-TFACFER ?,ATIO

Teacher-
Student Ratio

Percent
of Schools

:'umber

of Schools

1 20 nr less 15% 97

L21 - 1:25 1.3 2S2

1 2 - 1:37 33 217

1.21 rr m-rr! 59

100 ?' (661)

white schools are somewhat lass likely have good student-teactr_r

ratios than are the ether three types of schools, perhans tecause there are

less intense problems of maintaininc order in these schools and they can get

1.y with a wailer staff (Table V.17). Llso, there has I.een less ruLlicawaro-

ness of this 2roblen in "bite schools, 1,hich may explain why they are more

likely to be overcrowded as Tien. &rid anonr the Uhite schools (and 11-Ate Inte-

grated schools) this factor is unrelated tc innovation (Table V.1C). Thus

White schools are able to overcore this lack of resource as well as a lack of

adequate physical facilities. Althourh Janowitz has atTued that the emphasis

on decreasiir the student-teacher ratio in flack schools has resulted in an

expense inhibitins to the adoption r.,f innovations, we do not find this to be

the case.
1 In flack and :lack Interated schools there is mere innovation

where there are Letter student-teacher ratics. Ls witl, the other indicators

1Janowitz, LE. cit., P. 17.
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TA: LE ".1:""

Ir70k:ATION RATES, QUALITY OF INITCVATI01-2 ADOPTED

AND PROPORTIW OF YIGE COST IVNOVATIOrS ADOPTED

STUDFUT-TEACLER RATIO

Toacher-
Student
Ratio

Percent with Ugh
Innovation 'sates (5 rr

:lean Number of

mr:.) Innrvations Vorted (11)

1,20 52," 4.8 (90)

1 21 1 25 47% 4.7 (277)

1.2f: 1:3C 4f% 4.1 (209)

1.31 or rcrc 427 4.4 (54)

Teacher- Percent High

Student Procortion of Qualfty ;'can Prnportion of Quality

Ratio Innovations Ado.-)ted Innovations Mooted (N)

1 2C 31% 41.6 (90)

1 71 - 1:25 3S% 45.2 (277)

1.26 - 1.30 397 45.1 (209)

1.31 or more 30% 40.S (54)

Teacher- Percent ri-11

Student Proportion of Hirb .Thst ean Proportion of Hiph

Rat io Innovations ;,':opted C-st Innovations Adopted (N)

1 20 23% 47.0 (90)

1:21 1.25 317 54.0 (277)

1 26. - 1 30 287 51.7 (209)

1:31 or more 227 43.6 (54)
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TATLE V.17

PERr,FNT SC:100Lc "ITH TEACHP--STUDFFT

2ATIO (1:25 CR FEn) ry RACIAL CONPOSITIOF

Percent with Teacher-
Student Ratio of

Racial Ccmposition 1:25 cr Fewer (2"

"JEIT7 54% (322)

VEIT.E MEGRATET: G47 (122)

:LACK I:zTEG2ATZD 657 (40)

'LACK ',C7 (122)

TALE V.1V

PERCENT OF SC::00LS "ITK nmoviTior

RATES (5 OR morF) rY TEACHER-

SMUT aim° AFD RACIAL C&PCSITION

Teacher- Student ratio

Percent
lacial Composition 1.25 rr Fewer 1'2f cr More Difference

WHITE 527 49? + 3
(165) (140)

WHITE INTEGRATED 31% 27% + It

(76) (44)
2LACK IrTEGRATED 57:7 427 +15

(26) (14)
'LACK 537 277 +26

(77) (36)
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f resources an. t' indicat:rs cf ,eneral internal climate, the latter the

c,itions the tv%re likely tc inn.-mti;n rates in these schools will be

Student Services

Scheel principals were asked in the msP survey at-out the inclusion on

the staff of six tyres of specialislis nurse, psycholorist. speech therapist,

audieretrist, hove c "unselor or socia: voeter, and psychiatrist. In order to

create an index of the adequacy of this tyre of resource we -tame each school

a sin:le score Lased on t%e numFer differrrt srecialists includci in the

staff. The distrituticn cf schools alon t is variell is presented in Ta3.le

V.13. Sonewhat less than half of the schools have only one (or no) special-

ists availaide and in 73% of t1.2 cases this is a nurse, indicatirT that inten-

sive psycholc,:ical assistance is not readily forthccnina in many urlan schools.

^r_ L: V.1:

DISTnEU-T3- C SCECOLS

5Y FumrEr OF TYKS OF SPECIALISTS

Yurecer of Fercent Numter

Specialists of Schools of Schools

:TONE 177

ONE 327 167

Tv10 2E7 158

TERT2 147 84

FOE'. OR MO-: 11T f4

1'07 ('CO)
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There is basically n: dift:_renc, in ir.novatio'i retcs amonr the sch -16

i,ssifi.d !y the numler of specialists except for those which have a vry hirh

numl.er of srecialists (three or more) (Table V.20). These schools have high

rates cf innovation. They are well-cared ftr and can institute a wide variety

of prof-rams. There is 3 more fleneral nep.ative relationship letuecn the number

of specialists (-41 the staff and the proportion of innovations adopted which

arc of high cost. If money is allocated tr hire a psychologist it cannot 1-e

used fcr the purchase of televisions. Among the four types of school defined

ty race, there are variations in the nurter r)f types rf specialists availalt.

White, Black Integrated and Clack schols are eenerally letter staffed in this

respect than are the White Integrated schools: the proportion cf schools with

two cr more types of specialists are: -- 587; Elack Integrated -- 597

lack -- 527; and White Integrated -- 407. As was true of general resources

(to which the number cf staff specialists is unrelated), it is most likely

that among the integrated schools the resource variable and innovation rates

are highly related (Table. V.21). These schools have all or nothing: in this

case both specialists and innovations or neither, whereas among many White and

Llack schools the tvo are unrelated.

There were several issues in this charter. The first was whether or not

the general level of the resources of a school was related to the numl-er of

innovations adopted in the school. On the whsle we found slight positive rela-

tionships: sch:ols with m-_,re complete facilities and staff resources are more

likely to !-c a'le to inncvate at a high rate and adopt a birher proportion of

costly innovations (there!y occasionally letting quality nlip). This means

that the resources may 'e important. !tit then we saw that the major resource
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T;LLE V.21

1..?CE::7 OF =3CL'OOLS VITil AIM? INNOVitTTO" RATES

(5 or MO2E) VITHIN -TM! EP OF srrcIALIsTs

Aim RACIAL COMPOSITION

Leta

Number of Specialists

Nigh
Racial Cr'mrsiti,_n (OM (2 or more) Difference

WHITE 513 50% - 1
(125) (169

WHITE INTEGRATED 18% 437 +25
(60 (44)

LLACK INTEGW.TED 317 '5% +34
(10 (23)

BLACK 457 4f + 1
(53) (50

variables -- Qeneral adequacy of physical resources, student-teacher ratio

and number of specialists -- were strongly related to innovation only in the

'chile Integrated, flack Integrated and :Asa schools. Generally Inadequate

resources in White schools never inhibits the adoption of innovations. From

this finding we draw two conclusions. First, with respect to innovation,

resources are not crucial. Innovations can be implemented in old, poorly

maintained, and/or understeffed schools although only certain types of schools

-- i.e., the White schools -- can overccme these disabilities. Therefore we

continue to areue that the determinants of innovation arc different in Vhit2

schools than they arc in the other turce types of schoAs. Increasingly it

seems that if the efforts tc upgrade tht. educetion in the nee, Integrated

and flack onccuntered "obstacles' such as pnor resources or low morale.,

the eff-)rt slackened. And in nhite Integrated schc-qs where there never was
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much of an effort in the first :lacE, innrvativc imrulses were devastated by

similar obstacles. lioreover, with res^ect t- the 'White Integrated schools we

have a clear indication that the lack inry.wati-,n has decter rocts than

physical resources or internal climate. At the same level cf resources as the

-ther three tyres -Z. schools (or climate, the White Integrated schools consis-

tntly have the 1. wr_st innovation rates.

Sur7risingly, internal clirate footers are only minimally related tc

i.hysicl resources. icth high moral:: and a hif,h degree of -',rder and safety

can he maintained in sch,-ls which lack "rocessary- amenities. When the ''emo-

.ional" situation deterirates chances must be made. :Alt these changes need

not be costly renovations )f existing facilities, which alone do not ensure a

better climate. the same time, sclrls in which either physical reso.urces

or climate factors are related to inn./ation (all excert the chile schools)

are strongly affected by the cnmbinati.n of the two.
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^.PAPIER VI

SCHOOL ORGANIZATIOfl

In this chapter we ask whether the structure of a school as a complex

..-)rpnizatton has any impact on either the numler cr type of innovations adipted

in the school. As was pointed out *.y Rogers and Sh,_erakerl in their review of

studies c:Nering the adoption of innovations in r74 and again 'y 7aldridre

in 1)74,
2 the study of innovation in schcrl systems has generally underplayed

any form cf :.rganizational analysis. For instance, the studies included in

the R,ss compendium have ne section -r ,r-,anizational varial-les at the indi-

vidual school level3and those selections in the readincs edited ly Miles which

consider organizational varialqes ere rener,lly theoretical pieces and offer

n- data supportilv the hyortheses.
4

This omission cf ,r?anizational varlet:1es in the analysis -4 the adop-

ti-n of innovatirns in schools means that reither the dissemination of innova-

ticns (e.g., from research organizations) n-r the selection of innovations for

adoption !r school administrators proceeds with valid guidelines. If the

implementation cf a par;icular inmvation is unsuccessful at any stave in the

pr:'cess there should le s' me way nf determining whether the prrIlem lies in

the characteristics of the adrpting orcanization, in the nature of the innova-

lEverett M. RoFers and F.F. choemaker, Communication of Innovations (New

York: The Free Press of Glencoe, l571).

2
Vict.or r.aldridge, r^. cit.,

3Donald H. P ss. LL. cit.

4Matthew Miles (cd.), aa. cit.
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tion itself, er in s,mc creination cf the twr. uithrut any clues as to which

rrganizatirnal varia'les were. relevant, it would io Fiord t' determine what

was ,.ing on in any specific case. Furth(rNre, an analysis of the relatirn-

ship 1-etween the or:anizational features of schcols and the rate at which they

ad,pt innovations can help %roadan the, developing theories in -ther spheres

ereanizational analysis ty introducing a new type of orpanization. This would

all specification of the com4itions under which any me crganizational

varialle 'eco..aes relevant.

For the reasons stated al-ove, our selection of varialles to include in

an analysis of the structure of the schools attempts to follow the lines cf

research set out ly these concerned with other types of organizations. At the

same time, we include varialles which are uniquely important in schools.

ically, in the first secticnc of this analysis we focus cn two structural fea-

tures which have teen found in past research to 1-0 related to the rate of adop-

tion rf innovations in a vide variety of tyr.-3 of otTanizotions: size, and oran-

izational complexity. The varial-le of complexity will T'roken down into two

components: complexity of task structure and internal differentiation. In the

third section we will leek at the oreanizatin structure in terms rf the rela-

tive size of the administrative staff vis-a-vis the teaching staff, and the

distril-,utinn of power and authority. The distinction letween the issues in

the middle section and these at the end is, in part, a distinction letween the

horizontal and the vertical dimensions of an rrganization. The fact that

various aspects Jf the two dimensions ore frequently related does not mean

that each cannot le approached separately.
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SCHOOL SIZE

What size school is !-ast for ..ducatirt:, students? This is n question that

has plagued educat,'rs for years, in part 'ecause it is sr highly related to

-)ther issues such as whether not creine students with highly varies'

interests and al-Antics into single sch)ols and hrw lest t- utilize scarce

resources. Our concern with school size is whether it is a feature which

affects the num'er or type cf innovation implemented in a school.

In Chapter II we reviewed some of the literature on the relation of

oranizational size to the adoption of innovations which surgested that large

organizati'ms adopted new ideas and new techniques at a faster rate than smaller

rganizations. . We dit not find a confirwation cf these findinFs in our analy-

sis of school systems. Nor aid Neydetrand and Noell in their work on profes-

sional organizations s.,pport the earlier hypotheses. They concluded that

size had no effect on ianovativeness when other relevant varieles were con-

trolled, although they didreport a slight curvilinear relationship letween the

two varieles indicatitr that R&D r.rojccts occuree more frequently in middle-

size agencies than in very small or very large ones.1

We can now examine size as a characteristic of the schools and sec

whether at this level it has any impact on the adoption of innovations. There

is very little research ex-Piing directly with the effects of school size -- as

opposed to district size -- on the adoption cf innovations.2 Anderson found

thAt teacher resistance tc innovation incr.-Jased sic-nificantly in large schools

1Wolf V. Heyde!-rand and James J. Noell, "Task Structure and Innovation
in Professional Organizations" in Heydelrand (ed.), Comparative Orpanizations
(New Jersey: Prentice-Pall, 1973), n. 318.

2For some :Inc more recent research en tFr r_ation of school district
size tc innovation, see: Rc,nald Havelock (1:73), -)r cit.; and V. Taldridge and

C. Turtiham, .9".. cit.
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rresumally 'ecause nrc'lems of increasing depersrnalizatien 1-ut he

did not relate this tc the reneral level of innovativeness within the schnls.1

It is rossille that there was more resistance tn innovation lut also more innc-

yeti= takint place. ,111.1 the most c-'r'nlete study of differences l,etween large

and small schccls Ty :arker and Gumr -- did net investigate the question of

innovat ions. 2

Thev.: are two reasons why we consieer size imrcrtant and potentially

relevant to the issue cf innovation. First, the sheer size of an or7anization

may e related to its cc.m:lexity (an issue we will consider lelow) and, like

com:-lexity, may !e relates Tositively tc the nunt-er and intensity of the demands

on the system. It seems reascnele to assume that a large staff ane stunt

--.4 create greater conrdination anc: allocation prelems than w.uld exist in a

smaller school. For instance, it requires a large secretarial staff, consider-

ele expense, and perhaps complex machinery tc rk cut student schedules in a

large schc,c1. Such investments of time and eneror could have the effect of

making large schools resistant -- if not t:" all innovations -- at least to

these which would increase the work needed Er these tasks.

Second, sch,r1 size is hiLhly related to the amount of recney availede.

In most schr,c1 systems individual school hid:,,ets are lar:ely determined ly the

nue7er of students attending the school. Thus large schools have a larger

total Ludget which may prwide them with more flexit-ility in the determination

^f allocation for specific items. At the sane time, administratorsan large

schools may find it easier tc justify requests for new equipment on the :.:runds

1James G. Andersen, Lureaucracy in Education (Taltimore: John Hopkins
Press, 1)(0, p. 14E.

2
Roger G. "arker and Paul V. Gum: rig School, Small School (Stanford.

California: Stanford University Press, 1:364).
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that it will 1.enefit a :rk.Rter numer of students, i.e., economics rf scale.

Thus from the rcint :f view of rcs urces -- as .rroscd tc. eAministrative flex-

sae mieht exrect a hi:her rat: of innrvatir,n in larre schnols.

Our measure school Aze is vased rn a ouestion in the NASSP survey

which asked for the numler of students in the schlol. The total (UstriFution

f schools is shown in Tat le VI.1.

TA: LE VI.1

DISTRI: UTION OF SCHOOLS

1Y NUM: ER OF STUDENTS ENROLLED

Numter rf Percent Numler

Students Enrolled of Schools of Schools

Fewer than 1000 1O 69

10G' - 1499 22 143

15:" - 1:99 2" 135

20'C - 2499 2' 132

25V - 2999 13 78

Over 3r,Or 15 113

(660)

::cfore proceeding with cur enalysis, we want tc. rlace these numv,ers in

the context of the country as a wf-,rle. Larne city schords differ from ether

schools in a variety of ways Fut perhars the most striking of these is size.

In Tat le VI.2 we shcw ccmparative figures frr all U.S. high schorls and for

lar.o. city schorls alone. As we cfn cic-rly sea, in this study we are locking
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zt schools which are far larPer than torso attended 'y r'e'st hirh school stu-

dents in this country. Therefore, when w.. tally a' nut school size and its rela-

tion t( the ad-.1'1:tion of innovatLp, it rust le understood that our findinFs

may only reflect one end of the scale ane that in sch.Jols with student popula-

tions !clot me thousand there may 'c r very different relationshir Fetween

size and the adoption of innovati:rs.

TiLLE '11.2

ENROLLMENT OF ALL U.S. SECONDARY SCHOOLS

COMPARED "ITE THE LARGE-CITY HIGH SCHOOLS

Num'er of Large City Schools
Students Enrolled All U.S. Schools* (19E9)

Less than 1C::?,

leCr, to 2,499

250C, and ee.ve

11

1

1'2(1

117

62

27

N = (24,22E) N = (.90)

*All figures for U.S. schools arc adapted frnm U.S. Dept.
of Health, Education and Welfare, U.S. Office of Education,
"Statistics of Education in the United States," 1958-59
series, Waiter 1, "Putlic Secondary Schools." These sta-
tistics include junior high schools.

As we can see in Tatle VI.3, school size in terms of the num,-er cf stu-

dents enrolled, is not related to the nunler of innovations adopted in the

schncl.
1

This means, "n the ne hand, that a lorre staff and student 'rdy dc

I
Student enrollment size is hiplOy related t" staff size (r zr .97).

Therefore we use this one neasure alrn: rather than investipating staff size
separately.
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Tt....1 F. 71.3

INMVAT ION RAITS , 01:AL ITY OF INNOVATIOYE ADOPTED

AND E/.0PeaTIOr OF UGH COST INNOVATIONS

ADOPTEL) I Y SCPOOL SIZE

Percent with
His,h Inrrvation Mean 1;mni! er

SIZE Rotes (5 or more) Innovations Adorted (N)

S.IALL (1CGO-1499) 427 4.( (2)

MED MI (15CC-240) 4f7 4.7 (254)

LARGE (25',r nr me re) 447 4.5 (174)

SIZE

rercent High Mean rrorortion

Proprrtion cf Ouality of Quality

Innovations Adrptee. Innovations Adnrtcd (4)

sm.u. (F -1499)

!A MIN (15r )

(25CC cr more)

352:.

357

42.0

45.5

45.2

(201)

(254)

(174)

SIZT-7

Fcrcont Eig,h Mean Fr,:rcrtion

Frnrrrtion High Ccst of Eigh Ccst
Innovaticns Adortcd Inncmations Adonted (N)

STALL (1' rc-1499)

MEDIUM (15:0- 2459)

LARGE (250 or more)

307.

247

217

54.0

52.3

47.8

(21.:1)

(254)

(174)
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not create situation inhi!itinr t^ tb adorti,n innevati-ns and, on the

-ther hand, that smaller schc.:11s d not have any seeciel trouLle in accumulat-

in;:: the reerfurces necessary ff-r at least s,-me innovation. Indeee, ''c find in

Ta'le VI.3 that the pror:rticn cf "hi,h ccst" inncvaticns adopted decreases

slirhtly with school sizc. The larger schccls arc less likely t- adopt this

ty-e innovation perha2s -e.cause te s' in such a oottinct weld involve

considerely mere ex7ense than where there are fewcr students and -erhars

ecause actually they do nit have more res-urces than the small schools.1 The

quality of the innovations adopted is also imrelated t' size. Factors ether

than that of the numl;er of students enrolled determine the selectivity with

which innovations are adopted.

There are only minor variations in the size of schools servin: different

racial roups: :lack schools are least likely to le large; Ilhite schools are

least likely to le small (Tele VI.4). ithin the tynes ef schools defined !-.y

race, however, there are different relationshiPs 1-etween size and innovation

(Talle VI.5). Although innovation in neither Mite nor rlack schools is signif-

icantly affected :y size, it is in Both types of interrated schools and in oppo-

site directions. Mite Integrated schccls are most likely to have high innova-

tion rates when there are large nutiLers of students enrolled, perhaps because

it is only under this condition that they r:ceive the necessary central office

attention. "lac! Integrated schools are more likely to he innovative when they

are small. It code. !-e that the basic pro:1cm of morale is overcome more

easily when there are fewer students invelved and that therefore innovation

cae more readily take ,lace. In any case it stems clear that the school size

is not sienificant in itself and only achieves importance when associated with

other factors.

1There is no relation Eetween size of student enrollment and the general

adequacy of the physical resources.
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':1ZE Y RACIAL COMPOSITION

E.:Jcial Composition

-_,f Schools

SMALL

(1001-149c..)

SIZE

LARGE
(250n or more) (N)

UEDIUM
(150r-2499)

WHITE 2(2 42% 3'-'2 (323)

!MITE INTEGRATED 372 2:7. 34% (124)

FLACK INTEGRATED 437 24% 23% (41)

"LACK 357 517 12% (117)

COMPLEXITY

In the recent literature cn the adoption of innovations in orpanizatinns,

complexity is considered tc 1-e a primary characteristic of organizatirns affect-

ing the innovation process. When defined as "the numler of occupational spe-

cialties in the organization and their professionalism" complexity has teen

found to he positively related to the rate of propram change Eecause "the

diversity in occupational Ipackprounds can . . . 'rinp a variety of sources of

information to !ear, which can facilitate awareness or knowledpe of innova-

tions. . However, if corplexity is positively related to innovation at

the initiation stage, there is some evidence that at the implementation stage,

orszanizational complexity has negative effects. It is argued that "high

diversity (complexity) makes it difficult for any -ne source of authority tc

1Grtrald Zaltmen, et al., Innovation and Orcanizations (New York: John

Wiley and Sons, 1,73), 7. 135.
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T:LE VI.5

INNOVATION RTES MLAN INNOVATION crOPES

taT,IN SCHOOL SIZE AND RACIAL

=POSITION CATrrORITS

PERCENT OF SCHOOLS WITP FIGII IYNOVATION RATES

SIZE

Racial Comrcsition SMALL MEDIUM LARGE

of Schools (1^(Y--145'9) (15C( -2499) (250' or more)

WHITE 4r7 557 477

U7) (130 (9E)

!TITE INTEGRATED 247 317 35%

(4`) (35) (43)

BLACK INTEGRATED (77 4'Z 337

(1,2) (11) (12)

BLACK 457 45% 477
(42) (6C) (15)

'1?Ai4 INNMPTICN SCORES

SIZE

Racial Comositicn VALI. ulEDIUM LARGE

cf Schools (10r.--14(:)) (150(1-249':.) (25'X or morc)

MUTE 4.;. 5.n 4.7

(67) (1Y;) (:e)

WEITE INTEGRATED 3.3 4.( 4.2

(46) (35) (43)

: :LACK INTEGRATED 6.n 4.n 4.0

(11) (11) (12)

:LACK
.

4.5 4.5 4.5
(42) (f0) (15)

1.97
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force, some consensus toward aireement is to which of the lany -ro-csals shoull

implemented."1 Thus the proportion of initiated innovations actually reach-

ing the stage of implementation may le lower in highly complex organizations

`e cause of the greater numter of innovative proposals generated in a more com-

rlex organization.2

Speculation on the adoption of innovations in schools (as opposed to

other organizations) reaches different conclusions. Taking as his startinp

point the system protlems requiring solution -- social control, sequential

organization of rrosram, goal attainment, put-lic accounteility and staff

allocation -- Wayland argues that a complex division of labor (the measure of

complexity he uses) will mean an increase in the system demands and make less

protalle the adoption of innovation.
3

We propose to use a more refined concept of complexity which allows us

to examine the complexity of thc school's,task structure as defined Ty the

tyre of students enrolled in the school as well as the complexity of the

school's internal differentiation. Our measurements will allow us to maintain

the distinction tetween complexity and the characteristics of the school staff.

Thus, rather than using a single measure of complexity we will look at various

structural characteristics of schools which we feel are components of com-

plexity and we will ask whether these characteristics (either alone or in com-

hination with the others) are related to the numler or tre of innovations

adopted in the schools.

2 r.

3Wayland, ok cit.
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We 1,egin with the com;lexity of the school's task structure which is

defined in two ways: 1) ly the variety of types of students admitted to the

school in terms of their academic c`ility; and 2) 1-y the nureer of different

a -'c Froups within the school. Internal differentiation is measured the

variety of instructional programs offered in the schools. W-ove we mentioned
4

the variety cf specialists on the staff in cur discussion cf resources. 1c

will refer to it again in this chapter as we discuss internal differentiation.

We Iegin with the complexity of task structure since it is the broader vari-

alle ant is, as we will see below, hic:hly related to at least one aspect of

internal differentiation.

Task Complexity

Our first concern is with the scope of the task assumed 1-y the schools

in terms of the types of students enrolled. It seems logical to reason that

schools which enroll a broad variety of students -- either 1-y academic aei-

tion or ly age -- are committing themselves to more then a single educational

task or function. We want to know whether complexity of task structure in

schools is related tc the number cf innovatirms adopted.1

We look first at the variety of types of students in a school and then

turn to the number of different age groups. For the first issue, school

"function," our variable is basically a dichotomous one, whether the school

is a special school (either academic or vocational) with enrollment limited

tc a single type of student cr whether the school is a comprehensive school

committed to providing an education for e11 students within a circumscribed

area. For the question of n-mber of af:e ,:roups we will core; are two or three,

four, and five or six year high schools.

1
For a somewhat different use of the concept of task structure, cf.

Heydebrand and Noell, 92 cit., p. 306.
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Type of School. Comprehensive or Srecial

FollowinE- the lines set forth ty Conant in his report, The American aph

School Today, we divide the high schools in our study into two oeneral cate-

.7nries, multi-function or comprehensive schools and sinrle function or spo-

cialized schools.
1

The former group we consider to he more complex by our

definition tecause they take on a creator nur'er of tasks. A speciplizce nca-

demic hiz,11 school is committed to nrovidinr an educational experience which will

enable its graduates tc face other colleoe-lound students on a comretitive

!7esis. Similarly, a vocational school rny l-tave as a goal tc teach the lasic

skills an vocational skills which will allow its rraduates to enter the lahor

rarket with a competitive advantage. Neither of these two tyres of schools

need involve itself in any way with the task "f the other. Nor need they con-

cern themselves with a continuous sorting or tracking process.
2 _o a great

extent this has 1-.e.en taken care cf bofore students are enrolled. These schools

can channel their eners:ies into teachin a limited ran of subject netters.

Comprehensive schools, on the other hand, have a commitment to educate all

students who live in a rarticular enrollmt area. This will usually include

l,nth Df the tyl.es of students iascri'-ed n'-ove (i.c., those whn are collepe-

leund and those whc are not) as well,qs a !road miedle proun cf students whose

futures are less clear. Thus they also, to sore extent, commit themselves to

makin" sure that each student selects an appropriate prooram riven his/her

particular atilities, needs an irterests.

Naturally, not ell comprehensive schools nroviee adequate educational

experiences for the entire range :1 students uto may enrolled, nor do they

1Jenes :. Conant, The American Figh School Te,!ay (New York' McGraw-

Hill, 1959).

111
20f course, there may 1e some "tracking" within these schools as well.
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necessarily rerform their scrting functions well. However, the adequacy of

the education provided in any of these three types cf schools is not our con-

cern at this point. Nrr are we interested in the degree of "comprehensiveness"

here. Rather we are interested in seeing whether a broader task -- as defined

'1. the enrollment policy of the school -- is related to the adoption rf inno-

vaticns.

We want to clarify several points before we proceed with this analysis.

First, although cur varialle of task complexity is closely related to the

variable we will examine below of internal differentiation -- comprehensive

schools are more likely t- have a varied program because they have to offer

a wider ranne of tyres of courses -- we think it useful to start with the

troader characteristic first and then examine the effects of differentiation

(de:zrec cf comprehensiveness) within the different types rf schools. Because

of the small number of specialized schools (see below) we /yin le able to

carry cut this analysis intensively only among the comprehensive schools.

Second, type cf school will naturally overlap with type of student as

identific in Chapter IV. Vocational schools will have more students identi-

fied 'y the principal as being "telow average" and academic schools will have

more students identified as beim- "educati.nally pitted." Comprehensive

schools will include the entire range of students 1.rt will differ in the

proportions at each level and thus in their description alonF the variatle of

academic eAlity we defined in Chapter IV. Therefore, although the two vari-

ales -- type of school and type of student -- are related, we want to discern

the independent effects of each on th_ number and type of innovation adopted.

Closely related to the prollem alove is the fact that some innovations

might !e more appropriate for one type of school than another. However, as we
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discuss in Appendix G, the judges were not very clear in distinpuishin7 tetween

the innovations alonp these lines. We assume that ly and large (with the excep-

tion of language la?-oratories) the innovations are equally appropriate in all

types cf schools and that if we find differrinces lotween the types of schools,

it is 1:ecauseoneorganizational form is mor.: amen} le to innovation. On the

other hand, we will keep this factor in mind, particularly if it arrears that

differences in numlers of innovations lerive from those few which hive special

applications.

In the original NASSP survey there was no question asking for precise

information stout whether the school was a comprehensive, vocational or

strictly academic high school. Therefore, our determination of school ty'e

derives from a ccmlination of indirect indicators. The first of these indi-

cators is a question asking whether "th: curriculum is so orvanized that stu-

dents can move from one rrogram of st.ldies tc another without major difficulty,

e.g., commercial studies to total academic?"1 Any school which responded "yes"

to this question was automatically considered a comprehensive school. This

was Gel of the total population of schools. For these schools which responded

"nc" another question was used tc' distinguish the academic from vocational

schools. This was a question asking for "the nercentae of students in Prades

-1:.ven and twelve participating in tho occupational education ;ropram. "2 To

te classified as an academic school the principal must have resroneed "0-1(1"

(the lowest possille category of resprns1) a=6 to /-E classified as a vocational

school the principal must have resnondee "31' nr more" (the highest category

of response). Once schools had "een classified using this comtination of vari-

atlas, we crosschecked these classifications anainst other questions within

the survey as well as outside, inforati,-..p. The .-ther questions. included the

1
Ouestion G-13 in NASSP survey.

2
Questicn G-57 in NASSP survey.
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l-asis for student enrollment (A-15) and the nuW-er of foreign languages in the

program. We also checked our classifications in two further ways: first,

against the name of the school which occasionally identifies its task (i.e.,

soma high schools have the Wel Vocational School as part of their official

name): and second, against the information provided ly some cities as to what

function ;articular schools serve in their rroprams. For instance, in Hew

York City we made sure that such schools as ironx Fish School of Science and

Stuyvesant High School had leen correctly identified as academic schools.

Most of the schools in our sample (and indeed, most American schools as

a whole) are comprehensive high schools. Since there are only (2 single func-

tion schools (27 academic and 35 vocational schools) in our population, we

will not to able to study the latter tyre of schools intensively. However, we

can compare the two types of schools in terms of the numler and "quality" of

innovations adopted in each. (In a later rortior of this charter when we dis-

cuss internal differentiation we will focus exclusively on the comprehensive

schools since we will not have encuFh cases to differentiate among the single

function schools in this manner.)

The comprehensive high schools arc far more likely to !e innovative than

either the academic or vocational schools (Tele VI.6). Forty-nine percent of

the comprehensive schools have high innovation rates whereas among academic

schools only 27% have high rates and among vocational schools the proportion

with high rates drops to 177. Thus at first glance it seems that complexity

of task as defined ly the range of tyres cf students attending the school is

related to innovation. Ielow we will support this fin<.ing more fully.

School type is r. -t related to the discrimination with which innovations

arc adopted in the same manner as the innovation rates; i.e. there is no lesic
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difference 'emeen discrimination in c(mprehensive versus sir0e functirn

scheA.s. ii,'wever, there :-.re !ifferences 'etween th three types cf schools

when examined individually. 'nth th. co-:rehensive an the ....cational schonls

are likely to ldrpt a hi.01 proportion f "high cuality" innovations (means of

44.3 and 44.r resrectively) whereas the academic schnnls are less discriminat-

in:- (mean cf 3S.5). This is surprising rarticularly since when we looker' at

the sample as a whole we found that the "high" academic quality schools were

more discriminating. than the loy academic quality schools. (See Ta!1e Iv.14,

atnre.) In trying to explain this finim we cl'servee that relatively few of

the academic schn-ls adopted those hif.h quality innrvatins which entail a

apprach tc stulent completicn cf course material: Non-oradee Program

is a,lopted in only lid of all academic schools; Cnntinuous PrcTress in 47 an''

Independent Study in f..7. Prcsura'ly schc-ls which are under intense rrcssure

(fror the administratim, parents, an the students thenselves) tr cover the

.laterial required f,r c'llere entrance exars (arc', in snme cases, material for

the first year -if college) are not willin^ to c-Teriment with alternatives

which may delay student completion of this material even though they pre

restricted to a Er're rigid approach tc stue.y. Thus, the academic schrols are

very likely to adopt innovations which arc directly relater! to course comple-

tinn even if they are of relatively lnw quality: Teachirq Machines are in use

in 2;4 of the acaciemic schorls; Languae. Latnratnry in 537: Instructional

laterials Center in 35Z; and Resource Center in 237.1

Two factors which might e thought t^ '"E. relevant in explaining the dif-

ferences tetween the comprehensive and s-ecialized schools in the nur'er :f

innovations adopted size and adequacy nf physical resnurces prnvide us

1The taile to suprort this analysis can !:e found in Armendix I.
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with little insight. First, althouf-', si7,, of enroll.lent is related to type

of school (the academic schools are most likely to Ie large, the vocational

schools are most likely to e snnil the corprehensive schools are fairly

equally divided into the three categories), Tithin none of these three types

of qchzols is thcre any significant relation 1-etween size and innovation

(which is not surorisirg since there was no relation etween size and innova-

ticn for the population of schools as a whole). Second, there is only a sliFht

relation ?-etweLn adequacy cf physical facilities and school type: although

the comprehensive schools are more likely tc have adequate facilities than

either the academic or tht: vocational se-ay.:cis, this relationship does not

account :or the higher rates of innovation avow:, the comprehensive schools

1,_tcause at the same level cf adequacy the tasic differences between the schools

remain.
1

We now want to see whether thcsa different types of schools enroll dif-

ferent types of students and examine extent tc which, if any, these iiffer-

ences explain our findings atove. Naturally, the three types of school differ

in the overall academic atility of the students attending them. Comprehensive

sch)ols vary among theusclves in the redo !inapt academic quality cf the stu-

dents attend them ar.!, rath-ugh most them fall in the middle twc cate-

g-ries (as Cal:AA in Chapter r), there arc schools at either end of the spec-

trum. Almost all (72Y) of the academic schools have students which arc of

aca&ric quality whereas almost (.11 of the vccetioral schools (80) have

averaPe students (Mle VI.7). Thus, as was anticipated, our varial-le

of tesl, complexity is highly related to the variatle of academic cuality.

Since academic and vocational schools mist rftn have student !-odies which

1The talles tr supprrt this analysis can le f,und in Appendix I.
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arc of eitfter v,ry lcw r very high acadenic alilitv th. twc types ':f

schocls identified having 1-w inncvation rates in Charter IV -- e can n-.:w

determine whether the relatiunship is lecausa rf the type cf student attending

Caz schc,1 cr lecause cf school structure.

TL. LE VI.7

ACADEMIC QUALITY :Y SCHOOL FUNCTION

Schrol Function

Academic Quality AcaZ.cmic Vocational Cmprehensive

Very High 44% 4% 15%

Mrderately Ki';-11 2C 7 31

Moderately Low r 30 37

Very Icy 12 5:: 17

100% I.% 1-(%

N = (25) (27) (53r)

In Tahle VI.' we present the proprrtion rf schocls with high innovation

rates within our classificr.ticn of schrols 'y task comrlexity and rcademic

c :ua!ity. The most imp:rtant pc,int ah'ut this tar 1e is that the cmprchensive

sch.:.A.s are mrre innovative regardless ,f C12 aceemic the students

excepti-n t-ased on t'7. fey cases tr :'raw any significance from

it). Thus we have evidence that the difference in innovatim rates 'ctween the

ccmprehensive schc,cls and the ther ty-,s of scherls is, in one sense, inde-

en2ent of the academic quality of the students atterviinF them. The cor7lexity
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of the task cf an ergardzation is positiv-ly related to the rate cf program

change.

TAELE

PERCENT OF SCHOOLS WITH HIGH INNOVATION

RATES (5 OR MORE) :Y SCHOOL FUNCTION

AND ACADEMIC QUALITY

School Function

Academic Quality Academic Vocational Comprehensive

Very High 27% (11) [ -% (1)] 42% (70

Moderately Li;a1 ^2 (7)] (2)] 5(% (1E7)

Moderately Lcw [5'% (0] [25% (8) 51% (19C)

Very Low [(Tx (3)] 13% (10) 37% (S5)

It is also significant that among the comprehensive schools we find the

same curvilinear relationship fetw:en the academic aLility of the student T:ody

and innovation as we did for the population as a whole. Those schools which

have more "average" student todies have higher innovation rates than the

schccls at either extreme. The relation 'etween academic 'utility and innova-

tion neither explains nor is explained ly the difference in innovation rates

hetween multi vs. single function schools. Among the strictly academic

sch -ils there is some slight svidence Oat there is more innovation when the

students are from the Lwer half of the ccademic spectrum, evidence which adds

weight to cur earlier speculation that inn-vatirin in schools (and perhaps in

208



other organizations) is at least in part a res7onse tc an unexpected and/or

unclear situation. Where students do not fall into an easily defined category

(e.g., the "slow'. students in academic high schools) there is more innovation,

perhaps lecause administrators perceive a higher rotential for positive results

thr-Aigh change. Since the process of inncvatins, ty definition involves some

disrurtir,n of estatlished procedures, if administrators see very little nos-

siLility for a positive return on their efforts, the risk attendant on any

innovaticn may seem too high a price to ;ay. Thus schools which have clearly

identified and stele student todies will see less reason for change. Academic

sctrols in particular have clearly defined tasks as well as easily labelled

student Isodies and as a rule they e.c not experiment if it will interfere with

the attainment of their goals. Students graduating from these schools may

well to accepted ty prestige colleges. Tut in order to attain this goal they

may have '-eon compelled to learn in a very traditional setting.

There are differences 1-etween the three types of schools in the racial

compcsition of the student lodies in attendance (Tel le The acaderic

schools are most likely tc le White schools; the vocational schools are more

likely than any other tyre to White Integrated schools; the comprehensive

and academic schools arc infrequently integrated. The reasons for infrequent

integration presumally differ fcr the two types rf schools: comprehensive

schools generally draT7 cn the immediate neihborhrod for their student

ane in most cities there is a great C.Lal rf residential segrenation by race;

academic schools usually have competitive exam requirements for admission. In

most cities there are prol'a "ly relatively feT1 Ilack students whn arc aware cf

these tests and/or who can meet the stringent entrance requirements.

2G9



194

TA: LE vi. 9

RLCIAL COMPOSITION T,Y SCHOOL FUNCTIO;

School Function

Racial Composition Academic Vocational Comprehensive

WHITE i3% 3'27. 54%

WHITE INTEGRATED 7 3:' lr:

LACK INTEGRATED 7 9 7

:LACK 237 15 20

1007 1007 1007

r . (27) (34) (552)

These differences in most prevalent racial composition explain neither

the racial differences fowls! in Charter IV nor the school type differences

reported alDove. i%mong the comprehensive schools, definitely (the only group

for which we clarly have n sufficient number of cases), ane among the vuca-

ti:mal scho:)1s, pro;-ally, we find the "usual" relation tetween racial composi-

tion anc1 innovation. Therefore, it is not tccause many integrated schools

are vocational sch(,:ls that they have 1:w innovation rates or vice versa

(Tetle VI.1C).

In summing up this section, we conclude first that the differences in

the ty^es of students who attend special as oppEsee to comprehensive high

sc-ols do not account for the differences l-etween these types r:f schcrls.

Amcnc the comprehensive schcrls we found the same relationship 1-etween the

two important student characteristic varintles (academic quality awl racial

composition) and innnvatirn as we did for the population as a whole. Although
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TL:LT

PERCENT OF SCHOOLS WITH FIGP IN/JOVE-TIM

RATES (5 Oa MORE) -Y SCHOOL FUNCTION

AND RACIAL CMPOSITION

Racial Comlosition Academic

School Function

Vocational Comprehensive

WHITE 31% 3O 53%

(1C) (1C) (2n)
WHITE INTEGMTED * 17% 337

(2) (12) (1(2)

:LACK INTEGRATED * *' 57%

(2) (3) (37)

TLACK * * 4f.17

(F) (5) (105)

*There are tcc few cases on which to base a percentage.

it was impossille to dc an equally intensive analysis among the acaeemic and

vocational schorls, we fnune no concrete evidence that the low inmwation rates

in these schools are a result of the specific ty:e of student attending these

schools. However, we would argue that the differences 1-etween single and

multi-functirn schuois derive in part at least from the fact that the latter

type of school has a wider range cf type r:f students enrolled. The :liversity

cf student ty7es demands a diversity ,f faculty an administrative ty7es.

Comrrehensive schools must include in the faculty teachers with varying tyres

f training t;..! hanele the educational needs of the different types of students.

A more varied staff will have more varied scurces cf knowledge of ucational

techniques which, if translate inn-vative initiative, could explain the

difference fetween comprehensive an,2 s-:cial schools.
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At the same time, we can argue that thc diversity 'f students ir, the

c:,mprehensive scho,ls encenJers a situation which leaves more room for flex-

i'ility. Since the outerne of thc ceucaticnal process is less certain (rr

less clearly specified ty the central administration) there is potentially

rare to gain or, considered frm the cpp-.site perspective, less tc lose ty

innovatinc. Most rJ the academic schools (e.p., r'ronx Figh Schrc,1 cf Science

in New Y-rk City and Latin in loston) are well estailished and have a steady

rate cf sti.dent acceptance in college. They have little to Pain y experimen-

taticn and a lot to lose if their students suddenly cease to meet the entrance

requirements of prestice colleges and universities. Similarly, there may t..s

little iu.petus for innovation in vncaticnal schools although this may chance

frrr time tc' time as the definition cf v-caticnal trainins, is modified 1-37 pre-

dicticns of future 1e.or force needs.
1

Num'er of Grade Levels

Ancther varialle in orranizinp schools which has 'cen much ()eared 1'y

school administratrrs and educators is that of the rrst successful rattern of

grade levels within the system (i.e., whether the high school sh-uld include

tw', three, four, five or sir grades) and tt:a complementary protlem of whether

'r not there should separate junior high schools.

Our interest in this question comes from our concern with the relation-

ship of task complexity tc the adoption of tnnovations. Schools with more

1It is possitle that whnt we are measuring here is actually internal
differentiation (as we will see lelow, comprehensive schools have more com-

plex proc.rams). Therefore we consider this issue after our analysis cf the
second aspect of task complexity, the nu1!'er of grades in the school.
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Frades are, by our .-lefinition, mare ccm-lex '-ecausc they take on a troaler

task i.e., that )f educating students :f widely Cifferent arcs ane eifferent

neees. Also with more trades in the sch:-_-1 the system rrolem cf sequential

.-xganizati:11 'ecnmes mere cnmrlex as stur'cnts have to 1-e rcutea thrugh more

levels.

In Mlle VI.11 ye present the ouestism used to distinguish amcng the

afferent types of schools and the eistril-utinn of cases alonP this varial-le.

In our analysis we luml) together at one ene -f the spectrum, two and three

year scir:ols and, at the other en:'., five and six year schools.

TA:LE VI.11

DISTRIILITION OF SOOOLS 7Y

NUM ER OF GRADES IN TnE PROGRAM

Grade Levels in
School Program

Two or Three (gra1es
1; -12 or 11-12)

Fcair (grades :.-12)

Five cr Six Grades
7-12 cr

Percent ruder
of Schnols of Schools

44% 2C2

44 2'i

12

(59n)

Our initial finclings shcw a slight curvilinear relationship lctween the

numfer of grades an innovation rates (ane a slight negative relationship tr

Ciscrimination) VI.12). Although the two and three year high schools

are more likely t_ have hiph innovation rates than four year high schccls, the
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five and six year schools are s-mewhat more highly innovative than either of

the other twc types cf schools. This means that complexity as define!. ty

the variety in age groups attem'ing the school is nnt linearly related tc inno-

vation rates. Whereas tread variations in the types cf students attending the

schools in terms of their needs and future goals creates a situation coneucive

to the adoption cf innovation, the effect of a treater variation in the ages

of the students attending the schools is unclear.

In trying to explain the differences l'etween the three grouns of schools

ly nurCer of grades we included a variety of factors in our analysis. First

we locked at school size and found little help. Although the three groups of

schools differ in modal size (the four year schools are most likely to ?-,e

large, whereas the six year schcols are Fenerally small), these differences

do not explain the curvilinear relation to innovation rates: within each of

the three size categories, the four year schools have the lowest innovation

rates.
1

We turned next to a consideration of the history of age-grouping and

the general level of innovation in the cities which house the schools. The

three year high school is, in and of itself, an innovation of sorts and its

existence in a school system may be a reflection of the willingness of the

system to try new patterns. In 1920, 94% of the nation's high schools were

four year programs, including grades 9-11. Ty 1964 only 4c.% of all high schools

still persisted in the traeitional four year pattern. Areas which chanpee from

an C-4 system to a (-3-3 or 9-3 system were adapting to a nationwide movement.

Interestingly, there are strong regional differences in the pattern of grades

in high schools. In the Northeast, V% of the high schools have four year

1The tales to support this analysis are presented in Appendix I.
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7r );'rams whereas in Cie Prairie/Western area, almost an eiuel 7ercent ore -f

the three year variety. Six year hirh schools (which are also a relatively

innovative form et high school) are yrevalent mainly in the Southeast am4

S-uthwest where -- to srme extent -- schr-) systems tend tc, le smaller.
1

This informatin alcut historical tren.2s an regional patterns means that

in cy.amining whether one ty.,,e of school is mnre c.,n,:ucive to innovation we may

sinily 1.c. reflecting an already existing flexibility and experimental tendency.

That is if one c nsiders three 7r six year high schrnls "innovations," then

clearly this phenomcnon will rclate,!. tr other innovations. Therefore, we

nee some means :f "centr-Alin," f r the ',e.neral innc'vativeness of the school

system in nreer to see whether the 1.attcrns themselves -- independent of what

is underlying them. -- have effects cn inn:vati,n rates. And, in fact, if we

control for the general level of inmvatirn in the school system (using the

mean innovation seri-es defined in Chapter III), we fin' that there are no sig-

nificant differences tetween the thr :e [-rou::s of schools (Table VI.13). For

instance, in the school systems with low innovation rates (mean scores of 3.7

or less) there is no difference at all 1.etween the prop,irtion of three year

high schools and four year high schools with high innnvetion rates. And the

same thing is true as we move across the to cities with high innovation

rate. Unlike the varialle of racial e-mr-sition, the numter of erades in the

school is irrelevant when h.1:iirf the city level of innovation constant.

Therefore, we conclude that the differences lie in the school system and not

in the ...We structure of the school.

1.4: ert J. Pavighurst et al., £L. cit., p. 32.
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TA: LE V1.13

PERCENT OF SCHOOLS WIT!' NIG INN0VATIOr RATES

(5 OR MORE) Pi NUM: EP. OF GRADES AND

CITY MEAA INNOVATION SCORES

City Mean Innovation Scores

Grade Levels in Low Moderately Low Moderately High High

School Program (2.4-3.7) (3.8-4.7) (4.8-5.4) (5.5-8.0

Two or Three 2(% 37% 5:% rs%

(_ 7) (5:) (5 (F.')

Four 27% 4(7 59% Pl%

(151) (4(2) (41) (21)

Five cr Six * 4-7 5"T *

*There are too few cases on which tc !-asc a percentaec.

The aspect of task structure most relevant to innovation is the range of

students identified ly educational aspirations rather than 1-y age. Having

more rades in a school does not necessarily mean the introduction of a eider

Variety of types of ccurses, 1-ut a wider variation in level within already

estatlished ccurses of study.
1 This would explain why there is no relation

Letween this varialle and innovation rates since what seems to he most impor-

tant alout the other component of task complexity is that it entails a 1-roaden-

ing of the types of programs nave an,' a wider consideration of goals,

allowing for a more flexile interpretatirns of what teaching techniques and

schedule arrangements might 'e mst appropriate. And as we have implied, this

1As we have showed, this type of structure is ''etermined at the central

office rather than at the individual school level.
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is true loth 1-ecause in these schools (comprehensive schools) the outcome of

the educaticnal process is less clear an.' lecause many iifferent tyres of

teachers must le included rn the faculty.

It is impertant to note here that so far none cf the in'icators ^f com-

?lexity which wLuld 'Iamand mere scphisticated administrative machinery Inhillt

the arloption of innovations. Schools with six ora:cs in them have as many

innovations as schools with ,-nly twe cr three; schools on 0ouhle sessilns halre

as many innrvations as schools on a single session day;
1 and schcods with a

wide range of types ff. students have as many, and in fact, more innovations

than schools with a nacre selective enr-llment. Therefore it seems clear that a

complex structure need not inhi'it the r? to cf change and, m-rerver, that

when this structure is called forth for reasons cf variety rather than "dupli-

cation" of effort, the structure is actually conducive tc change. We Investi-

gate this idea further '-elow as we examine horizontal eifferentiaticn.

aca-izontal Differentiation: Program Crmnlexitv

In the first half of this eiscussien of schr,o1 complexity we argued that

schools which enrolled a broader variety of students has! a more ccnrlex task

structure. In this half of our exploration of the varies:le of complexity we

actually count the numler or variety cf programs offerer' and ask whether the

precise degree of horizontal differentiation is related tc the adoption cf

innovation in schools.

Several studies in the literature employ similar measures of complexity

in their analyses cf the adoption of innovations. However, in each case the

uptrational definition depends cn their Jeinp an occupational specialty ass(-

1Cf. atove, Chapter V, p. 112.
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ciated with the pr-gram.1 Vhen we examine the effects of internal .ifferentia-

tion on inncvatiln we can only consider the variety cf 'different ccurses offered

and nct the presence 'f occupational necialties, since we have no way -f

:al:wing whether, in fact, there i3 a specialist availatle for each course or

program. Although in many cases the presence :f a specific ccurse will entail

the hiring of a specialist an theref-ra 'e identical to an occupational classi-

fication, this need nct always the case. For instance, the same individual

nay teach Icth French an German and the inclusion of Moth languarles in the

program need not reflect the creation of tc different staff positions.

In cur analysis of this aspect of complexity cur 1-asic ouestien is

whether horizontal differentiation -- as measure! the variety cf courses

offerer.' in the school -- is related t" the numter of innovations adopted in a

school. We will lock at the relation of horizontal differentiation from two

additional viewpcints. As is true cf the vprialles examinee atove (the two

measures cf task complexity) we fet.1 that program complexity entails greater

system demands and, in particular, c:.m7licaticns of allocating staff and stu-

!ents. A school which has a greatly varied prceram will have the atteneant

^rol,lem of ensuring that each stueent ^ttain tha schedule that he/she wants

ar-1 needs and theref.-rc may not te al le or willing to take en aditirnal admin-

istrative tasks such as these involved in arranging for tear teachin', flexitle

scheduling, etc. Thus, we might anticirete that schools with complex programs

1Fcr example, cf. W. Heyde.rand anA Noell, fdl. cit., r. 305. G. Fa.7e an('

0-. cit., p. 33, use a similar measure but they include the level of

professionalism as well. While we lose the clarity of the operational A.efini-

tirn of say, Haps. and Aiken, we feel that there is an advantage to using a

measure which is independent cf the specific characterigics of the staff

invclvee, since w. can then examine the issue of professionalism separately.

(Sec lelew, Chapter VII.)
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will implement fewer cf the innovations which increase the remands cn the admin-

istrative staff, i.e., fewer the innovations which are difficult to imple-

ment. (See discussion in Charter II.) the other hand, it may be that

sch-ols with mere cslaplex pr(Trams can hanele the increased demane's of such

innovation Lecause they have already committed themselves tc flexibility and

have estallished mechanisms to handle such system problems.

Second, the specific items which make ur cur index of proprari complexity

(see ILelf0 are likely to involve sire crst to the school. For example, the

introduction cf anrther frreien langua:e even if it dz,es n ;t necessitate the

hirinF cf a new teacher will necessitate the rurchase of new !ccks and ether

relevant materials. The intrcducticr of a new occurational educati-n prop:ram

will entail the purchase equipment and, perhaps, expansion of existing shop

facilities. To the extent that some of the innrvaticns included in cur depen-

dent varial-le involve high cost, there may !e a crnflict cf priorities. There-

EoLc we want t.) examine the relati-mship cf pr' cram comrlexity t: the propor-

tion cf hiEh cost innovations adopted.

Program complexity refers to thc num!-er of different types :J courses

and s:-ecial pr'- rams available in the school. Included in this varialle are

such items as the nue,cr cf lifferent foreign languaees available, the number

cf different cccurational education rros,!rams And the availability of such spe-

cial programs as work-study, etc. The complete list cf items can be found in

Aprendix I along with the proporticn rf schools including each item in the

irctram. In Table VI.14 we present the distribution of schools along this

variable rf prceram c:m2lexity, as well as the cutting points which are, used

to divide the population into dichotcmcus r,r trichrtomrus groups.
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t' I.14

DISTRIAJTITI OF SCFOOLS

.Y ?ROGPE COMPLEXITY

A: Entire Distri'ution cf Schools

ProL:raw Complexity

(Iter,.s Included

in the Progra0 of Schools of Schor,ls

- 2 27 11

3 2 14

4 2 13

5 5 33

7 4(

7 8 52

C 12 79

14 :1
14 93

11 14 :2

12 11 72

13 7 4(

14 - 1( 2 13

1"7 (5f

Dichotorous Cateories

Percent

Pros_ra Corplexity of Schools :1

Lcw (" ;) 52 341

F.14:11 (1":-1() 4r. 315

1007
e5r

C: Trichotcrous Categories

Percent

PrrTrar, Ccrplexity of Schrelb

(" -s) 307 249

'!ediur. (9-1r) 2C iC4

(11 nr rrre) 34 223

1007 '5C
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There are two issues pertaining tc this variable which we want to nen-

tinn befcre we begin the analysis of its relation to the numher and type of

innovation adopted. First, our measure of pro^ram complexity is, to some

extent, a measure of 'innovativeness," since almcst every item included in

the index is (cr was at one time) an innovation. However, since our measure

of innovation itself is limited to practices related to curriculum cr instruc-

tim (and excludes definitely any single course or program), the two dc differ.

the extent that our measure program complexity is a measure rf innova-

tion, it is a measure of a different type rf innovation and one which need

not be associated with innovative teachirg- techniques or arrangements of stu-

dents.

A second problem is that our measure of program complexity may actually

be a measure of the school's resources: richer schools may be more likely tc

install the special programs and courses which make the instruction varied and

enticing. however, we find that there is no relation between the complexity

c.f the school's prcgram and the general adequacy of the school's physical

resources as defined in Chapter V. Therefore, we conclude that the two mea-

sures have different r,ots.
1

As we can see in Table VI.15A pro^,ram complexity is strongly related to

the adoption of inncvatirns (r = .34). The more complex schools adopt more

innovatiens. Moreover, the fact that this is tru! among the comprehensive

schools alone (Table VI.15B) indicates that cur measure of program complexity

is different from nur measure of task ccmplexity.2 Each type of complexity is

1Tatles demonstrating this can he found in Arpendix I.

2In the remainin, discussion we include only the comprehensive schools.
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important and has its cwn relatic-n t- the a4option cf innovations.

TA7LE VI.15

INNOVATION RATES 2Y PROGRAM COMPLEXITY

LE22141112ggilniLY

A:

Percent of ALL
Schccls with High
Innovation Rates

(5 or more) (N)

B:

Percent of
COMPREHENSIVE Schools
with qigh Innovation
Ratm.(5-or.more) (r)

HIGH (11 or more) (1% (220) 627 (214)

MED1TH (') or 1') 327 (1") 4"7! (167)

LOW to 0 3E% (237) 3:% (174)

The degree of horizontal differentiation in a school also determines the

tyre of innovation adopted (Table VI.1(). First, there is a slight positve

relation between this component of complexity err! the discernment with which

innovations are selectee. The schools which act tc increase the variety of

course offerings also select innovations with carc.1 There is also a slight

negative relationship letween complexity and the proportion of costly innova-

tions adcpted, although the difference is Primarily letween those schools which

are highly complex and the other two types cf schools. This may 1-e related to

the finding &cut the impact cf complexity on the quality of innovations adopted.

Schools which are committed to a highly diversified program may find it diffi-

cult to accumulate the resources necessary for a l "t cf new equipment anc! mate-

rials. Therefore they will put their money into the adoption of those innova-

3Ww will alaaaaa t-ha xeasons for this further 1 elow.
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TA: LE VI.1:

QLALITY OF INNOVATIC "S ADOPTED, FPOPOPTION OF

HI G:, COST INNOVATIONS ADOPTED AND PROPORTION OF LOTT

ADMINISTRATIVE DIFFICULTY I NOVATIONS ADOPTED :11 PROGPAM COVPLEXITY

Program
Complexity

Percent High Proportion of 'lean Proportion of

Quality Innovations Adopted Quality Innovations AFol,ter' (N)

hIGh (11
or more) 40% 45.5 (214)

MEDIUM
(".; or 1 ) 39% 45.4 (167)

LOV
(' to 1) 31% 42.4 (174)

Program Percent High Proportion cf Hi1 Mean Proportion of hiFh

Complexity Cost Innovations AdorteC Cost Innovations Monterl_ 051_

KIGH (11
or more) 31% 43.4 (214)

:Tnlill

(r.; cr 1-) 42% 47.1 (167)

LW
( to .) 41% 4(.8 (174)

Percent i:ich Pro::rtion of Mean Proportion of Low

Program Low Aeministrative Difficulty Alministrative Difficulty

Complexity Innovations A:..optee Innovations Aeopte0 (N)

.:IIGI: (11

or more) C)% 32.3 (214)

'TEDIUM

(; cr 1-4) 34% 25.1 (167)

LOW
C to L 29% 19.4 (174)
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ticns which a not necessitate a larger arvd since quality -f innovations

is neEctively related tc cost, a ly-proeuct of this attempt to save money will

1e the adarticn of a treater prcpertion of hi2h quality innovations. It is

alsc rossille that the commitment to pr:vianc c high quality eeucation which

way urelerlie pro&ram complexity is also ecmnstrated thrcuph a more eiscrin-

inating aprroach tc the ac!':ption i inmvations ane that this discrimination

rostats in money-saving.

The degree t,.J which the program of a sch-01 is varied also affects the

extent to which the schc,-,1 can ae.ort eeucational innwations which ;lace a

heavy ?-ur,'_en on the a'ministrativo machinery ^f the school. The more complex

a sch:ol, the more likely it is t.' alopt a hiPh prorortion of innovations which

entail ,:nly minor aelanistrative hassles. Thus while complexity Ines not have

an inhititcry effect nn the adoption of inncvations ter se (as was suggested

idaylan,1), it ::c es inhitit the a',-1-tion cf innovations which place the same

ty:.e cf demane on the administration as this arpect of comlexity itself. Inno-

vati-.n in hichly comolex schools nay linitee to those items which can le

7iithrut requirinc- funeamental restructurin-. Thus it is m^re

likely that such schools will apt Directee Stuey or rack-to-Lack Scheeuling

than & ntinuous Pr)gress Schtv'ulinp.

This findinF is in line with, and helps clarify the hypothesis of Zaltmanl

that in hishly complex or diversifier' orc-anizatirms there are more innovations

propr-secl at the initiation stare but F smaller rr:Trti:m actually neoptce.

If a major cncern is the maintenance of easy a!ministratin, the extent tc

which the inn.,vatiuns would create prolc..s in this sphere might an im^or-

tent criteria ,f selectior. Whereas Zaltrnn exrlains the lower proportion of

1G. Zaltnan, ,). cit.
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inm-vations rcachinp im7lementation as a result -f a failure to reach consensus,

we wuld say that the determination rf whether an already heavily .1.urdened

a'ninistrative apparatus can take on an T:',atinnal najnr task is also important.

At the same time, it seers prn!atle that in the process of paring down the num-

'er -f innc,vaticns suppested to a mamrealle few, the consi'eration of the

quality of the sugpesti-ns I-ecomes important. As we have seen, the highly

2ifferentiated sch(cls ad:Tt a higher percentage. cf "high Quality" innovations,

the discrimination arising perhaps cut the prrcess of nertiatinn entailer'

ly the titre complex structure.

The White an' Ilack Integrate" schols are more likely to hove highly

complex an differentiated pv)grams then either the White Intepratee nr :lack

schc,-ls (Tale VI.17). This su7gcsts that the effnrt to uppra-!.e the level of

eAtcaticn in lack Integratee selv.ols has !een more meaningful than in Flack

sch-ols where perhaps innovation has at tires teen su,,-erimposee cm an other-

wise inadequate prpram. In many cascs the chief concern has leen the

Fility of the innvatiens rather than the quality of the educational experi-

ence. The white Interated sch...ols have neither hisql innovation rates nor

highly diverse programs. When we look at thc relationship cf propram complex-

ity tn the adcption cf innovations within each of the fnur tyres of schools

we sec that it is quite str'.ngly relate: in all the schools with the posside

exception of the Llack Integrate-'. scht ;ols (Talle VI.1C). However, there are

s' few I:lack Integrated schools that this d-,es not listurt our assertion that

there is a significant relation l.etween complexity and innovation.

:.afore concluling this section, we want to reconsider the issue of the

num:-er of specialists inclu,lee on the staff. In Chapter V we examinee this

varialle an its relation to innovation as an indicator of the resurces

22(
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7,F VI .17

PROGRAA CCZ:111:::ITY 71 RACIAL COMPOSITIOr

Racial Ccm,r,sition

Pro',ran Ccmplexity White White Interratee rinck Integrated flack

UGH (11 c 1.. mcre) 4:Y;.: 31)7 41:% 21%

MEDIUM (; cr 1 ) 2C 32 24 3(

LOTT (0 tz 5) 24 lc. 27 43

10e% lltr inoz irx

N = (2:;) (1'7) (37) (1";)

TA: L 7I.1C

PERCENT OF SCHOOLS WITS: INNOVATIOF PAM'

(5 OR MORE) :Y MGM: COMPLEXITY

AND RACI,"1. CO!TOSITION

Pacira k.:r=pcsition

rrcriram C:,mpl(txity ',Mite Intevratee rlack Interrated 'lack

rIGE 5:7 ZCZ 5P% 577

(174) (5') (24) (42)

447 27% 54% 41%

(115) (52) (13) (f3)

Percent Difference +15 +22 +4 +1E
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availalle. Our finding there that it was unrelated to innovation (except at

the extreme end) indicates that the inclusion of a num'er of different occupa-

tional specialties unrelated to instruction per se will not contribute tc the

peneration of new ideas alout teachinc methods. 2crizontal differentiation as

measured ty prorram complexity is related tc innovation primarily because it

means that the faculty will to more varied in backpround and experience, and

therefore more aware of and responsive to a wide variety of different educa-

tional techniques. :y contrast, differentiation in other spheres need net

result in the adoption of this type of innovation. We assume that in our inno-

vation index if we had included new techniques in puidance cnunsellinp or

psychological help, the inclusicn of a wider variety cf this type of specialist

would be relevant. We conclucle as a -eneral proposition that for Differentia-

tion tc le conducive to innovation there must to some (intrinsic) relation

letween the sphere of differentiation and the type of innovation under consid-

eration.

This means, cf course, that in most cases cnnsideratinn of these issues

will face the difficulty we encountered of distinguishing between the range cf

activities to include in a measure cf differentiation and the measure of inno-

vaticn itself. For this reason, it may be important that the activities in-

cluded in the differentiation measure always be identified with an occupational

specialist (an identification we could not make with certainty in our analysis)

and that the innovaticns themselves specifically exclude any specific staff

position. When an inncvation entails an occupational specialty it will to

hard tc distinguish from the differentiation itself.

With complexity (loth task complexity and internal differentiation) we

have our first non-student related varialle which is related to innovation

2
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within all types ,f schools as define% 'y racial corpositizn. The other vari-

alles we have consirlered -- in particular, the internal clirate varia'-les and

the resource varia!les -- have net teen related to innovation in the White

schools. This lee' us to conclude that there were "rasic eifferences 1-etween

the eeterminants cf innovation in the different schools as defined 1-57 racial

composition. Here, however, vc have variables which are related to innovation

in all the schools suggesting that the relationships arc cf great imrortance

tnd worthy cf further investigation. As we 7-)110 on with the analysis we will

see that there are few equally significant varieties in this sense.

ADMINISTITIVE =CTUPE

In this chapter we have moved from -I discussion rf variables which describe

the structur- cf the school in broad terms (size, number of grade levels, func-

tion) tc a measure -,:hich is rn re detailed (horizontal differentiatirn) and

somewhat m:re difficult tc interpret. In part the difficulty arises out of

the fact that our data allows us to exanine the innovation process at only one

pcint in time -- i.e., the number ^f innovations currently in use -- and there-

fore dres net reveal rt which stair,: in the -rrcess the various dimensions rf

c-mplexity are related t-

A major theme in the literature rn this is tht when one finds

crrplexity and inn,:vatirn in ell.: sane rganization it is because the complex

structure entails thA; recruitment of a staff whose 1-ackgrrunds, areas of exoer-

--fac., and gralg ft the craanization are sc varied that a wide range of inno-

vations will he considered. We have ar:-ued similarly in our discussion alsove

althcuan we could not d, sr with certainty 'ecause of the ambiguity surround-

prg the existence rf sr ..cou-aticnal specialty frr srwe rf the programs included
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in cur measure cf hcrizcntal differentiation and 1-ecause ve did not consider

the level cf prqessicnalism at all. -.7wever, we feel that this explanation

is inczmplete ins:far as it ignores the imurtant area of administraticn. As

we rentirned ahcve, in the literature there are some clues al-nut the relation-

ships tetween ccmplexity, the distrilution -f power and authority anti innnva-

ticm. For instance, Burns and Stalker argue that the differing Expectations

-f the men'ters cf a highly complex nrpanization result in more conflict al,out

what shc,uld nr should not L,e done.
1 Eimilarly, as we noted al.:ve, Wilscn's

sugcestion that "high diversity in the ,-rganizatinn leads to organizatienal

memlers conceiving and prcposing mnre innovations 1-ut rot adopting these inno-

vations" is l-ased cn the argument that the high diversity (complexity) makes

it difficult for any one source of auth-_,rity to force some c "nsensus toward

agreement as to which "f the many proposals should 1-e implemented.2 Thus there

appears to 1-e a 1-asic conflict !,etween th, search fcr the: awareness of the

inn - vation and implementation.

It is to just such questicns that we turn our discussion now. .athruph

we cannot examine these issues in as much detail as right he useful, we will

1,--k at a variety cf varialdes to see if they help to shed light nn the rela-

tionship between the distritution of power and authority in a school and the

adortion of inncvation, and morecver, whether they can help us clarify and

ela!Lrate on cur findings a'nut the relationships of task complexity and hori-

z(ntal differentiation to innwation.

In considering the distribution of p-wor and authority we start first ly

c,nsidering the size "f the administrativ, staff vis-a-vis the teaching staff,

1This research is discusses'. in Zaltman, 22. cit., p. In.

2II id.
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and then turn to the manner in which the Principal relates t, this staff, that

is we move fr,T: the structure ,f staff organization the dynamic interrela-

tionships,

The relative size of the administrative staff in an organization vis-a-

vis the non-managerial staff is a variable which is variously interpreted 'y

lifferent investigators. In a discussion: -f "hierarchy of authority," Corwin

defines the ratio as an expression of the "prominence of administration," thus

leaving its meaning vague: neither the num''2r itself nor the word "prominence"

identifies what the organization locks like.1 In this and similar instances

wa assume the varia!le is meant tr refer the hierarchization component of

'ureaucratizaticn. Yet, the same varia!le can 'e empl^yed as a relfecticn of

the specialization aspect of '-ureaucratizatirn, the imrlication being that a

high ratio of Administrators indicates a fairly complex division of la`-or and

consequently a pin}; deg...ee of specializaticn.2 In many organizational analyses

a precise distinction ttween these vir meanings is unimrortant; for example,

when the goal of the researrk is to consider the relationship of the variable

with respect to other intra-organizational measures. With respect to innova-

tion, the difference is crucial. A high degree of hierarchization or strati-

fication within an organization has I n found to have a negative relationship

to the adoption of innovations. For instance, Len-David found that where there

is a high degree of stratification in the organization of medical research,

1Ronald G. Corwin, "The School as an Organization" in Sam D. Sieler and
David E. Wilder (eds.), The School in Society (New York: The Free Press,

1973), p. 167.

`For a complete discussion of this measure and its relation to hireau-
cratization, see James L. Price, Hand'oo!: -f Organizational Measurement (Massa-

chusetts: D.C. Heath and Company, 1972), p. 19-21.
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there is a slower rate nf orange.) Citin0 this ns evidence, Kage and Aiken

offer the general preposition that "thu 'reatcr !:he stratificntion, the lower

the rate of chance. "2 Others nave arugee similarly on the prounds that the

^:re levels cf authority the incevative sucpcstion has to piss throupl-, the

ore ter the chance that it will lc screened r.,ut because it violates the status

cao (like orvanization.
3

Thus Griffiths asserts that the more hierarchical

the structure of an organization, the less the possil-ility of change.
4 Ana

n:rt, S'e.;gsl.erg, CAlins and Eley all found that "clearer, more simplIfl-A

lines cf erc,anization may 'a associated uith ada:"ta'le schools."5 In contrast,

if the division of labor in terms of specialization is the fcctcr most related

to the relative size the administrative staff me might anticipate ..hat there

will le positive effects rn the adortion -f innomtion, particularly if the

various departments are riven a dcgreo of lutcnemy. Specialization aronp staff

or'ers could induce the consieeratirr 7f 1 preater variety of innovations for

the same reason as diversification. Pt the structural level, i.e., rorc sources

cf 1,-.nowledPe and ideas al.eut the rrganizaticr. And if, in fact, the decisien-

oakinP apparatus is decentralized, further Benefits might accrue, although

there is some conflict at nut the relatiomshir between centralization of authority

er inn vat ion.
6

1Joseph Len-Davi.:, "Scientific Productivity an Academic Orpanization in

Nineteenth-Century Medicine," The Soci°1-ey of Science, ed. Eernar' Earler any"

::alter Hirsch (New The Free Press, 1.62), pr,. 305-328.

2Hae and i.iken, 2,. cit., p. 45.

'Zaltman, cit., p. 140.

4Griffiths, al. cit., p. 434.

5This research is sumnarizee in Toss,. cit., r. 4.5.

6See our discussion of centralization :elow, r2. 78-79.
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As we have indicate:: the measure we have avails? le for use in this con-

t.txt n t all'w us to distinguish P etween a large administrative stiff

orf,anized in as strictly hierarchical fashion and one organized as more ,:istinct

horizontal units. Hidden in our rieasure arc 1-nth the structure of the organi-

zational staff anC its more dynamic elements. In spite of this we do c..nsider

the relation 1etween the ratio of administrators and teachers and innovation

within schools. Our data allows the inquiry. And since y c:isiderimY a num-

ter of different schools there is likely to 1-e a range t- the ratir and we can

at least ask whether the degree of "tcp-heaviness" is related to the aloption

of innovations in this tyre :f organization. Further, although the measure

hides the sredific structure of the administrative staff, with the help of

other varieles we may le al:le to interpret the measure more fully anri argue its

meaning as specialization or hierarchization in specific cases.

The complete range of our administrative ratio variable is presented in

Tai-le VI.n.1 As we can see there are great .differences letween the schools:

some schools have as many as one administrator to every two teachers whereas

)thers have as few as one administrator to every 22 teachers. The overall

mean for this population of schools is 1:10. (In the analysis below we use

the trichotomous categories presented in Pert B of Ta1-le

The hiF,,hcr the ratio of administrators to teachers in a sch-ol the higher

the nu:11er '-f innovations adopted. 'Top-heaviness" is n-,t a :1eterrent to inno-

vation: the more highly Aireaucratizc,: schools (no natter Iry the staff is

organized) are not ham?ered when it com-.s to ado: ,inn inrvvations. We hypoth-

'Several questions were used to create this variale: the numher of staff

memlers (B-8) and tho. nue-er of administrators as indicated on the Principal's

questir,nnaire (22-26). r'ecause we could only obtain the necessary information

for those sch,)ols which r:,rticipated in the Principal's Survey, our analysis

includes only one-half of the t, tal population of schools.
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TA1LE VI.19

IST=TICY: OF SCPOOLS

by RATIC OF A2:1INISTPATORS TO TEACHERS

A. ENTIRE RANGE OF 'raE DISTRIrUTION

Numl:cr of Administrators Percent Nuecr
to Teachers of Schools of Schools

1:2 to 1:4 52 17

.

1;5 to 1:6 14 tee:.

1:7 to 1:8 17 ..

1:(. to 1:10 20 ce
...

1:11 to 1.12 14 4:

1.13 to 1:14 14 49

1:15 to 1.22 15 55

1002' (347)

B: TRICHOTOMOUS CATEGORIES

Numc:r of Administrators

to Teachers

Percent Nueer
of Schools of Schccls

EIGH (1:2 to 1^3) 30% 124

MEDIUM (1710 to 1:12) 34% 117

LO (1:13 tc 1;22) 3E% 10f

1007 (347)
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esize that the positive relation of this variable to innovation #'erives more

from specialization of the administrative staff than hierarchization, tut that

the fact that the relation is a weak one is because the staff is not so or7an-

ized in all cases. There is a slight positive relation to the quality of inno-

vations adopted. As with differentiation at the structural level, we assume

that the interplay of a wide variety of staff memLers' suggestions results in

a more discriminating adoption of innovations (Table VI.20).

A lar7er ratio of administrators to teachers ( "tor- heaviness ") neither

inhibits nor aids the adoption of innovations which are difficult to implement.

This suggests that tho measure is too gross to differentiate among those man-

ners of orsanizinr an administrative staff which would aid the implementation

of complex innovations and those which would inhibit such innovation, tut that

a lare administrative staff in and of itself need n..7.t be an impediment. A

large staff can be flexible.

Looking to a numler of varieles included in the previous discussion of

school structure, we found that the administrative ratio is unrelated to school

size and school function (and maintains its relation t, innovation within com-

Frehensive schools alone).
1 It is related to procran complexity although the

relationship is not a strong 'me: schorls with more hiohly complex programs

are likely t' have hither administrator-teacher ratios (Mlle VI.21). Presum-

atly a larger administrative staff is called forth to handle the system prol-

lems associated with a more cot'plex 7reFran. In examining the relationships

of the two varialles (the administrat)r-teacher ratio and program complexity)

with innovation simultaneously, we found that of the two, horizontal differen-

tiation is more strongly related to innovation (average difference of 12.3 vs.

1Tai-les can Le found in Aprendix I.
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TAPLE

INNOVATION RATES, QUALITY OF INUOVATIFS ADOPTFD

AND PROPORTION OF LOW ADMIrISTRATIVE DIFFICULTY

INNOVATIONS ADOPTED EY ADMINISTRATIVE-TEACHER RATIO

Administrative-
Teacher Ratio

Percent with High
Innovation Rates (5 or mere)___

Mean 'ilunll'er of

Innovations Aecpted (N)

HIGH (1:2
to 1.0) 53% 5.1 (124)

MEDIUM (1:10
t,- 1:12) 517 4.9 (117)

LOre' (1.13

to 1:22) 43% 4.2 (100

Percent High Mean Proportion

Administrative- Proportion of Quality of Ouality

Teacher Ratio ns oteInnovations Adopted Inmvatio Adr d
.

(N)

HIM, (1:2
to 1:9) 35% 45.4 (124)

MEDIUM (1:10
to 1.12) 40% 45.7 (117)

LOW (1113
to 1:22) 39% 43.8 (100

Percent High Proportion Mean Proportion
of Hi.711 Administrative of High Administrative

Administrative- Difficulty Innovations. Difficulty Innovations

Teacher Ratio Adopter' Adopted _g4)

HIGH (1:2
to 1 0) 48% 30.7 (124)

MEDIUM (1:10
to 1!12) 51% 31.2 (117)

LOW (1:13
to 1.22) 54% 31.1 (104)
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(.5) VI.22). Tha ratio may rcflcct specialization tut it is also diluted

'y some. degree of hiararchization an,4 therefore is not as strongly relatt_d to

the adoption of innovation as the vrtritle horizontal differentiation (Olich

is frea fr:vi hierarchization). The most hirhly innovative schools ar- these

with 'oth a high ratio cf administratPrs end high program complexity. We

conclude that when a high ratio arises out cf the need for specialists to ad-

minister a variety of programs the administration is an innovative one and,

moreover, that schools with complex programs need a rolatively largc stiff if

they are' also ^cing to 1-e atle to consider inncvations at a high rate.

T,LE VI.21

ADMINISTRATIVE RATIO iY PROGRAM COMPLEXITY

Administrative-
Teachcr

Prcr,ram Complexity

707
(3 to 9)

HIGF

(10 to 16 )

HIGH (1:2
tc 1:9) 257 297

HEDIUM (1:10
tc 1:12) &O

LOT? (1.13

tc 1 22) 35 28

1007

N = (125) (18r')
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TALL} VI.22

PEFCENT OF SCI.00LS FIGH INYOVATION

RATES (5 02 M0q..i.) :Y AD'IINISTPATIVE

RATIO AND PROGRAI COMPLEXITY

Program Complexity_

Administrative- LOW HIGH

Teacher Ratio (0 to 5) ( 10 tc 16)

RICE (1:2 477

to 1:9) (32)

MEDIUM (1.10 437

to 1:12) (51)

LOT (1:13 457
to 1:22) (42)

f2%

(53)

597.

(78)

517

(45)

As motioned alove, another thinr the ratio does not reveal is the internal

workinis of the staff (i.e., both the structure and the dynamics of the admin-

istration are hidden in the statistic). In an attemt to uncover the dynamic

elerents we turned to the quastien of how frequently the principal met with

the administrative staff. (loth the question and the castril-+ution of schools

are presented in Tal.le VI.23.) A high nun'er of meetings might mean centraliza-

tion cr attempts to fermalize procedures, tut since the meetings may !c used

as e forum for the exchan^,e of ieeas, r,7re frequent meetinFs miFht reflect

flexilility. We assume that a principal cncerned primarily with directives

would issue these on paper and that mcctinrs are more likely tc represent an

attempt tc discuss p,,licy and reach a crnsensus.
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T;'7LE VI.23

DISTRI:U= OF SCBOOLS

FREQUENCY OF ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF MEETINGS

On the averape, how
frequently did you hold
fornal meetings with your
administrative staff during
the nf8-6) school year?

Percent
of Schools

Numler
of Schools

Once a month or less 157 54

Alout twice a ronth 18% 67

Aleut three tines a month 137 43

Atout four times a month 347 118

More than four times a month 207 72

12f.7 (354)

We find that the nunt.er cif meetings a principal holes with his staff

is raated positively to the numl-er of innovations introduced in the school:

427 ,f tt,r! schools in which the principal rot only infrequently with his admin-

istrative staff (twice a month or less) ha,3 high innovation rates in contrast

to 52'7 r,f the schools in which the principal met very frequently with his

staff. Moreover, returning to the issue of structure, we find that a higher

ratic cf administrators to teachers ant'_ o f,reater frequency cf meetings are

associated Crele VI.24). Withnut ir.cetinp often we suspect it is difficult

fDr i lame staff to reach a consensus on policy particularly if this staff

is ,t-ganized as a nue-er of h-rftontal (seri-autoncrrus) units. A rigidly

hierarchical staff could administer the school through directives from the top

d^wn. When we examine the relationship rf the ratic and the nue-er cf meetings
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TALE VI.24

FREQUENCY OF ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF

MEETINGS :y ADMINISTRATIVE RATIO

Percent of Schools with

Administrative- High Frequency of Staff Meetings

Teacher Ratio (more than twice a month)

HIGH (1:2 73%

to 1:9) (97)

MEDIUM (1:10 f3%

to 1:12) (143)

LOW (1:13 64%

to 1:22) (1^6)

TATTLE VI.25

PERCENT OF SCHOOLS WITH HIG! INNOVATION RATES

(5 OP MORE) 7.Y FREQUENCY OF ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF

MEi MGS AND ADMINISTRATIVE RATIO

Administrative-Teacher Rstir

Frequency of
Administrative LOW MEDIUM HIGH

Staff Meetings (1:13 to 1122) (1:1" to 1:12) (1:2 to 1.9)

Infrequent (twice 41% 47% 37%

a month or less) (39) (53) (27)

Frequent (more than 447 537 t^%

twice a month) (0) (DO) (70)
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t. innovation simultanecusly we find that the num=er meetirws is relates' to

inni-vaticn 'nly when there is a 1157h ratio (TaYle VI.25). & lame administra-

tive staff can cnly functi-)n as an iaTetus tc the adoption cf innovations Olen

there is a mechanism for easy communicaticn amono the staff mamlers themselves

and '-etween the staff and the princiral. Tut this mechanism makes nc differ-

ence if there is not the division of -mem; the administrative staff mem-

:crs enp,Inderinp a hi;-her nunl.cr of innovative surpestions.

N,t surprisingly, the relative size of the administrative staff is an

imprxtant ccnsideraticn only in these schrs which have autanomy vis-a-vis the

central office (Mlle VI.2C). centralized school systems dictate policy

and nc variation in administrative staff structurc has any independent deter-

mination cn the adorticn cf innovati-ns. Only in decentrclizaed schocl sys-

tems does the orzfnization (relative size) of the administrative staff I-ecore

tmpertant.

TITLE VI.2f

PERCENT OF SCHOOLS WITH NIGH INNOVATION

RATES (5 OR MORE) 11( ADMINISTRATIVF PATIO

AND SUOOL SYSTEM DI-CENTRALIZATION

School System Decentralization

Administrative- LOP FIGF

Teacher Ratio (2.6-4.9 /4.7-7.81

HIGH (1:2 5r7 587

to 1:5') (CO) (64)

MEDIUM (1 1^ 41'; 537

tc 1:12) (58) (53)

LOV (1:13 4C7 387
to 1.22) (42) (60) 241
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Move we noted that the great majc-rity of the varil'-los we exnvined in

their relatirn to inrrvaticn were imp. rtant only within the nrn-Fite scholls

and that the organizational comr.lexity varialles were the first to 1-e significant

in all schools. With administrative ratin we have the first variahle relevant

only in the Mite schocis. While there arc ^nly mini differences 1-etween the

fur types of schools which have z high ratio of administrat.:rs t- teachers (3.5

or fewer),1 it is only in the White. schools that the relative size of the admin-

istrative staff has noticealle impact nn innovation VI.27): among t'hite

schLnls as for the population as a whole, the rati. f administrators to teach-

ers is positively related t:) innevation. At present we cannot draw any conclu-

sions from this fact. Erwever, as we will see in Chapter VII, ;then staff attri-

`utes are also relevant only within White schocas. With this aditional evi-

dence we will /0 a? le tr, arrue mrr( strt:nely thet innovati,:n rates in these

schorls arc influenced ly factors which are unimportant in the other three types

cf schools.

TALLE VI.27

PEPCENT OF SCFOCLS WITH HIGH IrpovATTer RATES

(5 OR mom) LY ADMINISTEATIVE RATIO AND RACIAL COMPOSITION

Racial
Composition

Administrative-Teacher Ratio

LOW
(1:13 t' 1:22)

MEDIUM
(1:1' to 1:12)

no,
(1.2 to 1:%)

uHITE 44% 57% g-7.

(r4) (77) (55)

WHITE INTEULTED 2G% 33% 2:7

(18) (27) (14)

:LACK INTEGRATED * 55% *

(7) (11) (8)

:LACK 45% 54 47%

(15) (24) (17)

*There are tcc few cases 7.'n which t. Anse a percentn,e.

1The precise figures are White. schools -- 28%, Nhite Integrated schools

-- 23%, Llack Integrated schools -- 31%, an 'lack schools -- 30%.
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CHAPTER VII

TEACHING STAFF

In considerin7 innovation in schools and the effects that the teaching

staff may have on the change procesu, the distinctive characteristics of the

teachin occupation become relevant. Teachers are classed as "quasi-" or

'semi-professionals."1 Members of occupations that are commonly regarded as

professions" are characterized by at least three features: "1) They perform

a personal service that is regarded as indispensible in modern society;

2) They possess a high degree of technical competence; and 3) They enjoy con-

siderable autonomy in their work."2 While we do not challenge the first of

these three components, the degree to which teachers possess the second two

is open to considerable doubt (as we will discuss further momentarily). More-

over, there are certain attributes of the teaching force that distinguish the

occupation from most recognized professional groups, e.g., the numerical dom-

inance of women, low prestige, and recruitment from middle and lower-middle

1Whether one uses the term quasi-profession or semi-profession is a mat-

ter of personal choice. In opting for the former term Sieber has argued:

We prefer this term to the more common usage of "semi-profession"
because the latter suggests an exact quantitative measurement, when

in fact quasi-professions vary considerably in their approximation
to full-fledged professions. Also, the adjective "quasi" contains

a subiective element, in the sense of "resemblance" to full-fledged

professions, that is missing in the term "semi."

Sieber, E. cit., p. 128.

2
Ibid.
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classes.
1

Teachers, however, do see themselves as professionals. And to the

extent that they adopt the full-fledged professions as their reference group

there may be a gap between occupational reality and the aspirations of teach-

ers. With respect to innovation, in particular, it has been argued that this

self-image as professionals, rather than leading them to initiate change,

results in resistance to innovations in situations where the teachers see pos-

sible infringements on their insecure status. For instance, some teachers

might find in the suggestion of team teaching a threat to their own professional

autonomy. Miles argues this view when summarizing the relevant research of

others:
2

Thus it seems likely that local innovative efforts are restricted
by the fact that the teacher's role is actually that of a functionary
who has little power to initiate system-wide change, but because of
the ideology concerning professionalism . . . -- tends to resist

innovative demands, like most professionals in bureaucratic organiza-

tions.

We have, thus, a number of interrelated issues. The first of these is

whether or not the teachers actually have autonomy within their own schools,

that is, whether the specific context in which they work permits them to

operate as professionals. Most of the discussions dealing with this question

point to a negative answer. The argument runs that, although it is possible

for teachers to introduce changes within their own sphere of influence, i.e.,

'Some further discussions of teaching as an occupation can be found in

Dan Lortie, "The Partial Professionalization of Elementary Teaching," The

Semi-Professions and Their Organization, ed. Amitai Etzioni (New York! The

Free Press, 1969), pp. 103-145; Blanche Geer, "Occupational Commitment and
the Teaching Profession," The School Review, 74 (Spring, 1966), pp. 31-47;

and Ronald G. Corwin, "Militant Professionalism, Initiative and Compliance

in Public Education," Sociology of Education, 38, 4 (Summer, 1965), pp. 310-331.

2Matthew Miles, "Some Properties of Schools as Social Systems," Change

in School Systems, ed. Goodwin Watson (Washington: National Training Labora-

tories, Vational Education Association, 1967), p. 14.
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the classroom, they are in a weak position vis-a-vis the larger system. This

argument emphasizes the role of the teacher within the school as that of a

functionary rather than an independent professional, an individual upon whom

the bureaucratic requirements of the school places serious impediments to free

action. For instance, with respect to autonomy, Prickell has described work-

ing conditions as follows: 1

. . , the teacher is not an independent professional, not a private
entrepreneur free to alter his working situation when he chooses
-- not free to decide what he will teach to whoir at what time and
at what price. He is instead a member of the staff of a stable insti-
tution.

Our data support this argument. !le find that it is only rarely (and

usually for insignificant matters) that the authority for decisions in a school

rests with the teachers, most decisions trust ?rove the authorization of the

principal. In the questionnaire distributed to Principals we asked for an

identification of the level at which decisions pertaining to a number of areas

of school policy were made.
2 There were twelve items on the list covering

both specific classroom concerns (homework, teaching techniques), and more ren-

eral school-wide concerns (discipline procedures, dress and hair regulations).
3

For each area the principal was given the option of indicating that the "deci-

sion [was] made by individual teachers and department chairmen without the

approval of the principal." In 31 percent of the schools the principals gave

this response for only one (or no) items; in 42 percent of the cases this was

true for two items; and in only 29 percent of the cases principals so responded

1Brickell, Ea. cit., p. 19.

2The questionnaire referred to here is the Principals' Questionnaire
reproduced is Appendix B.

3The conpletc, list of items can be found in Appendix B, Question 14 of
Section A.
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for three or more iters. (The highest score received by ary school was five.)
1

Because the mean score was so low (1.9) we conclude, with others, that in most

schools authority rests squarely with the principal and/or the central adminis-

tration and not with the teaching staff. Moreover, since there is so little

variation between schools in the degree of autonomy granted to the tefachers

(the variable range is from none to five, but 83 percent of the cases fall

between one and three) we do not feel that we can make comparisons of adoption

rates in schools with a greater or lesser degree of autonomy. A rudimentary

analysis of this variable is, however, available in Appendix K.

Knowing that teachers cannot initiate innovation on their own responsi-

bility does not settle the question, since we still cannot predict what type

of a force they will be within a school. Even if they do not have the respon-

sibility for innovations, it seems probable that the teaching staff Lan influ-

ence the change process, negatively -- by resistance or sabotage -- or positively

-- by the proposal of ideas or enthusiastic support of trial projects.

We do have better data on the second "professional" characteristic --

degree of technical competence -- and this may have implications for innova-

tion. More highly trained teachers mir-ht be more open to innovation because

they bring into each situation a commitment to keep up with the literature and

to respond appropriately to a perceived need for change. On the other hand,

the fact that even though they have the requisite traininr they are not treated

as professionals by the organization might embitter and lead to resistance.

Thus we want to know how variations in degree of training of the teaching staff

affect the innovation rates in schools.

1The entire distribution of schools along this variable can be found in

Appendix K.
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Although with respect to the issue of professionalism per se the derree

of competence attained through training is most relevant, when considering

teachers and innovation in schools we also have to investigate a number of

other issues. The first of these is teaching experience. Variations in the

average number of years the teaching staff has been employed might have impor-

tant inplications for change. New teachers might be more willing to employ

innovative techniques because they have no stake in established procedures and

can adopt them with less personal loss, whereas more highly experienced teach-

ers might be resistant to any suggestion that they change their own particular

styles. Thus in addition to autonomy and degree of professional training we

want to consider the mean number of years of teaching experience for the staff

and the rate of turnover in the school.

In some research the variables of professional training and experience

have been examined simultaneously but the results of this research are con-

tradictory. The Mort studies found it was schools with older and more experi-

enced teachers (a situation found in the wealthier suburbs) that showed the

hir,,est adaptability levels.
1 On the other hand, Anderson found resistance to

innovation highest among teachers with the most experience and professional

training. 2 Thus, past research leaves unanswered the question of whzt effects

variations in either teacher training or experience have on the adoption of

innovations within schools.

Teacher morale (an internal climate variable which at the student level

we found to be important) nicht relevant as well. 7111 teachers who are

satisfied with the context in which they worl.-. be more or less resistant to

1Ross, on. cit., p.

2Anderson, 22. Si;t. p.
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innovation than teachers with serious grievances? Following our discussion of

training and experience we will introduce some of the theoretical arguments

surrounding this issue of morale mui investigate the data for the schools in

our sample.

In this chapter, then, we examine several different teachine staff attri-

butes -- training, experience and commitment to the organization -- and relate

each of these to the number and, when appropriate, the quality of innovations

adopted in the schools. We have two additional interests. The first derives

from our concern with the quality of education available to different groups

in this society. One of the rajor ways in which there are differences between

schools as defined by the type of students attending them is in the charac-

teristics of the school staff. As we will see below, White schools are far

more likely than any of the other three types of schools to have a staff com-

posed of a high proportion of teachers with M.A. degrees as well as more highly

experienced teachers. Such differences are of paramount concern to parents in

ghetto areas who complain that not only do their children attend the most

poorly equipped and overcrowded schools (a claim that was not totally supported

by our data) but that they also face teachers who are badly trained, inexperi-

enced, and anxious to be transferred to higher status schools. In our analysis

below we will investigate whether these differences have any impact on the

adoption of innovations or explain the variations by racial composition noted

throughout this study.

Second, at the end of Chapter VI we noted that the variable describing

the organization of the staff -- the administrative-teacher ratio -- had a

sligh: relationship to the adoption of innovations, but that this was true

only in the White schools. This led us to hypothesize that the determinants
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of innovation in these schools stem more from staff than resources or internal

climate factors. Ve will be interested in seeing whether, in fact, this

hypothesis holds up as we examine other staff-related variables both in this

chapter and in the next where we discuss the principals.

Teacher Training

In measuring professionalization by virtue of technical competence we

use the proportion of the staff in a school that has acquired an advanced

degree, in this case at least an M.A.1 For the schools in our population the

proportion of the staff with at least an M.A. degree ranges from a low of

between zero and ten percent to a high of over 81 percent. The overall mean

is between 30 and 40 percent.2 In the majority of the schools in our sample

less than half ,.)f t'ic staff has acquired professional training.

In Table VII.1 we present the relation of this variable to the adoption

of innovation in schools. As we can see, there is a very slight curvilinear

relation between the proportion of the staff with at least an M.A. degree and

the rate at which schools ado:A innovations. Schools staffed with a "moder-

ately high" proportion of :,i.A.'s (41% to 50%) innovate at a slightly higher

rate than schools in which either a smaller or larger proportion of the staff

has achieved that degree. The weak curvilinear relation of this aspect of

professionalization to the rate at which the organization adopts innovations

might be the result of contradictory forces. As we suggested above, and as

has been argued by others, individuals with professional training are more

1A similar measure of professionalization is used in an analysis of

innovation in settlement houses staffed by social workers. Cf. V. !teydebrand

and J. Noell, 22.. cit., p. 305.

2The entire distribution for this variable is presented in Appendix J.
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li:eiy to Y.eep up to date in the literature of their fields. They are aware

of new techniques and can comprehend their applicability in any particular

situation. At the same time, it has also been pointed out that teachers often

actively resist the demands of the ack-inistrative staff to change their teach-

ing styles. Such resistance mi-ht well be more extreme in those situations

where the teachers have a higher level of professional training and feel more

resentful of infringements on their turf. Thus the curve may be a result of

these competing influences: perhaps the peak of the curve is where professional

"morality" overcomes the reluctance to accede to the administration. When the

teaching staff is more completely trained it becomes welded into a resistant

block.

There are no consistent differences in the quality of the innovations

adopted among schools classified by the proportion of teachers with at least

an M.A. degree: the fact that the administration has to justify its decisions

to more highly qualified judges does not ensure discrimination.

The qualifications of teachers differ by the classifications of students

by racial composition: the White schools have the best trained staffs, the

Black Integrated schools have the least well-trained staffs (Table VII.2).

These differences do not account for the variations in the rate at which the

schools innovate. In particular, we cannot explain the low innovation rates

among the White Integrated schools by the presence of a less qualified teach-

ing staff: even when we control for the proportion of M.A.'s on the staff the

White Integrated schools consistently have the lowest innovation rate (Table

VII.3).
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TALLE VII.2

PEPCENT OF TEACHING STAFF

WITH AT LEAST AN !%A. DEGREE

BY RACIAL COMPOSITION OF TFF SCHOOL

Percent of Staff
with M.A. Degree White

Racial Composition

BlackWhite Integrated Black Integrated

VERY LOW
(under 31%) 22% 34% 41% 43%

NODERATELY LOW
(31% to 40 %) 21 20 25 18

NODERATELY HIGH
(41% to 503') 22 15 18 21

VERY HIGH
(over 51%) 35 31 16 18

100%, 100% 100% 100%

N = (315) (127) (41) (122)

That our underetanding of the relation between professional training and

innovation is very incomplete is revealed as we further examine Table VII.3.

It is only among the White schools that we find the same curvilinear relation

between teacher training and innovation as we did for the population as a

whole. Perhaps here teacher resistance and the conflicting sense of profes-

sional behavior operate (withiespect to innovation) in the manner suggested

above. Among the Black schools, however, the curvilinear relationship is the

reverse of that in the White schools: Black schools are more likely to have

higher innovation rates if the staff is either very well trained or very poorly
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TA LE VII.3

PERCENT OF SCHOOLS WITH HIM; INNOVATION

PATES (5 OR MORE) BY PERCENT OF STAFF

WITH N.A. DEGREE AND RACIAL COMPOSITION

A

Very Low

Percent of Staff with M.A. Decree

Very HighModerately Low Moderately High

Racial Composition (under 31%) (31 -40 %) (41-50%) (over 51%)

WHITE 47% 49% 59% 48%

(72) (66) (70) (104)

WHITE INTEGRATED 33% 26°/, 22% 29%

(42) (23) (18) (38)

BLACK INTEGRATED 50% 50% * *

(16) (10) (7) (7)

BLACK 52% 39% 42% 52%

(50) (23) (26) (23)

Percent of Staff with M.A. Degree

PercentLOW HIGH

Racial Composition (40% or less) (over 40%) Difference

WHITE 47% 52% +5

(138) (174)

WHITE INTEGRATED 30% 26% -4

(65) (56)

BLACK INTEGRATED 50% 57% +7

(2C) (14)

BLACK 43% 46% +3

(73) (49)

*There are too few cases on which to base a percentage.
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trained. Clearly, other factors are operating.

What is considered appropriate professional behavior may be determined

by the context. Innovation rates will vary not only with the degree to which

the teachers have acquired professional training but also with the degree to

4

which the context, as defined by the composition of the student body, provides

support for innovative activity.
1 In this respect the academic ability of

the students may be more relevant than their race. The differences in staff

training between schools classified by academic quality are less extreme than

the differences between schools classified by race (Table VII.4). However,

the former variable does delineate conditions under which the professionaliza-

tion of the teaching staff is more significantly related to innovation.

TABLE VII.4

PERCENT OF TEACHING STAFF PITH AT LEAST

AN M.A. DEGREE BY ACADEMIC QUALITY OF T7AF STUDENTS

Percent of Staff
with M.A. Degree Very High

Academic quality

Very LowModerately High Moderately Low

VERY LOW
(under 31%) 21% 29% 33% 36%

MODERATELY LOW
(31% to 40%) 24 18 20 22

MODERATELY HIGH
(417 to 50%) 21 24 19 20

VERY HIGH
(over 51%) 34 29 28 22

100% 103% 100% 100%

N = (92) (179) (208) (114)

1Other possibilities we explore further below are the number of years of

experience of the teaching staff and its commitment to the organization.
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In sc)ools with very low academic quality students, degree of profession-

alization is strongly, positively related to innovation (Table VII.5). In

fact, when such schools are staffed by highly trained teachers they no longer

have the lowest innovation rates. Teachers who are well trained and who choose

to teach below average students may be more willing to experiment to achieve

results. The professional ideology here favors innovation, perhaps because of

a strong service orientation. The reference group may be that of an occupa-

tion like social work.
1

In contrast, there is some indication that schools

serving very high academic quality students are less innovative when the staff

is highly trained. Perhaps in such schools, where more strictly academic

teaching takes place, the ideology concerning professional behavior is differ-

ent. The reference group for these teachers is more likely to be college pro-

fessors. They are less likely to consider innovative techniques appropriate

learning tools since they are teachers of an academic body of material. Thus

the conservatism we have previously noted among the high academic quality

schools may derive in part from the composition of the teaching staff and the

values they hold. (Among the middle academic quality schools the pattern

between professionalization and innovation is less clear. Since these schools

generally have high innovation rates we assume that the professional resist-

ance is neutralized.)

Ideally we would now reexamine the relationship between the profession-

alization of the staff and innovation rates within schools classified by racial

composition and academic quality. Unfortunately with so few cases such an

1Heydebrand and Noell found a moderately strong relationship between
degree of professionalization and innovation in organizations staffed by social

workers.
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TALE VII.5

PERCENT OF SCHOOLS WITH HIGH INNOVATION

RATES (5 OR MORE) BY PERCENT OF STAFF

WITH M.A. DEGREE AND ACADEMIC QUALITY

A

Very Low

Percent of Staff with M.A. Degree

Very HighModerately Low Moderately High

Academic Quality (under 31%) (31-40%) (41-50%) (over 51%)

Very High 30% 59% 37% 327

(20) (22) (19) (31)

Moderately High 58% 47% 517 48%

(52) (32) (43) (52)

Moderately Low 50% 44Z 59% 47%

(70) (41) (39) (58)

Very Low 23% 39% 39% 48%

(40) (26) (23) (25)

13

Percent of Staff with M.A. Degree

PercentLOW HIGH

Academic Quality (40% or less) (over 40%) Difference

Very High 43% 34% - 9

(44) (50)

Moderately High 53% 49% -4
(84) (95)

Moderately Low 52% 51% -1
(101) (97)

Very Low 28% 43% +15

(66) (48)
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analysis is impossible. A -.ore corplete understanding of the relation between

professionalization and innovation in different contexts is left to future

research.
1

Teaching Experience

Although teacher training alone does not seem to have a significant

impact on the adoption of innovations in schools -- the overall curvilinear

relationship was not very strong and could not be reproduced within certain

sub-groups -- it is possible that the number of years of teaching experience

is an important factor, either alone or in combination with teacher training.

Among rrincipals, as we will see in the next chapter, innovation rates are

negatively related to the number of years the principal has held his position

and others have found that length of tenure is inversely related to innovative-

ness among administrators (although our findings for superintendents did not

reveal a similar pattern). Among teachers too it: seems likely that a lengthy

period of employment would lead to resistance to change, particularly when

change would necessitate abandoning practices perfected through the years.

Teachers who have established themselves through a long period of employment

might begin to conceive of themselves as being more autonomous professionals

whether or not they have the training to back their claim. Change initiated

by administrators might be considered a threat to such hard-earned self-esteem.

Moreover, after many years in the occupation teachers might develop a cynical

attitude towards innovation. Having been exposed to numerous exciting "new"

ideas many of which were abandoned after a short time, they might respond dis-

passionately to the most recent crop. In general, then, we anticipate a nega-

1Degree of autonomy would clearly be an important factor here as well: In our

analysis of autonomy (Appendix K) we consider the relationships between the

professionalization of the staff, autonomy and innovation rates.
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tive relationship between length of teaching experience and innovation rates

although, without detailed attitudinal data, it will be difficult to determine

precisely which factors are operating.

Ve use two separate measures of length of teaching experience. The

first is a mean score for the entire teaching staff, a score based on the num-

ber of years of experience accumulated throughout the teachers' careers (not

just in the school of present employment). The second measure is the rate of

turnover of the teaching staff, a variable which enables us to consider

whether "hew blood" or changes in the staff of a school affect the rate at

which innovations are adopted. Although turnover is frequently used as a mea-

sure of staff morale, we do not so define it here because ye want to isolate

the impact of change in the teaching staff composition and because ue have a

clearer indicator of staff satisfaction.

Mean Number of Years of Teaching Experience

There are broad differences between the schools in our study in the mean

number of years of experience of the teaching staff. 'Mile some schools are

staffed by teachers with an average length of experience of only two or three

years, other staffs average as high as fourteen years. The mean number of

years of experience for the staff of all schools is 7.5.1

There is, as was anticipated, a slight negative relationship between the

mean length of experience of the teaching staff and the adoption of innovations

in the schools (Table VII.6). The discrimination with which schools adopt

innovations has a slight curvilinear relation to average length of staff exper-

ience. Teachers tlhose training is more recent might be able to discriminate

1The entire distribution for this variable is presented in Appendix J.
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among innovations better than teachers who are farther away from any kind of

theoretical perspective on education. And teachers with more lengthy experi-

ence also might be highly qualified judges: having been around for a long

time and having seen educational "fads" come and go, they may be sharp dis-

cerners of true value, although their protective feelings towards their own

influences may create a generalized resistance to innovation. The relation-

ship is not a strong one, but it would be interesting to pursue these hypoth-

eses or an individual teacher attitude (rather than general school) level.

There are significant differences between the schools identified by

racial composition and this characteristic of the teaching staff. TThite schools

are far more likely to have highly experienced teachers than are schools with

a sizeable proportion of Black students (Table VII.7). And it is primarily

among the llite schools that number of years of teaching experience maintains

its negative relation to innovation rates (Table VII.8). Forty-four percent

of the White schools with highly experienced staffs have high innovation rates

in contrast to fifty-seven percent of the White schools staffed by less highly

experienced teachers. This finding supports our hypothesis that among the

White schools innovation is more likely to be affected by the composition or

organization of the staff than it is among the other three types of schools.

So far we have seen that the relationship between the administrator-teacher

ratio, perhaps training, and now, number of years of experience, observed for

all schools persisted only within the White schools. This strongly indicates

that the staff is more likely to be an important factor in these schools.

In the White schools the teachers may be able to affect innovation rates:

if by dint of their professional training or lengthy experience they are resist-

ant to innovation they may be able to slow down or halt the changr process.
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TA!!.E V11.7

MEAN LENGTH OF TEACHING EXPERIENCE

BY RACIAL COMPOSITION CF THE SCHOOL

Mean Number of Years
Teaching Experience White

Racial Composition

FlackWhite Integrated Black Integrated

VERY LOW
(5 years or less) 23% 20% 29% 36%

MODERATELY LOW
(6 or 7 years) 25 31 32 24

MODERATELY HIGH
(8 or 9 years) 35 35 27 23

VERY HIGH
(10 years or more) 17 14 12 17

100% 100% 100% 1002

N = (325) (124) (41) (122)

TABLE VII.8

PERCENT OF SCHOOLS WITH HIGH INNOVATION RATES

(5 OR MOFL) BY MEAN LENGTH OF TEACHING

EXPERIENCE AND RACIAL COMPOSITION

Teaching Experience

PercentHIGH LOB'

Racial Composition (8 years or more) (7 years or less) Difference

WHITE 447 57% -13

(169)

I:THITE INTEGRATED 367 33% - 7

(61) (63)

BLACK INTEGRATED 50Z 52% - 2

(16) (25)

BLACK 42% 46% - 4

(49) (73) 261
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In the other three types of schools -- "bite Integrated, Black Integrated and

Black -- other factors must motivate the decision to innovate. Of course, it

is possible that lengthy experience in Black or Black Integrated schools engen-

ders a desire for or approval of innovation. For instance, if conditions are

bad enough the teachers may develop a passive "anything goes" attitude. And

highly experienced teachers who choose to remain in such situations may have

a greater commitment to providing au innovative education. However, we feel

that is is more likely that length of experience operates in the same manner

here as in the White schools -- i.e. develops into resistance to change. In

the Integrated and Black schools there are forces which override teacher incli-

nations. If the administration is determined to convince the public that it

is upgrading its schools, it will do so by adopting high-visibility innova-

tions, and the inertia of the teaching staff cannot stand in its way. refore

we argue this more strongly we want to pursue several other issues including

our second teacher experience variable.

The differences among schools staffed by more or less highly experienced

teachers become even clearer when we control for teacher training (which had a

separate relation to innovation). Training and experience are themselves

related: schools with a high proportion of M.A.'s on the staff are more likely

to have highly experienced teachers than schools with a low proportion of

M.A.'s (mean lngth of experience of nine years vs. six years).
1 Teachers who

have acquired professional training have oade a greater investment and are more

likely to remain in the occupation.

Schools staffed by highly trained but relatively inexperienced teachers

are the most innovative schools (Table VII.9). And length of experience is

1The complete table can be found in Appendix J.
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TABLE VII.9

PERCENT OF SCHOOLS WITH HIGH INNOVATION RATES

(5 OR MORE) BY PERCENT OF TEACI'ING STAFF

WITH AT LEAST iC; 1:.A. DEGREE AND

MEAN LENGTH OF TEACHING EXPERIENCE

Teaching Experience

Percent of Staff FIGP LOT'

with M.A. Depree (8 years or more) (7 years or less)

HIGH
(over 40%)

LOW
(40% or less)

427,

(173)

41%
(131)

52%

(132)

462
(184)

more strongly negatively related to innovation among those schools staffed by

a high proportion of M.A.'s than among those schools staffed by less highly

trained teachers (difference of 10% vs. difference of 5%). Over time teachers

grow more rigid, particularly if they have professional training to hack their

desire to maintain their own teaching .styles. This finding runs counter to

that of Ross, mentioned above, who concluded that it was schools with older

and more experienced teachers that shot ;ed the highest adaptability levels. It

may be that in the smaller, less highly bureaucratized school systems such as

those studied by Mort et al., less resistance to administrative control develops

over time than in systems where teachers are more often treated as common em-

ployees. In the smaller systems there may be wore opportunities for personal

contact with the administration than in large urban school systems where teach-
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ers are shuffled around and considered by the central office primarily in

terms of contracts and pensions.

Teacher Turnover

Average annual turnover rates in urban high schools are frequently quite

high, ranging from an annual turnover of between zero and five percent of the

staff to over 30 percent, with an overall mean of slightly over ten percent.1

There is a moderately strong curvilinear relation between turnover and innova-

tion rates: the highest innovation rates are found in those schools with a

moderately high proportion of new teachers (tetween 11 and 15 %) as shown in

Table VII.10. The addition of new staff rerbers may be an asset with respect

to innovation (as is true of newly trained teachers) but when too large a pro-

portion of the teachin: staff is new the conseauent disruption ray impede the

adoption of innovations. Innovation is cost likely when there is some chance

in the staff composition; too much change in this sphere prohibits innovative

changes.

TABLE VII.10

II7OVATIOY RATE BY 'HAMER TURNOVER

Teacher Turnover

Percent with Nigh Mean "umber of

Innovation aates Innovations

(5 or tore) Ado ted

VERY RIO (16% or more)

MODERATELY HIGH: (11-157,)

MODERATELY LOP (6-10%)

vERY LOP (0-57.)

447 5.0

52%
I

5.1

46' I 4.5

42;?
1

4.4

1The complete distribution of this variable is presented in Appendix J.
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As we would expect there are differences in average turnover rates among

the schools classified by student race. The Black Integrated schools are most

likely to have an annual turnover of more than ten percent of the staff (54Z),

next highest are the hite Integrated schools (5l2), somewhat lower are the

Black schools (45%) and considerably lower are the Phite schools (3670.1 There

are many reasons why teacher turnover is so high in the Integrated schools.

First, order is most likely to be problem in these schools; teachers probably

prefer a safer environment.
2

This may be particularly important to teachers in

the Black Integrated schools, most of whom are white. (Black schools have a

higher proportion of Black teachers than do Black Integrated schools; in fact,

the Black Integrated schools rarely have rlacl' teachers. The staff in these

schools has a totally different racial composition than that of the student

body. This is less often the case in the "hite, Mite Integrated and even the

Black schools.)3 As we will see below, teacher morale is extremely low in

these schools: because of the probler of safety, particularly for white teach-

ers, these schools are hir,hly unfavored. They are staffed largely by teachers

waiting for transfers to 'better" schools. In contrast the White schools have

extremely stable faculties. These are the schools to which most teachers

(especially white teachers) aspire. raving achieved this Foal they are likely

to stay put unless they move onto an administrative position or leave the occu-

pation completely.4

1The complete table for this analysis is presented in Appendix J.

2Cf. our analysis of order and safety in Chapter IV.

3The tables to support this analysis of staff racial composition are

presented in Appendix J.

4Foward Becker has described how the teachers in urban public schools
generally start their career in a slum schools and immediately attempt to move
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Turnover', like mean number of years of teaching experience, is most

strongly related to innovation in the "hite schools: sixty percent of the

White schools with a hicil annual staff turnover have high innovation rates in

contrast to forty-four percent of the schools with low turnover rates (Table

VII.11). In these schools the absence of a stable, potentially rigid staff is

a necessary precondition of innovation. Without "new blood" these schools

become conservative. Established routines take on a permanent cast. The

teachers as a body are unlikely to choose change. Among the other three types

of schools if there is innovation it takes place regardless of the potential

resistance of a conservative teaching staff. In fact, when the Black Integrated

schools achieve this stability they become the most innovative schools. Vhereas

high stability results in stagnation in 'White schools, in the slack Integrated

schools such a state is necessary before other types of change can begin to

occur. Obviously, the reasons for varying turnover rates are an important

factor. We turn now to a consideration of teacher morale.

out to a "better" school. Only a small proportion of teachers wake an adjust-

ment and choose to stay in the slum schools. Toward S. Becker, "The Cereer

of the Chicago Public School Teacher," American Journal of Sociology, Volume
52 (1952), pp. 470-477.
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TAI;LE VII.11

PERCENT OF SCHOOLS WITH HIGH: INNOVATION RATES

(5 OR MORE) BY TEACHER TURNOVER AND RACIAL COMPOSITION

Teacher Turnover

PercentLOS` HIGH

Racial Composition (0-10%) (over 10%) Difference

WHITE 44% 60% +16%

,(206) (115)

VEITE INTEGRATED 29% 30% + 1%

(61) (63)

BLACK INTEGRATED 52% 50% - 2%

(19) (22)

BLACK 432 47% + 4%

(66) (53)

Teacher Morale

In their book on organizational change, Hare and Aiken hypothesize that

"the higher the job satisfaction, the rreater the rate of program chanre.
ul

Their reasoning is essentially that people who are satisfied with their jobs

are more committed to the organization in which they work and that a recep-

tivity to new ideas for improvinp the products or services of the organization

flows from this commitment. Hence, one finds that committed workers are

likely to both suggest cnd accept innovations. Furthermore, they argue that

only an organization with generally hi-h morale can successfully implment new

activities and weather the ensuing organizational stress induced by the

changes. To support their assertions FaF.e and Aiken cite several industrial

1Hage and Aiken, ET. cit., p. 53.
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studies in which the findings mere, briefly, that workers more readily accepted

and even initiated change when they were satisfied with their jobs.
1

Educa-

tional researchers have made similar findings: for instance, Ross reports a

slight negative relation between staff turnover and adaptability in schools.
2

From the point of view above, job satisfaction and high morale are pri-

marily viewed as preconditions for organizational change. One could also view

them as resultants, however, if one assumes that an organization in which there

had been much innovativeness and ensuing excitement would be one in which

morale would be high, particularly if these innovations resulted in improved

working conditions. Therefore, since we cannot talk definitely about cause

and effect, our discussion will be phrased in more general terms.

In the NASSP survey the principals were asked: "To what extent is

teacher dissatisfaction or unrest, instead of factors such as family, health

or further education, reflected in the yearly turnover of teachers?"3 Seventy-

six percent of the principals responded "Little, if at all," twenty percent

responded "Somewhat, but not major" and a mere four percent responded "A major

factor." In the analysis that follows the latter two responses are corbined

to indicate low teacher morale. We use this question as our only indicator of

morale although we are aware that because the judgment was made by the prin-

cipal rather than by the teachers themselves, it is open to considerable bias

and distortion.

In schools in which the principal views teacher dissatisfaction as being

a cause of turnover (i.e., morale is low) innovation rates are somewhat lower

lIbid.

2Ross, cul. cit., p. 457.

3Cf. Appendix A, p. 8.

268



253

than schools in which teacher morale is high (38% high innovation rates vs.

47% high innovation rates). Thus we can conclude that in schools, as in other

organizations, job satisfaction is related to the rate at which the organiza-

tion can innovate, although we cannot determine the sequence of events.

Naturally, teacher turnover and morale are highly related: those schools

in which dissatisfaction is an important determinant of turnover, in fact, have

the highest turnover rates (Table VII.12). Nevertheless, if we look at innova-

tion rates by turnover and morale simultaneously, we find that each variable

is independently related to innovation (Table VII.13A). At equivalent levels

of turnover it is always the "high morale' schools which have the highest inno-

vation rates. And the curvilinear relationship between turnover and innovation

remains although it is note marked in the "high morale' schools. For the "low

morale" schools as well, a moderately high level of turnover (11-16%) is most

conducive to innovation.

TABLr VII.12

TEACHER TURNOVER. EY MORALF

Teacher Turnover

Teacher Morale

LOW HIGH

VERY HIGH (16% or more) 44% 12%

MODERATELY HIGH (11-15%) 27 20

MODERATELY LOW (6-10%) 21 37

VERY LOW (0-5%) 6 30

100% 100%

r = (145) (460)
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TABLE VII.13

PERCENT OF SCHOOLS WITT: HIGF INNOVATION RATES

(5 OR MORE) BY TURYOVER AND MORALE

A

Teacher morale

Teacher Turnover HIGH LOT/

VERY HIGH (16% or more) 39% 51%

(64) (58)

MOD:RATELY HIGH (11-15%) 42% 57%

(40) (91)

MODERATELY LOTS! (6-103-) 36% 42%
(30) (173)

VERY LOT! (0-5%) 43%

(9) (138)

Teacher Turnover

Teacher Morale

FIGH LOW

HIGH (11% or more) 40% 55%

(104) (149)

LOP (10% or.less) 34% 42%

(39) (311)

*There are not enough cases on which to base

a percentage.

If we dichotomize turnover and crosstabulate it with teacher morale we

can consider four types of schools individually (Table VII.13B). The schools

which have the highest innovation rates are those in which morale is high and

turnover is high as well. These schools are constantly hiring new teachers

and, presumably because they are popular with the teachers, the principals can
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select the best applicants. The reverse is true in the low morale-low turnover

schools. Here where dissatisfaction prevails the teachers are unable to leave

-- either because of a job shortage or because teachers have to "serve time"

in such schools. These schools are unable to weather the stress of organiza-

tional change and they remain static. The other two types of schools -- the

low morale-high turnover and high morale-low turnover -- fall somewhere between

the two extremes described above. They are relatively stable and can adopt

innovations: in the latter case although they don't receive the benefits of

staff turnover there is little pressure for teachers to leave whereas in the

former case, low satisfaction is relieved by hi'h turnover.
1

Not surprisingly, teacher morale is highest in the White schools (Table

VII.14). As we mentioned in our discussion of turnover, most teachers in urban

schools are white and almost all teachers attempt to transfer to the high sta-

tus white schools. When they have reached this goal they are more likely to

at least report satisfaction "since they are aware that there are few better

opportunities within the school system. The lowest rate of teacher satisfac-

tion is found in the Black Integrated schools (as was anticipated) and the

relation between morale and innovation is strongest here (Table VII.15). We

assume that the high morale-high innovation schools are those in which a con-

certed effort is being made to salvage the educational process and that the

relationship between innovation rates and morale is cyclical, i.e., an improve-

ment in one affects the other and so on.

1So far as .e can tell with our data, these relationships show up (with
some variations) among each of the four types of schools as classified by race.
In White schools the low turnover-low morale schools do not fare as poorly in
terms of innovation as in the entire population. However, among Black schools

the same type of school has extremely low innovation rates: these are the
schools where teachers serve out a waiting period before moving on to a better
position. No one in such schools has any impulse to improve the lot of the stu-
dents. (The tables to support this analysis can be found in Appendix J.)
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TABLE VII.14

TEACHER MORALE BY RACIAL COMPOSITIOI OF THE SCHOOLS

Racial Composition

Teacher Morale White White Integrated Black Integrated Black

HIGH 86% 707 43% 68%

MODERATELY LOW 13 25 46 25

EXTREMELY LOU 1 5 11 7

100% 1007 100% 100%

(321) (124) (41) (119)

TABLE VII.15

PERCENT OF SCHOOLS WITH FIGH INNOVATION RATES

(5 OR MORF) EY TEACPER MORALE

AND RACIAL COMPOSITION

Teacher Morale

Racial Composition HIGt7 LOW
Percent

Difference

WHITE 51% 44% + 7%

(278) (43)

WHITE INTEGRATED 31% 276 + 4%

(87) (37)

BLACK INTEGRATED 61% 43% +18%

(18) (23)

BLACK 48% 40% + 8%
(77) (42)
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The adequacy of the physical resources was found to be an important vari-

able with respect to student morale (and the problem of order) in that it

enabled us to identify conditions of extreme turmoil and low innovation.)

Although the internal climate variables are not strongly related to the pri-

mary physical resource variable, we found that for the entire population of

schools (and most significantly for the Integrated and Black schools) at least

one positive asset was necessary: schools lacking both adequate facilities and

hearty spirit were unable to innovate.

Highly similar findings emerge from a consideration of the adequacy of

the physical resources and teacher morale. Although there is not a strong

relation between the two variables -- 72% of the schools with inadequate facil-

ities have high teacher morale versus 80% of those with adequate facilities --

the combined effects of low morale and inadequate facilities can be devastat-

ing (Table VII.16). Moreover, although the: physical resources are more sig-

nificantly related to innovation than teacher morale (near' percentage difference

of 16 for resources vs. seven for morale), it is primarily when the facilities

are inadequate that morale is strongly related to innovation. Innovation

results in stress. This stress is more readily weathered in schools with ade-

quate resources. Perhaps these schools can defuse the dissatisfaction of

teachers by providing incentives for cooperation or importing auxiliary staff

to handle innovations repugnant to the regular staff. In the schools with

less adequate facilities the cooperation and/or tolerance of the staff becomes

very important; without it innovation is rarely possible.

1Cf. the analysis above, pp. 152-155.

"MMINIMMOP
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TABLE VII.16

PERCENT OF SCHOOLS WITH HIGH INNOVATION RATES

(5 OR MORE) BY TEACrER MORALE AND

ADEQUACY OF PHYETCAL RESOURCES

Teacher Morale

Physical Facilities

Inadequate Adequate

LOW 30% 50%

(88) (56)

HIGH 41% 53%

(229) (230)

The adequacy of the physical resources was found to be more often an

impediment to innovation in the Integrated and Bieck schools than in the White

schools and, in combination with student morale, defined conditions of extremely

low innovation rates. The same is true of the relations between teacher morale,

physical resources and innovation within schools classified by racial composi-

tion. First, teacher morale is highly related to the adequacy of the physical

facilities in the Black and Black Integrated schools: there are differences of

20 percent and 14 percent respectively in the proportion of teachers with high

morale between schools with adequate and schools with inadequate facilities

(Table VII.l7). Teacher dissatisfaction in these schools derives from the

basic inadequacies of the environment; in "bite schools it has different roots,

roots not identified in our data. Second, it is predominately wiCain the

Integrated and Black schools (so far as we can tell with our data) that we

find the relationship between teacher morale, adequacy of the physical facil-

ities and innovation that we found for the population as a whole, i.e., that
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morale is a significant deterrent to innovation in schools with inadequate

physical facilities (Table VII.18). (Strangely, the reverse is true in the

Uhite schools: here teacher morale is related to innovation only when the

physical resources are adequate.)

TABLE VII.17

PERCENT OF SCHOOLS Win HIGH TEACHER MORALE

BY PHYSICAL FACILITIES AND RACIAL COMPOSITION

Physical Facilities

Percent

Racial Composition Inadequate Adequate Difference

WHITE 722 79% + 7%

(163) (158)

WHITE INTEGRATED 69% 712 + 2%
(67) (55)

BLACK INTEGRATED 352 55% +207

(21) (20)

BLACK 60% 74% +142

(66) (53)

Teacher morale as a variable operates in much the same way as did stu-

dent morale: it is related to innovation as a rule and even more so in those

schools in which there are poor physical resources. However, in contrast to

the student variables of morale and order, its relation to innovation persists

when we control for racial composition. Iereas student morale is unrelated

to innovation in White schools, teacher morale has a slight relation to inno-

vation in these, as well as in the other three types of schools, although the

relationship is not of major significance in any but the Flack Inteprated

schools. !Te have suggested that teacher morale has different sources in the
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TABLE VII.18

PERCENT OF SCHOOLS WITH SIGH INNOVATION RATES

(5 OR MORE) BY TEACHER MORALE, PPYSICAL

FACILITIES AND RACIAL COMPOSITION

Physical Facilities

Inadequate Adequate

Teacher Morale

Racial Composition LOW HIGH LOW HIGH

WHITE 46% 47X 41% 55%

(26) (137) (17) (141)

WHITE INTEGRATED 9% 22% 50% 44%

(21) (46) (16) (39)

BLACK INTEGRATED 28% * 632

;14) (7) (9) (11)

BLACK 337 412 50% 542

(27) (39) (14) (39)

*There are too few cases on which to base a percentage.

different types of schools: in the Mite schools in contrast to the other

schools it is unrelated to the physical resources. Perhaps here it is more

tied to "professional" concerns -- e.g., autonomy, respect from the administra-

tion. Whereas in the Integrated and Black schools low teacher morale may gen-

erally indicate a deteriorating or poor condition, in the White schools it

may indicate that the teachers are not, in fact, being treated in the manner

in which they wish to be. Thus, its impact, although having the same negative

effect on innovation, may operate through a different set of mechanisms.
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Turning back to the first three variables included in this chapter --

professionalization, mean number of years of experience, and staff turnover --

we conclude that, given the lack of autonomy, the impact of teachers vis-a-

vis the adoption of innovations is a negative one. When teacher characteristics

are related to the number of innovations adopted in a school, those character-

istics which might be considered assets, from the perspective of education per

se, are related negatively or not at all to the adoption of innovation. schools

staffed by highly professional teachers (in terms of training) are no more inno-

vative than schools staffed predominately by teachers with little or no more

than a Bachelors degree; schools with more experienced teachers are less inno-

vative than schools in which the teachers are new to the occupation; and scb-vils

with a low rate of staff turnover are less innovative than schools with a mod-

erately high rate. In general, schools need new teachers with new ideas if

they are going to implement innovations. Fighly experienced teachers are more

conservative, perhaps because they don't want to change their own techniques,

perhaps because -- particularly when there is low turnover -- they develop an

effective lobby against change.

Of course, these generalizations need qualifying. First, none of the

relationships we are discussing is overly strong. Second, we do not actually

have attitudinal data from the teachers. Our hypotheses are based on findings

for schools in which the staff as a Thole is characterized by a single statis-

tic. The precise dynamics of staff interaction are hidden from view. We can

only assume that the low innovation rates in schools with highly experienced

teachers represent effective teacher resistance, but we cannot differentiate

among the actions of the teachers in such a school or elucidate the actual

processes by which this resistance operates. Some schools with highly trained

staffs are extremely innovative. We assume that such schools have developed
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conflict-reducing mechanisms that effectively defuse teacher resistance, but

there is no proof for such a hypothesis at present. Our data does not allow

for all the necessary statistical controls. We did explore some additional

factors. For instance, we found that the adequac of the physical resources

is unrelated to professionalization, experience and turnover, and that all of

the relatio "-ships described above persist when we control for school function

(i.e., are maintained among the comprehensive schools alone). However, not

all possibilities have been considered. In particular, we assume that varia-

tions in degree of autonomy and the nature of the relationship of the teaching

staff to both the administrative staff and the principal himself, might be

important variables. We were unable to pursue the analysis of such variables

(both because we had a limited number of cases and because we did not find

great variations between schools) but we suspect that a more refined measure

of autonomy would have clarified the findings (cf. discussion in Appendix K).

Finally, the general findings reported above apply only within the White

schools. While teacher morale is related to innovation in all schools, we do

not know whether it is cause or effect in any of these schools. With the

other staff-related variables -- organization of the administrative staff as

well as the three discussed in this chapter -- there is not the same question.

The evidence supports the conclusion that staff "control" or "obstruction" of

the adoption of innovations is a significant factor only in White schools.

The White schools are stable institutions: the external environment is suppor-

tive and the internal climate is calm. Although not ali fiite school3 have

fully adequate facilities (as measured by physical or staff resources) such

inadequacies do not deter innovation. Student disorder is relatively infre-

quent and, when it occurs, offers no impediment to innovation. In such organ-
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izations, the staff is an important factor with respect to innovation. Per-

haps because White schools are more likely to have decentralizaed decisik -

making structures and have been free of public criticism, the central adminis-

tration can leave them to their own devices. Crises are not frequent and

under normal conditions the staff becomes more important.

None of the above holds true for the Integrated and Black schools. These

schools are crises-ridden and although many factors are related to innovation,

the composition and characteristics of the teacher staff are not. These schools

are more frequently housed in centralized school systems. The decision to

innovate is therefore more likely to be made at a higher level. These deci-

sions are influenced by the general adequacy of the facilities and the morale

tooth student and teacher). But how teachers feel is less likely to be a con-

sideration; mollifying the staff is not a major concern when change is taking

place under pressure.
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THE PRINCIPALS

;lost of the theory and research relating to the role of teachers in the

innovation process implies that they have their greatest impact as obstructors

rather than as initiators of change.. The same is not true of the principals

in schools. As with superintendent: r'cre is the suggestion that they are in

an advantageous position to determine the level of innovation in their own

schools; the arguments about the superintendent's importance deriving from his

position in the administrative hierarchy can be applied to the principal as

well. 1 But with the principals these statements cannot be equally definitive:

any individual principal's power may be circumscribed by the central administra-

tion. As we saw in Chapter III, the most innovative school systems are those

in which authority is decentralized, that is, vested in the administrative

staffs of the individual schools. here ve will be able to see the extent to

which variations in degree of autonomy affect the principal's ability to act

in an innovative fashion.

Less research has been done in the past on the association between per-

sonal and professional characteristics of principals and innovative behavior

than is the case for superintendents. te will begin our discusstm by examin-

ing variables describing the principal's career and background. After isolat-

ing the relevant factors we will introduce controls for decentralization and

the type of school in which the principal is employed. Thus we first identify

1Cf. discussion above, p.

264
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the personal-professional characteristics which are correlated with innovative

behavior and then examine this behavior in light of possible lislitations on

freedom of action deriving from the context in which the principal operates.

Dependent Variable Measurement

Throughout the major portion of this study we have used as our dependent

variable the number of innovations in use in a school. Men trying to identify

the conditions under which a principal acts in an innovative fashion this vari-

able is less appropriate. Although when tie were discussing superintendents we

related their personal-professional characteristics to the mean number of inno-

vations in the school system, principals differ from superintendents in two

important ways. First, principals have an average length of tenure that is

almost two years shorter than that of the superintendents (five vs. seven

years). Thus, the number of innovations in a single school is more likely to

represent the work of several principals over the past few years. Second, we

assume that principals are far more circumscribed than superintendents in their

ability to effect rapid changes. The influence of an innovative superintendent

may be felt very quickly in a school system and it seems just to hold hln

"accountable" for its general level of innovativeness.

Given these arguments we decided to use as our measure of innovativeness

for principals a variable which describes the rate at which he has introduced

innovations in his school. By rate we are referring to the number of innova-

tions which were introduced during the principal's tenure while taking into

account the number of years of tenure.

In our survey each principal was asked to identify which innovations had

been introduced while he was the principal.) The number of innovations intro-

1Cf. Appendix B, p. 7.
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TABLE VIII.1

DISTRIBUTION OF PRIFLIPALS BY NUMPER OF YEARS

OF TENURE AND NUMBER OF INNOVATIONS FOR

WHICH THE PRINCIPAL IS RESPONSIBLE

Number of
Innovations Introduced

.umber of Years as Principal (Tenure)

1-2 years 3-4 years 5-7 years 8 or more years

None 27% 19% 12% 8%

1 17 16 11 17

2 13 12 24 10

3 11 19 12 12

4 8 13 13 12

5 12 3 6 12

6 2 6 6 10

7 5 2 6 6

8 2 2 2 6

9 1 1 2 1

10 or more 2 2 6 6

100% 10T: 100% 100%

N = (105) (84) (83) (89),,
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duced by a principal during his tenure in a single school ranges from none to

fifteen with an overall mean of slightly over three. To determine a variable

of rate we divided the principals into four (fairly equal) groups based on the

number of years they had been principal in the school: one to two years, three

to four years; five to seven years; and eight years or more. We then cross-

tabulated these four groups by the number of innovations introduced as is shown

in Table VIII.1, and drew lines to delineate first, two groups according to

whether the rate of innovation was "high" or "low," and second, three groups

of "high," "medium" and "low" rates. The cutting points are indicated in

Tables VIII.2A and 2B. The resulting distributions of principals by rate are

shown in Tables VIII.2C and 2D. The cutting points for the dichotomous distri-

bution (Table VIII.2A) are drawn so that a "high" rate for each group of prin-

cipals (by number of years as principal) represents at least one innovation

for every two years in office and, for those in office eight or more years, at

least four innovations in all. The cutting points for the trichotomous distri-

butions are slightly more arbitrary: a "low" rate represents approximately one

innovation for every three years in office, a "high" rate approximately one

innovation for every year in office. Also motivating our decisions was a

desire that the groups of principals (whether into "high" and "low," or "high,"

"medium" and "low") be of relatively equal size.

We also created for the principals a variable similar to that which we

use to represent the proportion of "high quality" innovations adopted for

schools. The distribution of this variable is presented in Table V111.3. In

the analysis that follows each principal can be given a score representing the

proportion of innovations introduced during his tenure which are of high

quality.
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TABLE VIII.2

PRINCIPAL'S VARIABLE OF INNOVATION RATE

A: CUTTING POINTS FOR DICMOTOMOUS CLASSIFICATIO" OP RATE

Number of Years as Principal

Number of
Innovations Introduced 1-2 years 3-4 years 5-7 years 8 or more years

None Low Low

1 Low Lop

2 High
I

Low

3 Nigh Figh

4 High High

5 or more High High

Low

Low

Low

Low

Figh

Figh

Low

Low

Low

Low

Low

High

B: CUTTING POINTS FOR TRICPOTOMOUS CLASSIFICATION OF PATE

Number of

Number of Years as Principal

Innovations Introduced 1-2 years 3-4 years 5-7 years 8 or more years

None Low Low Low Low

1 7.4edium LOU Low Low

2 Medium Low Low

3 High Medium Low

4 vigh Medium Medium Medium

5 High High Medium Medium

6 Pigh High High edium

7 or more sigh High Pigh High
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C: DISTRIBUTION OF PRINCIPALS
BY RATE (DICHOTOMOUS)

Principal's Percent of
Rate of Innovation Principals

LOW

HIGH

52% 1d7

48 174

100% (361)

D: DISTRIBUTION OF PRINCIPALS
BY RATE ITRICHOTOMOUS)

Principal's Percent of

Rate of Innovation Principals N

LOU 38% 138

MEDIUM 35 126

MIGE 27 97

100% (361)

TABLE VIII.3

DISTRIBUTION OF PRINCIPALS BY PROPORTION OF

ALL INNOVATIONS IPTRODUCED

WHICH ARE OF PIG" QUALITY

Proportion of All
Innovations Adopted Percent of

of High Quality Principals

Pone (0%) 32% 119

17% to 49% 16 58

50% to 66% 24 94

Over 66% 28 106

100% (377)
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Personal and Professional Characteristics

Number of Years in Office (Tenure)

The first issue we explore is whether the number of years a principal

has held his position -- i.e., length of tenure -- is related to the rate at

which he innovates. Although we did not find this variable to be important

with respect to the superintendents, others have found that administrators

innovate at a faster rate at the start of a new appoint,..ent and slow down over

time. Newcomers need to establish authority in the organization: one means by

which they can make an early impact is by "shaking up" the system, altering

traditional routines. /laving so established themselves, they, like other staff

members, will develop investments in specific patterns and personal relation-

ships. After several years in office the actions of the principals may be

constrained by these investments.

We find this to be the case. Newer principals, i.e., those who had only

held their positions for a short period of time as of the 1968-69 school year,

have a higher rate of adoption than principals who had held their positions for

a longer period of time, even though the latter were personally responsible for

a greater number of innovations (Table VIII.4). These very new principals, how-

ever, adopt a low proportion of high quality innovations. This suggests that the

early innovation is, in fact, duz to the succession situation. The new princi-

pals may simply be shaking up the system to establish authority, as is described

by Gouldner in Wildcat Strike.1 An alternative explanation is that these

principals, particularly if they are just beginning their administrative

careers, have to "prove themselves" to tLe central office an perhaps the

1Alvin W. Gouldner, Rildcat Strike.
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already existing staff of the school: by introducing changes (even low quality

changes) they are making sure that they are noticed.

TABLE VIII.4

RATE OF ADOPTION AND !TAP PROPORTION

OF 17IGH QUALITY INNOVATIONS ADOPTED

BY NUMBER OF YEARS AS PRINCIPAL

Number of
Years as Princi al

Rate of

Low Medium

1-3 years 27% 30

4-6 years 40% 40

7 years or more 46% 34

Innovation

Hi h

Mean Proportion
of High Quality

Innovations Ado ted

43 (100%) 41.5 (105)

20 (100%) 42.4 (128)

20 (100%) 42.8 (128)

It remains a possibility that the lower rate of innovation of the longer-

tenured principals is a product of the manner in which our variable of rate

was created. First, these principals may have been doing a lot of other inno-

vating not represented .1n our variable, a possibility which applies to the

shorter-tenured principals as well. Second, given a short list of innovations

from which to choose, it is inevitable that there will be some slow-dovt over

time. We can see no way around this problem. However, we do assume that

since our findings are in line with those of other investigators, our variable

is a fairly reliable one.
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Before trying to account further for this finding that new principals

are more innovative and distinguishing between the two hypotheses above (which

are not mutually exclusive since both may be occurring), we want to make cer-

tain that it is not spurious by examining other relevant variables which might

be highly related to tenure.

Principal's Age

Newer principals, as we can sec in Table VIII.5, are, in general, con-

siderably younger than the principals who have held their positions for a

longer period of Atm (r = .53). At the time of the study the principals

ranged in age from twenty-nine to seventy-one with a mean age of fifty-one.

Age is strongly related to innovation rates: young principals (29 to 52) inno-

vate at a much faster rate than older ones (those over 52 years old), perhaps

because they have more recently been in school and therefore have more knowl-

edge of these innovations or perhaps because they are attempting to make a

name for themselves as they start a career (Table VIII.6). There is no rela-

tion between the proportion of high quality innovations adopted and the age

of the principals. Thus we assume that the higher rate of innovation among

the younger principals is not primarily a matter of recent training: or at

least, that the training itself does not result in greater discrimination.

Since age is highly related to tenure we must control for this variable

in order to identify which of the two is determining the rate at which a prin-

ripal innovates. In Table VIII.? we can see that both age and tenure are rele-

vant factors in the determination of the rate at which a principal introduces

innovations in his school. In fact, young principals who have recently assumed

their present position are the only group that stands out as especially innova-
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TABLE VIII.5

NUMBER OF YEARS AS PRINCIPAL BY AGE

Number of
Years as Principal 27-51

Principal's Age

52-58 59 or older

1-3 years 692 332 122

4-5 years 17 42 22

7 years or more 14 25 65

100% 100% 100%

(91) (112) (125)

TABLE VIII.6

RATE OF ADOPTION AND MEAN PROPORTION OF HIGH OUALITY

INNOVATIONS ADOPTED BY AGE

Rate of Innovation

,

Mean Proportion
of High Quality

Principal's Age Low Medium High Innovations Adopted (N)

29-51 32% 29 39 (100%) 42.6 (130)

52-58 412 37 22 (100%) 42.3 (108)

59 or older 42% 39 19 (100%) 42.8 (123)
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TABLE VIII.?

PERCENT OF PRINCIPALS "IT!! HIGH INNOVATION RATES

(5 OR MORE) BY AGE AND NUMBER

OF YEARS AS PRINCIPAL

Principal's Age

Number of
Years as Principal 29-55 56 or older

1-5 years

6 or more years

657 34X
(131) (49)

36% 43%
(74) (123)

tive. If they remain in the same position for a long tire, even if they are

young, they become less innovative. And a short tenure does not transform an

older principal into an innovator. The succession situation alone does not

engender highly innovative behavior. Both youth and relative newness to the

school are necessary. This strongly suggests the "proving themselves" hypoth-

esis. At the start of an administrative career a principal will want to make

a name for himself, in part, to demonstrate that the faith of the administra-

tion in appointing him at a relatively young age is justified; in part to

ensure future appointments.

Prior Appointments

In 110 Livingston Street Rogers discusses some of the problems created

by promotion procedures within the New York City school system that do not

allow outsiders to enter the system;1 Schrag covers the same ground for the

'David Rogers, 22. cit.



275

Boston school system.
1 Our data demonstrate that these practices are not lim-

ited to New York and Boston. Of the 377 principals who responded to our ques-

tionnaire, only li (less than 5%) had come to the position of principal from

entirely outside the school system. The remaining 957 we can identify as com-

plete insiders -- those who have worked only intheir own high schools and

mixed insiders/outsiders. This latter group is further divided into school .

and system principals -- those who have worked in other schools and held a

previous position in their present school; and system only principals -- those

who have only worked elsewhere in the system prior to their present position

(Table VIII.8). Although the latter group of principals are considered out-

siders with respect to their own schools, it should be borne in mind that they

have established relationships with the central administration afi the school

system and might have been familiar with individuals in the high schools to

which they were appointed.

TABLE VIII.8

DISTRIBUTION OF PRINCIPALS BY PRIOR APPOINTMEIITS

Prior Appointments
Percent of
Principals

Complete Insiders:
School Only 9% 33

-"School and System 32 113

Mixed 1,

`,System Only 54 196

Complete Outsiders 5 17

100% (359)

1
Peter Schrag, as. cit.
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The question is whether any of these differences in prior appointments

affect the rate at which the principal innovates. And in Table VIII.9 we see

that it is the complete insiders and the complete outsiders who have the low-

est innovation rates. (With the latter group, because there is an extremely

small number of cases, we assume sample bias may account for the actual results.

We exclude this group from the remaining analysis of the variable.) There is

the same relationship to the proportion of high quality innovations adopted:

the complete insiders (and the complete outsiders) are lowest on this variable

as well.

TABLE VIII.9

RATE OF ADOPTION AND MEAN PROPORTION OF MGR QUALITY

INNOVATIONS ADOPTED BY PRIOR APPOINTMENTS

Prior Appointments

Percent of Principals
with High

Innovation Pate

Mean Proportion
of High Quality

Innovations Adopted (N)

Complete Insiders:
School Only 36% 39.3 (33)

School and System 50% 42.7 (113)

Mixed 1

System Only 52% 43.8 (196)

Complete Outsiders 29% 37.9 (17)

Before trying to explain this relationship further we want to consider

whether or not the principal has ever worked in another school system. Whereas

our measure of prior appointments relates to the organizational career of the

principals, appointments outside the system may relate to orientation. This

29
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variable was found to be of some importance with respect to the superintendents

-- those who came to the system from outside were more innovative than those

who had achieved their position by climbing up through the ranks. We did not

find, however, that this was as relevant a consideration as had been implied

in Carlson's work, primarily because the racial composition of the city system

involved constraints on the actions of even the outsiders.
1

We classify principals as "cosmopolitans" if they have ever worked in

another school system and as "locals" if not. We are aware, of course, that

this definition varies from the more general usage in which cosmopolitanism

measures not only experience but actual orientation as well.
2

we have no atti-

tude measurements. Further, we cannot consider such factors as to what types

of newspapers and/or magazines a principals subscribes, and whom he takes as

his reference group. While we assume that exposure to a wider variety of exper-

iences (i.e., employment in more than one city) engenders a more cosmopolitan

outlook and that this outlook will be related to an awareness of the need for

and tolerance of change, there are structural considerations as well. An indi-

vidual who has worked his way up to an administration position and has proved

himself capable outside the system in which he is currently employed, is not

as dependent on particular individuals within the system, as an individual who

has been employed there throughout his entire career. It is less likely in

1Cf. discussion above, p. 84ff.

2For a discussion of this concept with respect to influentials, cf.
Robert K. Merton, Social Theory and Social Structure (Glencoe, Illinois: The

Free Press, 1957), p. 387 ff. For an example of the use of a similar typology
to account for patterns of innovative behavior in medicine, cf. H. Menzel and
E. Katz, "Social Relations and Innovation in the Medical Profession: the
Epidemiology of a !rev Drug," in E.G. Jaco (ed.), Patients, Physicians and Ill-
ness (Glencoe, Illinois: The Free Press, 1958), pp. 517-528; and in education,
cf. Carlson, 22. cit.
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the former case that he will have personal obligations to others in the sys-

tem. He is in a freer position and can initiate change without stepping on

the toes of those personally involved in his career. Thus, his appointment

is less likely to exist in a web of personal relationships, promises and debts.

In fact, we do find that principals who have ever been employed outside

their own school system have higher rates of innovation than principals who

have remained entirely within a single city. The more cosmopolitan principals

are also more discerning adopters: with a broader range of experiences behind

them, perhaps, they become more aware of educational "fads" and can distinguish

these from innovations which have a significant impact on the educational

process (Table VIII.10).

TABLE VIII.10

RATE OF ADOPTION ANr `LEAN PROPORTION OF IIGF QUALITY

INNOVATIONS ADOPTED BY ORIENTATION

(EVER WORKED IN ANOTHER SCHOOL SYSTEM)

Orientation:
Ever worked in
another school

Rate of Innovation Mean Proportion
of High Quality

system Low Medium High Innovations Adopted (N)

NO (Local) 32% 34% 34% (100%) 40.0 (176)

YES (Cosmopolitan) 28% 48% 24% (100%) 45.1 (184)

A broader range of experiences is more essential (in terms of engender-

ing innovation) for those principals who have previously taught within their

own schools before becoming principals there (Table VIII.11). In fact, the
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TABLE VIII.11

PERCENT OF PRINCIPALS WITH HIGP INNOVATION RATES

(5 OR MORE) BY PRIOR APPOIMMENTS AND ORIENTATION

Prior Appointments

Orientation:
Ever Worked in Another

School System

NO YES
(Local) (Cosmopolitan)

Complete Insiders: 29%

School Only

44%
(17) (16)

/-School and System 412
Mixed (56)

System Only 482
(96)

582
(71)

55%
(100)

more local or "homegrown" the principal (in relation to his own school and/or

his on school system) the less likely he is to innovate. The difference in

innovation rates between cosmopolitans and locals for the two groups of prin-

cipals who have previously worked in their own schools -- the complete insiders

and the mixed: school and system principals -- are 15 percent and 17 percent

respectively. For the mixed: system only principals the difference between

the locals and cosmopolitans is only 7 percent. The narrower the range of

experiences behind the principal, whether in relation to his own school or

the school system as a whole, the less innovative he is.

There are two explanations for these findings. The first is the struc-

tural one which is based on the idea that the more an individual's career is

the product of a single environment, the more his actions will be constrained

1"`
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by the debts and obligations he owes to others in the environment. A principal

who has never had an opportunity to work outside a single system has no inde-

pendent grounds for asserting his leadership. His ability to lead depends on

the support of those with whom his career is hound. These may limit his ac-

tions, accepting his leadership only if he protects their interests. The indi-

vidual from outside can administer programs without equal constraints since he

has fewer personal obligations. The staff may resist his leadership and sab-

otage his efforts at change but he has fewer obligations to them.

The second explanatlan is that of attitude. It is reasonable to assume

that broader experience sharpens one's insight. Comparisons between organiza-

tions are possible. Thus the individual may be enabled to make more acute

judgments of what is possible and/or appropriate in any particular situation.

While intensive experience in a single organization may result in a thorough

understanding of that organization, it may also result in blind spots. Eeing

accustomed to certain procedures, the individual may no longer question their

efficacy or search for change.

Obviously, length of experience becomes relevant here. The constraints

of employment in a single organization -- both attitudinal and structural --

can develop over time even for those who have previously been employed else-

where. And since organizational career and orientation are both related to

number of years as principal -- lengthy tenure is most frequent among the

complete insiders -- we have to control for this variable.

First, examining the percent of principals with high innovation rates by

tenure and cosmopolitanism, we find that tenure is more strongly related to

innovation than orientation (difference of 16.5 vs. 13.5) (Table VIII.12). In

fact, among those with a short tenure, cosmopolitanism is less crucial to
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engendering high innovation rates than among those with longer tenure. new

principals innovate not only because they have to establish authority but be-

cause they have to prove themselves as well. Past experience is unimportant

here. However, an extremely low rate of innovation is found among, principals

who have remained in a single position for a long time and have never been

exposed to any other school system. These principals operate under real struc-

tural constrains as well as self-imposed blinders .1

TAELE VIII.12

PERCENT OF PRINCIPALS WITH HIGH INNOVATION RATES

(5 OR MORE) EY NUMBER OF YEARS AS PRINCIPAL

AND EVER WORKED IN ANOTHER SCHOOL SYSTEM

Orientation:
Ever worked in
another school

Number of Years as Principal

Percent

system 1-5 years 6 or more years Difference

NO (Local) 38% 50% - 8%

(87) (97)

YES (Cosmopolitan) 54% 29% -25%

(101) (75)

Similar relationships emerge from a consideration of the percent of

principals with high innovation rates by tenure and prior appointments (Table

VIII,13). Again, although both prior appointments and tenure are independently

related to innovation, it is tenure which has the more significant effects

1We assume (because there were only three principals under the age of

35) that the principals have all had some prior experience, i.e., that they
have not just completed their training.



282

TABLE VIII.13

PERCENT OF PRINCIPALS WIT} HIGH INNOVATION RATES

(5 OR MORE) BY NUMBER OF YEARS AS PRINCIPAL

AND PRIOR APPOINTMENTS

Number of Years as Principal
Percent

Prior Appointments 1-5.years '6 or mote years Difference

Complete Insiders: 50% 26% 442
School Only (14) (19)

(School and System 58% 38% -20%

Mixed ', (63) (50)

System Only 587 45%
(99) (97)

13%

(mean difference of 19 vs. 13.5). Reading down the table we can see that: there

is not much difference in innovation rates among those with a short tenure --

the range is from 50% high rates to 58% high rates -- as classified by prior

appointments. ::ew principals innovate regardless of the narrowness of their

prior experience. Among those with a longer period of tenure, however, prior

appointments are more relevant. Presumably the complete insiders operate

under the constraints discussed above.

There is another consideration which may be relevant here, that is,

future prospects.. For principals who have previously worked in other schools

in the school system the appointment to the position of principal may represent

a horizontal as well as a vertical promotion. The career of urban school

teachers includes a horizontal com-ponent as well as a vertical one: there is

the movement from low status slum schools to higher status (probably White)

schools as well as movement from teacher to department chairman to administra-
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tor.1 Similarly, for administrators we assume there are promotional transfers

to better schools. Those principals who are employed by a single school

within the system have not been rewarded by such transfers, and if they have

already served as principal for a long time (at least six years), they may no

longer be in the competition for better positions (either horizontal or verti-

cal). Without the incentive of better future employment, they adjust to the

situation and manage affairs as easily as possible: such adjustment probably

precludes the adoption of innovations which disrupt the accommodations of vari-

ous organization members. They no longer have to prove themselves and if they

see themselves as being in a "dead-end" position, they probably want to run

things with as little disruption as possible.

Education and Training

Among the personal-professional variables which might be important in

determining the rate at which a principal innovates (e.g., home community,

parents' SES) the only one which is actually related to innovation rates

within our sample is the type of education the principal received as an under-

graduate.
2 The principals are almost equally divided among those who received

their training in a teachers' college or teaching unit of a university and

those who had a liberal arts education. The former group have a slightly

higher rate of adoptien than the latter (51% high rates vs. 44% high rates).

There is no difference in the discernment with which innovations are selected

'Becker, 22. cit.

2We did not examine either sex differences or differences in the educa-

tional attainments of the principals because there are a) only 22 women out

of the entire sample of 377, and b) only 16 principals who did not have at
least an M.A. degree at the time of the study and only 52 who had significantly
more education. (Cf. Discussion of Principals in Appendix F.)
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by the two groups (Table VIII.14).

TABLE VIII.14

RATE OF ADOPTION AND MEAN PROPORTION OF HIGH QUALITY

INNOVATIONS ADOPTED BY UNDERGRADUATE TRAINING

Undergraduate
Training

Rate of Inn, vat ion

Low Medium High

Mean Proportion
of High Quality

Innovations Adopted (N)

Teacher Training

Liberal Arts

24%

37%

30%

32%

462

312

(100%)

(100%)

42.6

43.2

(176)

(181)

The type of training a principal has received is also related to his age.

Fifty-seven percent of the younger principals received teacher training versus

forty percent of the older principals, suggesting that school systems are more

likely to favor the appointment to administrative positions of teachers' college

graduates now than they were in the past. If we look at the percent of prin-

cipals with high innovation rates by traininr while controlling for age (Table

VIII.15), we find that among the younger principals type of training is essen-

tially irrelevant. However, among the older principals, a teachers' college

training seems to have a continuing effect, eneendering a higher acceptance

of, or tolerance for, innovation. This contradicts the liberal arts bias of

most observers of education. Perhaps the early commitment to education as a

career demonstrated by acquiring teacher training rather than a general liberal

arts education has persistent effects. These principals may be more likely to

subscribe to professional journals and retain contactR wi.th other educators.

A more complete sense of themselves as educators engenders a greater commitment

3C0
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TABLE VIII.15

PERCENT OF PRINCIPALS WITH HIGH INNOVATION RATES

(5 OR MORE) BY UNDERGRADUATE TRAINING AND AGE

Undergraduate Training

Principal's Age

29-55 56 or older

Teacher Training 54% 47%
(104) (72)

Liberal Arts 58% 342
(77) (104)

to acting in an innovative manner. These hypotheses, interesting as they may

be, cannot allow us to overlook the fact that the strongest relationship in

the table is that of age and innovation, not training and innovation. No mat-

ter where they acquired their undergraduate education, the younger principals

are more innovative than the older ones.

Similar findings emerge from our analysis of length of tenure, undergrad-

uate training and innovation (Table VIII.16). Again, the most significant

relationship is that between length of tenure and innovation, a relationship

which remains when we control for type of training. And it is primarily among

the principals with lengthier tenure that type of education has an independent

-- though minor -- effect on innovation rates. In summarizing, then, we can

conclude that while a teachers' college education may have a slight, positive

effect on a principal's attitude toward the adoption of innovation, this is

imarily true of the older, more established principals. Moreover, type of

training is a far less important determinant of innovation than are other

career variables.
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TABLE VIII.16

PERCENT OF PRINCIPALS WITH _ICH INNOVATION RATES

(5 OR MORE) BY UNDERGRADUATE TRAINING

AND NUMBER OF YEARS AS PRINCIPAL

Number of Years as Principal

Undergraduate Training 1-5 years 6 or more years

Teacher Training 582 43%
(95) (81)

Liberal Arts 51% 37X
(92) (90)

Employment Context

Having identified several background variables which have an effect on

the rate at which the principals of schools innovate, we now want to look

more closely at the context in which they work. As we noted in Chapter III,

school systems which are more decentralized are, on the whole, more innovative

than school systems in which most of the decisions are made at the central

administrative level.
1

We now want to see what effect this has on the rate

at which the principals within these school systems innovate and whether the

two major relevant variables -- tenure and age -- have an impact when we con-

trol for school system structure. Ve will then turn to an examination of the

different types of schools in which the principals are situated and see whether

there is a tendency for one type of school to select a specific type of prin-

cipal and, if so, whether this fact is more important than his own personal or

,professional inclinations.

1See discussion above, Chapter III, p. 78 ff.
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Type of School System

The degree tc which a school system is decentralized is related to the

rate at which the principal innovates: 41% of the principals in centralized

school systems have high innovation rates in contrast to 56% of those in decen-

tralized school systems. This is not surprising given the fact that, on the

whole, decentralized school systems are more innovative. More interesting to

note is that when we control for the degree to which the school system is

decentralized, both length of tenure and age remain relevant to a principal's

action (Table VIII.17A and 17B). Thus, although it is more likely that a prin-

cipal will be able to innovate in a decentralized than a highly centralized

school system, it is the young in both types of school systems and those with

shorter tenure in both types of school systems who are the most innovative

principals. The older, more experienced principals have ha;: more of an oppor-

tunity to work with the administrators of the school system than the younger

ones. This familiarity does not help them with respect to innovation in either

the centralized or the decentralized school systems. If the system is highly

centralized less innovation occurs and it is not "know-how" with respect to

the central bureaucracy that occasions exceptions but personal commitment

and/or ambition.

Type of School (Racial Composition)

If we look at the percent cf principals with high innovation rates

within type of school by racial composition, we find, naturally, that the

distribution looks almost exactly as it does for the percent of schools with

high innovation rates within the sane categories. Thus we find that the major

difference is between principals in White Integrated schools and all other

principals: only 33% of the former have high innovation rates versus approx-

3C3



288

TABLE VIII.17

PERCENT OF PRINCIPALS WITH HIGH INNOVATION RATES

(5 OR MORE) BY DECENTRALIZE_ .0/1 AND AGE (A)

AND NUMBER OF YEARS AS PRINCIPAL (B)

A: Percent of Principals with High
Innovation Rates (5 or more) by

Decentralization and Age

Principal's Age

Decentralization

HIGH
(4.7-7.8)

LOW
(2.8-4.6)

29-55 64% 48%

(86) (90)

56 or older 48% 33%
(103) (82)

B: Percent of Principals with High
Innovation Rates (5 or more) by
Decentralization and Number

of Years as Principal

Decentralization

Number of Years HIGH LOW

as Principal (4.7-7.8) 12.8-4.6)

1-5 years 63% 45%

(99) (77)

6or more years 49% 347

(86) (99)
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irately 50% of those in each of the other three types of schools.

One possible explanation for this finding is that white Integrated

schools are more likely than other schools to be in highly centralized school

systems. However, if we look at decentralization by type of school we see

that it is the Black schools which are least likely to be in decentralized

systems (Table VIII.18), and that even when we control for the degree to which

the school system as a whole is decentralized, principals in White Integrated

schools are the least likely to have a high rate of innovation (Table VIII.19).

The low rate of innovation in these schools is not solely the result of the

general constraints in a centralized school system.

TABLE VIII.18

PERCENT OF EACH TYPE OF SCHOOL (BY RACIAL

COMPOSITION) IN HIGH DECENTRALIZATION SCHOOL SYSTEMS

Racial Composition

Percent of Schcols in High
Decentralization (4.8-7.8)

School Systems

WHITE 54% 216

WHITE INTEGRATED 42Z 65

BLACK INTEGRATED 42% 26

BLACK 36% 59
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TABLE VIII.19

PERCENT OF PRINCIPE S WITH HIGH INNOVATION RATES

(5 OR MORE) BY TYPE OF SCHOOL AFD

SCHOOL SYSTEM DECENTi:ALIZATION

Decentralization

HIGH LOW

Racial Composition (4.7-7.8) (2.8-4.6)

WHITE 57% 44%

(94) (115)

WHITE INTEGRATED 44% 249:'

(27) (34)

BLACK INTEGRATED 54% 537

(11) (15)

BLACK 63% 437

(19) (35)

Another possible explanation for the fact that principals arc unlikely

to be innovative when serving in White Integrated schools is that these schools

select as principals those with personal-professional characteristics which

are not associated with innovative behavior. When WE look at two significant

characteristics of principals emrloyed in each cf the four types of schools,

however, we find that this is not the case.
1 The White Integrated schools

are no more likely tc have servinr in them older and more experienced princi-

pals than are the White schools (Table VIII.20). (Presumably principals pre-

fer the White and White Integrated schools and those who do not move into the

1There is no difference amen the four types cf schools as defines' by

racial composition of the student to'y in the extent to which the principals
who work in them are insiders or cutsiders, or have aver worked in another

school system. Therefore 41.: co not feel that it is important to control for

these factors in this portion of our analysis.
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central administrative hierarchy are likely to serve out the remainder of

their careers in such schools.)

TABLE VIII.20

AGE OF PRINCIPALS (A) AND NUMBER OF YEARS

AS PRINCIPAL (B) BY TYPE OF

SCHOOL (RACIAL COMPOSITION)

A

Percent of Principals Percent of Principals
Racial Com osition Under 5 Years N Servin 5 Years of Less

WHITE 50% 216 53%

WHITE INTEGRATED 51% 65 46%

BLACK INTEGRATED 61% 26 34%

BLACK 70% 59 36%

209

61

26

86

In any case, when we examine the percentage of principals with high inno-

vation rates while controlling for the age of the principal, we can see that

the impact of age is more important in White and White Integrated schools (dif-

ferences of 20% and 29% respectively) than in the Black Integrated or Black

schools (differences of 6% and 0% respectively) (Table VIII.21). The conserva-

tism associated with the older principals is evident in the White schools; in

the other two types of schools this is not the case. The pressures to intro-

duce changes in the Black and Black Integrated schools overcame the personal

biases of the principals. This is very similar to our finding that the more

highly experienced teachers were more able to put up resistance to innovation
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TA: ,LE VIII.21

PERCENT OF rnircirALs WITH HIGH IITOVATION RATES

(5 OR MORE) BY AGE AND TYPE OF

SCHOOL (RACIAL COMPOSITION)

Princiral's Ave

Racial Composition 29-55 56 or older

WHITE 617 41%

(102) (107)

WHITE INTEGRATED 48% 19%

(29) (32)

CLACK INTEGRATED 567 50%

(16) (10)

ILACK 507. 50%

(36) (1E)

in the White and White Integrated schools than in the other two types cf

schools. In the White schools innovation is an cutprcwth of personal incli-

nations and more natural processes; in the Black schools it is more likely

to be imposed from above.

This argument may be undercut by the findinp that when we examine the

percent of principals with high innovation rates by tenure within each of the

four types of schools we fine that the tenure cf the principal has in'lependent

effects on innovation in both the White and the Llack schools (TaEle VIII.22).

If the personal and professional characteristics of the teaching and adminis-

trative staff are civen more play in the White schools, why is tenure so cru-

cial in the Llack schools? One pc'ssible explanation is that the lenvth of

the appointment of a principal in a sinple school is, unlike his ape, subject

to central office determination. If there was a rush to introduce innovations
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in the Llack and Elack Integrate schools the centrel administration might

have changed the leadership in thesc, scherls, orerating on the assumption that

a new principal could carry through such a program with less troul lc than a

pore established one. And in fact, in those clack schools where the principals

were allowed to remain, the rate of innovation is quite low.

TAELE VIII.22

PERCENT OF PRINCIPALS WITH HIGH INNOVATION RATES

(5 OR MORE) IY NUMEER OF YEARS AS PRINCIPAL

AND TYPE OF SCHOOL (RACIAL COMPOSITION)

Numl-cr of Years as Principal

Racial Ccrtrosition 1-5 years 6 or more years

WHITE 62% 417
(99) (110)

WHITE INTEGRATED 36% 29%

(33) (28)

CLACK INTEGRATED 47%
(17) (9)

LLACK 577 37%
(64) (22)

*There are too few cases rql which to base a perccntare.
t;

We draw several conclusions from our findings in this chapter. First,

the personal or professional characteristics of principals can be important

determinants of the rate at which they innovate. Prior appointments, degree

of cosmopolitanism, age and tenure are all related to innovation rates. The

most innovative principals are those who are eager to prove themselves at the

start of their professional career; the least innovative principals are those
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who have remained in a single position for a long time and operate under per-

sonal and structural constraints. At the same time, the context of employment

is also important. The effects of school system decentralization are as sig-

nificant as the effects of either age or tenure, and if the school system is

highly centralized, young, ambitious principals are more constrained than they

would be in a decentralized school system. Furthermore, the type of school in

which a principal is working (here defined only by racial composition) is also

important. If the central administration of the school system is not interested

in providing the students with new techniques, the school will not be innova-

tive, no matter what type of principal is employed there. The career of the

principal as well as his particular situation define the rate at which he will

innovate.
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CHAPTER IX

CONCLUSION

This final chapter of our report on the adoption of innovation in urban

education is divided into two sections. In the first we review some of the

basic findings of our research and formulate our ideas about the determinants

of change in the population and, at the tire, under investigation. In the

second part of the chapter we discuss some of the questions raised by our

research and suggest additional studies to pursue the hypotheses developed

here.

SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS

The broadest question underlying this research is what determines change

in educational institutions. Of course, as operationalized, the question is

much narrower. We did not investigate all types of change but rather innova-

tion, a species of the genus "change" defined, as suggested by Matthew Miles,

as "a deliberate, novel, specific change which is thought to be more effica-

cious in accomplishing the goals of a system." Furthermore, we did not con-

sider all possible innovations but limited our analysis to seventeen items

included in a survey of urban schools during the 1968-69 school year.

A further refinement of the aim of the research is that we only examine

one end of the process of selecting and implementing an innovation, that is

how many innovations were currently in use in the schools. Thus we do not

look at innovation as a process; that is, we do not consider how many innova-
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tions were considered but not implemented; who sponsored the innovations; how

conflict pertaining to the adoption of any specific innovation was handled.

There is a historical context which further defines the issues in this

study and gives rise to a major concern. The data on which the research is

based was collected during (and with reference to) the 1968-69 school year, at

the end of a decade during which two important, interrelated developments in

education occurred. First, during this period there was an increasing public

awareness of the problems of education in urban schools. The 1960's were

times of turmoil -- boycotts, strikes, protests -- and criticism, particularly

from Black communities which were pressing for equal education. Second, there

was during this time, a boost for the development of educational innovations

from the federal government -- as well as from other sources -- and a conse-

quent rapid growth of research and development centers, information clearing-

houses, regional laboratories and locally and regionally based dissemination

projects, all with the aim of educational self-renewal and progress through

the infusion of new ideas and innovations based on research knowledge. The

combination of the spur to innovation and the intense pressures for change make

it extremely likely that the changes that actually occurred were not well-

thought out, that faddism, or the adoption of widely publicized but low quality

innovations, became a dominant style of change.

We began by looking at the responses obtained from a survey of a national

panel on secondary education which asked the members to rate the innovations

in terms of educational worth, how difficult each would be to implement, and

the probability that the innovations, when implemented, take on a form resem-

bling the original design. An analysis of these responses offers evidence

that the adoption of innovations in schools often serves a social function, a
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function unrelated to the precise attributes of the innovations themselves.

Although it is true that the most frequently implemented innovations are those

which are of high educational value, this is not uniformly the case. Several

innovations which are implemented in a high proportion of urban schools are of

low educational value and their frequent use cannot be accounted for by the

fact that they are cheap or easy to implement. Innovations which are costly

and widely publicized in the media may be selected for just these reasons --

not because they are thought to have any intrinsic value, but because, in a

time of public criticism and attention, the adoption of such innovations is a

means by which school officials can make visible to the public that they are in

fact, introducing changes.

Our consideration of the institutions adopting innovations began with an

examination of the school systems as single units. Although there are differ-

ences within the cities in the number of innovations adopted in the schools

for instance, not all schools in New York City or Phoenix adopt the same

number of innovations -- there are also differences between the cities in the

average rate of innovation. The range begins with an average of almost nine

innovations in the schools in the most innovative cities -- Miami and Minne-

apolis -- and drops to a low of approximately two innovations in the schools

in Buffalo and Milwaukee.

A number of variables which one would expect to determine the rate of

innovations in a city school system ultimately prove to be unimportant. The

size of the school system, median family income, percent of the population below

poverty level, percent of the population that has graduated from high school,

per pupil expenditures, teachers' salaries -- all of these variables are

related to innovation when examined alone. However, when the racial composi-
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tion of the city population is introduced as a control variable, these rela-

tionships are not sustained. Cities with more than a ten percent Black popu-

lation house school systems which are considerably less innovative than the

school aye...ems in cities with very small Black populations. In considering

this finding our first hypothesis was that it was because innovations had beer,

distributed unequally to Black and white students (with the white students

receiving many more) and that this discrimination accounted for the overall

lower rate of innovation in those cities with a sizeable Black population.

This hypothesis is false and, in fact, the answer is more complex. Before

explaining further, we want to discuss two additional conclusions which derive

from the analysis of school systems.

First, decentralization of a city school system -- when measured as

actual decentralization of authority and not simply an ecological arrangement

of administrative offices -- is positively related to innovation. If the

decision-making pow2r rests in the hands of the individual building principal

rather than at the central office level, more innovation takes place. Further-

more, this is true of all cities, regardless of racial composition. If changes

have to be approved by or authorized from above, the rate at which change

occurs will be slow.

Second, much of the research in the past has focussed on the capacity

of the superintendent to introduce change: he stands at the top of the admin-

istrative hierarchy and can determine the direction of the system. Some

investigators -- notably Carlson -- argue that it is only those superintendents

who are imported from outside the school system who can introduce meaningful

change: they operate under fewer constraints, are more cosmopolitan in out-

look, and may, in fact, have a mandate to bring about change. We also find
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this to be the case. Superintendents who are outsiders run more innovative

school systems. However, this is only true when there is a small Black popu-

lation. Simply importing a new superintendent does not ensure innovation in a

racially troubled city.

From this preliminary investigation of the determinants of innovation at

the city level we turned to an intensive analysis of the individual schools,

anticipating that, as a rule, the higher the proportion of Black students

enrolled in a school, the fewer innovations there would be. This was not the

case. We classified schools into four groups according to the proportion of

students enrolled who are Black: White schools -- schools with less than 20%

Black enrollment; White Integrated schools -- between 20 and 50% Black enroll-

ment; Black Integrated schools -- between 50 and 80% Black enrollment; and

Black schools -- over 80% Black. Surprisingly, there is no difference between

these four types of schools in the rate at which they adopt innovations, with

one important exception: the White Integrated schools have considerably lower

innovation rates than the other three types of schools.

This finding does not explain the difference in innovation rates between

cities with smaller and larger Black populations: not all White Integrated

schools are located in the more heavily Black cities and innovation rates for

each type of school -- White schools included -- are lower in the more heavily

Black cities than in the predominately white cities. The explanation must be

that in the past -- before the pressures for change and the availability of

money -- innovations were unevenly distributed: White schools received the

necessary funds and implemented the products of educational technology; if

there was a sizeable proportion of Black students enrolled less innovation

took place. The efforts to rectify the more obvious inequalities and provide
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evidence thereof resulted in a sudden spurt of innovation in the predominately

Black schools. The White schools in these cities were surpassed by the White

schools in the less troubled cities. The legacy of negligence ultimately

affected every part of the system. But the White Integrated schools were

ignored: these schools are often located in ethnic neighborhoods, bordering

on ghetto areas. No pressures for change emerged from these neighborhoods, in

part, because the community may have felt that neglect was a small price to

pay for maintaining a white dominance: attention might have brought with it

bussing and integration. Also, parents in these communities -- the silent

majority -- had less access to those in power. While the higher SES white

parents had links with the central administration, and the Black community had

its spokesmen, perhaps no one served in such a capacity in these communities.

This contention that innovation in the White schools represents the

result of many years' increment, whereas innovation in the Black Integrated

and Black schools represents a sudden shift in policy in response to pressures

and new funding, is supported by two additional findings. First, the overall

quality of innovations adopted in the Black schools is very low: the process

of innovation was motivated by the need to provide evidence that change was

taking place: thus costly, high visibility, high publicity innovations were

adopted instead of high quality ones. Second, the expected relationship

between the socio-economic status of the students and the number of innova-

tions adopted appears only among the White schools: among these schools those

with higher SES students enrolled are more innovative than those with less

wealthy student enrollments. Among the Integrated and Black schools, the

reverse is t.ue: there is more innovation in the poorer ghetto schools, the

schools about which there was the most criticism and concern.
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These findings about the relationship between innovation and the racial

composition of the schools surprised us and necessitated a shift in orientation

and future analysis. It was a while before it became clear that if, in fact,

the manner in which and the pace at which innovations were introduced in the

Black Integrated and Black schools was different than the manner and pace at

which they were implemented in the White schools, different school character-

istics might be related to innovation among the former group than among the

latter group of schools. The basic question about the determinants of innova-

tion had to be subdivided: first, what school characteristics are related to

innovation in all schools; and second, two more questions -- what variables

are important in the Integrated and Black schools, and how do these differ

(and for what reasons) from the variables that are important in the White

schools.

The response to the first question is easier and will be reviewed briefly

here. First, the academic quality of the students enrolled in a school is

highly related to the rate at which innovations are adopted. Schools with

average students -- based on the principal's estimate -- are more innovative

than schools with below or above average students. This is true in all types

of schools as classified by the racial composition of the student body. The

introduction of an innovation always involves some element of risk: the inno-

vation may, in fact, be detrimental to learning. School systems do not take

risks with the above average students whose acceptance in choice colleges is

crucial to the prestige of qie system. The low rate of adoption of innovation

in schools attended by below average students may be because administrators

have written these students off -- they see little possibility for changing

performance and therefore do not attempt anything novel. This pattern of
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adoption of innovations occurring most frequently among schools with average

student bodies has a corollary in the tendency of the innovation of an academic

subject to be introduced into schools of intermediate prestige, and then to be

adopted by imitators at adjacent prestige levels.

The second organizational characteristic which is related to innovation

in all schools is complexity. Complexity -- or horizontal differentiation --

entails the employment of a wide range of staff members who can bring a variety

of sources of information to bear; this facilitates the awareness of knowledge

of innovations. At the same time there is evidence in our data that the highly

complex schools are less likely to adopt those innovations which are difficult

to implement. Complexity engenders the adoption of innovation, but it makes

careful selection crucial.

Among the White schools alone, the characteristics of the teaching staff

-- its organization, relationship with the principal, experience and training

-- are additional important determinants of innovation. White schools are

essentially stable organizations: innovation occurs gradually and through care-

ful planning. It is an integral part of these schools and, we suggest, because

the process is essentially organic, the teaching staff gains a louder voice: a

highly experienced staff averse to the introduction of changes which will

require modification of their teaching techniques can resist them; a well-

trained staff jealous of its professional status will forestall the adoption

of innovations which threaten them. When the staff is unchanging, when there

is a low rate of turnover, there is little innovation. Stability can lead to

conservatism.

The teaching staff has little or no voice in the Integrated and Black

schools. The pressures impinging on the administration of these schools, the
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rush to provide evidence that change was taking place, precluded the "luxury"

of accommodating, or mollifying the staff. A completely different set of fac-

tors determine which of the Black and Integrated schools adopt a high number

of innovations: Innovations were introduced not necessarily in those schools

which were most in need of change, but in those in which there was first, the

most parent involvement (or pressure for change), and second, in those in

which, presumably, there was the greatest chance for success; that is, among

the Integrated and Black schools it is those with the best physical facilities,

the highest teacher-student ratios, the highest student morale that are the

most innovative.

In general there is evidence that organizations under intense pressure

for change will adopt innovations in a different manner than organizations in

which change is a slower, more organic process. In the former case change is

possible only if there are relatively few obstacles: if the facilities are

adequate and the morale is high. But the changes may not stick. If in fact,

it is motivated by outside pressure rather than an internal realization of the

need for change, then the innovations adopted are likely to be selected to

satisfy public demands rather than the educational needs of the clients. Also,

if the necessary pre-adoption steps have not been taken -- such as making sure

that various staff members have agreed to participate -- at a later point in

time the effects of the period may dissipate. This might be particularly true

in those schools in which change was imposed on an otherwise inadequate struc-

ture, as for instance, when innovations were introduced in lieu of significant

program changes or improvements in the facilities.

In those schools in which change is a slower, more organic process, the

obstacles mentioned above (facilities, morale) are more easily overcome if the
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incentive to change exists at all. However, the participants become more

important. Teachers, whose voices are not heard in the intense climate of

rapid change, are heard here. A reluctant administration (e.g., one headed

by an elderly, tenured principal) will not move readily. But the changes that

take place may be more likely to stick. Since the lack of pressure seems to

be associated with decentralized administration, more voices may participate

h the decision. The changes are not imposed from the top down and once

approved, they are likely to remain and become part of the normal operating

procedure. At the same time, there is always the possibility of stagnation:

so many people can block change and so much is at stake.

SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

This research, 'a fact, raises almost as many questions as it answers.

First, there is the question about the generalizeability of our conclusions

above. We describe change in schools during a specific period as having

resulted in a different style and pace of adoption in different schools as

measured by the student body and the external pressures to change. The ques-

tion is whether our conclusions would apply to any institution under pressure

to change and/or whether they would apply only (if at all) to organizations

which are publically controlled and highly visible in and of themselves. City

hospitals, for instance, when under public scrutiny might demonstrate the same

style of adoption of innovations as we discussed for the Black and Integrated

schools. But would prisons or other organizations which are less accessible

to public scrutiny? Clearly, there is room for further analysis along these

lines.
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A second major possibility for future research is a follow-up study.

Since much of our argument is based on the idea that there was, in fact, a

period during which money was available and pressures were present, it would

be worthwhile to examine what happened after either and/or both of these factors

disappeared. Federal money is not as easily obtained now as it was in the past;

the concern in cities is inflation and unemployment -- not the quality of edu-

cation. What is going on in the schools in these large cities now? Have the

innovations remained or have they been phased out? Did any meaningful change

takes place?

Third, there are questions about the White Integrated schools. These

schools almost uniformly had the lowest rate of innovation, the only exceptions

being when morale or parent pressure was high. The organizational features

which were related to innovation among these schools are not so clearly defined

as for the White, Black Integrated and Black schools. Sometimes they operated

like the Black schools; sometimes like the White. An investigation of the

reasons behind the low rate of change and the torces operating in these schools

would add much to our understanding of institutions serving blue-collar white

communities.

Moving away from the concern with the overall change process and the

schools as classified by racial composition, there are numerous specific

questions to be answered, many of which would require a case study analysis

of process. For instance, there is a relation between teacher morale and

innovation. Why? What happens in schools in which there is high teacher

dissatisfaction that relates to the manner in which change takes place? Sim-

ilarly, there are unanswered questions about how organizational complexity

operates as a push to innovation, or how poor physical facilities impede the
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adoption of innovations. This type of question -- many of which are indicated

in the text -- needs further study.
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APPENDIX A

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION

OF SECONDARY SCHOOL PRINCIPALS QUESTIONNAIRES
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NASSP LA1:GE CITY SCI:001. STD

Section A.: General School Information

Name of School

School Address
(Street)

Principal's Name

(City) (State) (Zip)

(Do not write in spaces 1-12)

School Code Number
1-2 "..1-4 5-6 7-8 9-10 11-12

13. Grade levels in school program

Three -year senior high: grades 10-12 _13.1

Four-year high school: trades 9-12 _13.2

Six-year secondary school: grades 7-12 13.3

Tut-year hirh school: grades 11-12 13.4

Other. specify 13.5

14. Average daily attendance as a percentage of

stated legal daily enrollment is
Less than 50%
51 - 6C%.

61 - 7e%
71 - 80%
81 - 90%
91 - 55Z
96 - leg%

15. Student enrollment is Easec upon

14.1
14.2
14.3

14.4
14.5
14.6
14.7

a definite attendance area that is geographically contiguous _15.1

an attendance area that is NOT geographically contiguous 15.2

competitive examination or other measure of achievement/a'Ality 15.3

an attendance area l'ut with some open-enrollment options from

other areas
15.4

city-wide open-enrcllment 7olicy
15.5

Other: specify
15.6_
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A-2

16. How many different school sessions arc there delinY the school
day in terms of the different gr.:,ups of stu:!ents that enter ant:

leave the school facilities?
Only one 16.1

2 sessions 16.2

3 sessions 16.3

4 sessions 16.4

5 or more 16.5

17. Hcw many different full teaching periods are there in a school day?
(Exclude short periods used fcr administrative purposes.)

5 or fewer full periods 17.1

E full periods _17.2
7 full periods _17.3
8 full periods 17.4

9 full periods 17.5

10 full periods _17.6
11 full periods _17.7
12 full periods _17.8
13 or more periods 17.9

18. In a2dition to the ,liploma given at graduation, does your school
present each student with a duratle record of the program of
studies pursued at your school and the grades/marks obtained?

Yes 18.1

No 18.2
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8-1".

11.

Section T. G,rc.ral Personnel Information

8-1C

11.1

The number of full-time ccrtificzted cr credentialed*
staff memlers on rho school site is

Also, please check the appropriate category
representing the above figure. 50 or fewer

51 - 70 11.2

71 - 90 11.3

91 - 110 11.4

111 - 130 11.5
131 - 150 11.6

151 - 170 11.7
171 - 190 11.8

191 or more --11.9

12-16. What percentage of th rPrtifiad or credentialed staff, in-
cluding administrators, have the followinv colleiate prep-
aration? Please circle the proper numeral.

0-10% 11-207 21-3^% 31 -4r 41-50% 51-C()% 61-70% 71-80% 811+

Less than a
Bachelor's 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 r

, 12.

Degree

Only a Bachelor's
Degree: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 13.

Master's Degree
or Equivalent 1 2 3 4 5 C 7 8 14.

C0-Point Degree,
Diploma or 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 15.

Equivalent

Doct-rate:
Earned or 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 16.

Hrnorary

*Certified or credentialed personnel inclue!cs persons with special

traininC a7propriate to stated expected competencies an does not

incluc'e para-professionals, teacher aides, clerical assistants, lay

readers or other persons who may not 1-e under contract, are not
assigned a specific group et students and are not held directly

accountable by administrators for the 2ducation of youth.
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17. The percenta-,e of certificate.1 staff members 1.eFinnin7 their first
year of professional service in this school, regaraess of previous
professional service in ether schools, is

- 5%

6 - 107
11 - 15%
16 - 207
21 - 25%
26 - 30%
31 - 357
36 - 40%
41% or mere

17.1

17.2
17.3
17.4
17.5
17.6

17.7
17.8
17.9

18-24. The percentage of certificated staff members, incluMw.administrators,
that is

0-13% 11-20% 21-307 31-40% 41-50% 51-60% 61-7'% 71-80% 81%+

American Indian 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 18.

Caucasian 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 19.

Negro 1 2 3 4 5
p

6 7 8 9 20.

Oriental 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 21.

Puerto Rican 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 22.

Sranish American 1 2 3 4 5 f 7 8 9 23.

Other 1 2 3 4 5 7 8 9 24.

Specify

*25. The number of fulltime, on site, contract and credentialed instructional
support personnel, such as curriculum coordinators, assistant principals
for curriculum, department chairman, librarians, and audio-visual
specialists is

4 One or two
Three or four
Five or six
Seven ^r eight
Nine or ten
Eleven or twelve
Thfrteen or fourteen
Fifteen to twenty
Twenty-one or more

*Special off-site support personnel who work from the central
system offices will be included in other aspects of the study.
Include only on-site oerscnnel in items 25 =In% 25.

25.1
25.2
25.3
25.4
25.5
25.6
25.7
25.8
25.9
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*2f. The number of pzrt-time, on site, contract and credential& instruc-
tional support personnel, assigned to assist teachers, such as help-

ing teachers, part-time department heads, is
One or two 26.1

Three or four 26.2

Five or six 2(.3

Seven or eight 26.4

Nine or ten 26.5

Eleven or twelve 26.6
Thirteen or fourteen 26.7

Fifteen to twenty 26.8

Twenty-one or more 26.9

27-32. What percentage of certificated staff members with a special
secondary credential, such as designated services credential, pupil
personnel guidance, administrative, are in the fcllowinc categories
representing professional services in this school regardless of
previous experience in other schools?

')-1C% 11-20% 21-30% 31-4C% 41-5:% 51-63% 51-70% 71-8C% 81%+

First Year 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 27.

Second Year 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 28.

Third Year 1 2 3 A 5 C 7 8 9 J 29.

Fourth or
Fifth Year 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 30.

Sixth to
Tenth Year 1 2 3 4 5 E. 7 8 9 31.

Eleventh Year
or More 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 32.

33. To what extent is the present staff, including teachers and all other

certificated personnel, sufficient in number to provide the current
student body educational experiences appropriate to the implementation

of the school curriculum?
Present number is greatly adequate 33.1

Preseat number is inadequate _33.2
Present number is adequate 33.3

Present number is more than adequate 33.4

*Special cff-site support personnel who work from the central
system offices will !e included in other aspects cf the study.

Include only on-site personnel in items 25 and 26.
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34. If the present certificated staff is insufficient in number to
implement the school curriculum appropriate to the current
student body, what percentage increase do you think would he
reasonable and appropriate?

r - _5% 34.1

6 - ln% _34.2
11 - 15% _34.3
16 - 2r% --34.4

21 - 257 34.5

2( - 3r7 34.6

31% or mere 34.7

35. How many different adult paraprofssionals (aides, clerical,
readers, liaison, etc.) are employed to work directly with
your school? " -lr

11 -2
21 - 3C
31 - 4C
41 - 5r
51 - fn
61 -
71 or more

36. Assuming a 4:-J hour work week, how many full-timc equivalent
positions are representei in the hours allocated to para-

professionals?
o - 5

C - 1C

11 - 15
16 - 20
21 - 25
25 - 3n
31 or more

35.1
35.2
35.3
35.4
35.5
35.f

--35.7
35.8

36.1
36.2

36.3
36.4
36.5
36.6
36.7
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Section C: TeacIliw: Personnel

37. The ratio of classroom teachers to students is

1 teacher tr 2^ students fewer _37.1
1:21 - 1:25 _37.2
1:26 - 1:30 37.3

1:31 - 1:35 _37.4
1:35 - 1:40 37.5

1:41 or more students 37.6

33-43. The percentage of all teachers with a standard or regular credential
or certificate who are

0-13% 11-20% 21-30% 31-40% 41-50% 51-607 61-7C7 71-8?% 01%+

First year teachers 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 6 ; 3a._

Second year teachers 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 39._

Third year teachers 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 C 9 4n._

Fourth or fifth year 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 41._

Sixth to tenth year 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 42._

Eleventh year or more 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 43._

44-49. The percentaPc of all teachers with a provisional or emergency
credential or certificate who are

First year teachers

0-10% 11-20% 21-30% 31-4'% 41-5',7 51-6n% 61-7n% 71-80% 817+

44._1 2 3 4 5 6 7
,,
0 9

Second year teachers 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 45._

Third year teachers 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 3 9 46._

Fourth or fifth year 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 47._

Sixth to tenth year 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 43._

Eleventh year or more 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 A 9 49._

5C-55. The percentage of all teachers with the flllowing teaching experience,
including the current year and all experience in other schools and

systems is

")-10% 11-207 21-3^% 31-4(Y% 41-5"% 51-60% 61-70% 71-3C% 81%+

First year teachers 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 P 9 50._

Second year teachers 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 C 9 51..

Third year teachers 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 52._

Fcurth or fifth year 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 P 9 53._

Sixth to tenth year 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 2 9 54._

Eleventh year or more 1 2 1- 4 5 6 7 C 9 55._
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56. The percentage of all teachers assignee to teach outsCe their major
or minor field is

57. The average yearly teacher turnover is

0 - 5%

f - 10%
11 - 15%
16 - 2r%
21 - 25%
26 - 3r%
31% or more

56.1
56.2
56.3
56.4
56.5
56.6
56.7

0 - 5% _57.1
- lc% _57.2

11 - 157 _57.3
10-) - 2r% _57.4
21 - 25% _57.5
26 - 3r% --57.6
31% or more _57.7

To what extent is teacher dissatisfaction or unrest, instead of

factors such as family, health or further education, reflected
in the yearly turnover of teachers?

Little, if at all
Somewhat, ?ut not major

A major factor

5C.1
551.2

58.3

5S. The percentage of ail teachers who hale less than a full schedule

of classes in orier to devote pr_rt-time to student affairs, such

as guidance functions, control, atten,!ance, etc., is
- 5% 59.1

6 - 107 --59.2

11 - 15% . 59.3

16 - 2r% 59.4

21 - 25% 59.5

26 - 30% _59.6
31% or more 59.7

6C. The percentage of all teachers who have a full schedule of classes,

but receive extra-compensation for devoting extra time to student

affairs, such as guidance functions, control, attendance, etc., is

- 5% 6n.1

6 - 10% 60.2

11 - 15% -60.3
16 - 2C%

_60.3

21 - 25% 60.5

26 - 30% --60.6
3U or more 60.7
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Section D: Administration-Supervision

61. How would you characterize your school cn the basis of the
socioeconomic conditions of the students enrolled?

An upper-riddle class school 61.1

A "common an or lower-middle and upper-working class school --61.2

A manual working class school 61.3

A cross-sectional school, representative of your whole city
population 61.4

E2-6F. Which cne or more of the following descriptions are applicable
to the situation in your school?

Maintaining order and safety is a major problem
and requires a large investment of staff time 62.1

We have no more thin the average problem in
maintaining order and safety 63.1

We have no problem maintaining order and safety
and we do nct devote much staff time to it 64.1

We need and use special assistance (police, plain
clothesmen, etc.) tc maintain order and safety 65.1

We have requested but have not received additional
assistance for maintaining order and safety 66.1

67-r. Has the practice of grnupin,c, by ability and/or achievement tended

to increase cr decrease in your school during the past five years?

What do you expect in the next five years?

During the past five years, ability/achievement grouping has

increased 67.1

decreased _67.2
remained al-out the same --'67.3

not been practiced 67.4

During the next five years, ability/achievement grouping
protally will

increase 62.1

decrease 66.2

remain about the same _6C.3
will not be practiced 66.4
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69. What is the role of the principal and his administrative staff
in the preparation of the budget as it relates to this school?

Nothing to do with it; prepared ty the central office
Make recommendations; budget is prepared by central office
Plan, recommend and defend specific requests 'before final

decisions are made

7'. What is the role of the principal and his administrative staff
in the selection of certified personnel?

Nothing tc say; assignments are made by central office
Request staff allocation and accept-reject among the

candidates recommended by central office
Request staff allocation, review personnel records,

interview applicants and recommend for assignment
the applicants considered qualified

Employ certified personnel without the direct
assistance of the central office

71-76. With respect to the curriculum of your own school, what is
your opinion concerning students' ability to select programs
and courses? Please use the following code for responses.

1 = Strongly agree
2 = Agree
3 = Neither agree nor disagree
4 = Disagree
5 = Disagree strongly

69.1
69.2

69.3

70.2

7(`.3

70.4

We should have fewer programs of study with their

+ + -

related and/or required sequence of courses 1 2 3 4 5 71.

We should develop more programs of study to provide
differentiated curriculums for students 1 2 3 4 5 72.

Students should have a greater range of courses
in the area of constants (required subjects) 1 2 3 4 5 73.

Students should have fewer constants and more

free electives 1 2 3 4 5 74._
The number of different prcgrams and the combina-
tion of constants and free electives within them
is about what it ought tc bc 1 2 3 4 5 75.

The programs of study with their constants and
electives does not need modification, but op-
tions for independent or directed study should
be more readily available fcr students 1 2 3 4 5 7h.
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Section E: Sturlent Personnel SLrvices

8-9. The number of full-time counselors nn the staff is 8/9

1"-11. The number of different part-tin:: counselors is 1(711

12-13. The full-time equivalency of all part-time counselors is 12/13

14-15. The number of full-time counsC.ors with proper credentials is 14/15

16. The ratio of counselors to students is

One counselor per 195 or fewer students 16.1

1:200 - 299 lf.2

1:3n° - 399 16.3

1:4°' - 499 16.4

1:500 - 599 16.5

1:E°° - 695 16.6

1:7n° or more students 16.7

17-25. What practices do you think would mst improve the effectiveness

of the counseling program in your school?

Please use the following code for your responses.

1 = Very significant positive effect
2 = Significant positive effect
3 = Neither a positive nor a negative effect

4 = Significant negative effect
S = Very significant negative effect

+
+ +

+ -

To decrease the number of students per counselor 1 2 3 4 5 17.

To provide additional clerical help 1 2 3 4 5 18.

To have ONLY full-time counselors 1 2 3 4 5 19.

Tc adjust salaries commensurate with work

assignments 1 2 3 4 5 20.

To assign counselors to families rather than

to students 1 2 3 4 5 21.

Tc assign more paraprofessionals for informal

work with students 1 2 3 4 5 22.

To incorporate personnel from other agencies in

school program fnr on-site assistance 1 2 3 4 5 23.

To allocate increased staff tine to evening hours

for closer home - school relations 1 2 3 4 5 24.

Other 1 2 3 4 5 25.
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2E. Does your schccl employ a full-timc ncn-teaching nurse?
Yes 26.1

No 2(.2

27. The average daily case load per pers:'n rn the school nursing staff is

20 - 40 27.1

41 - 6n 27.2

61 - --27.3

81 - inn _27.4
1°1 or more 27.5

2C-32. Specialists available to students as part of the
student personntl program is

Full-time
on site

Part-time
on site

On call or
by referral None

Psycholist 1 2 3 4 23.

Speech therapist 1 2 3 4 29.

Audiometrist 1 2 3 4' 3n.

Home counselor or .

social worker 1 2 3 4 31.

Psychiatrist 1 2 3 4 32.

33-35. What percentage of the parents/cuardians of students are
directly involved in at least one formal conference with
a counselor sometime during the school year?

0-1°1 11-20% 21-3C% 31-40% 41-50% 51-60% 61 -7')% 71-80% 81%+

Students

Grade l',:i 1 2 3 4 5 E 7 P 9 33.

Grade 11 1 2 3 4 5 E 7 0 9 34.

Grade 12 1 2 3 4 5 e 7 C 9 35.

363:. Wh-t :erccntejo rf counselirw time is eev,:ter' to the Eollowinc activities?

C-1°X 11-20% 21-30% 31-40% 41-50% 51%

Discipline 1 2 3 4 5 6 36.

Educational guidance 1 2 3 4 5 6 37.

Vocational guidance 1 2 3 4 5 6 38.

Guidance-related clerical tasks 1 2 3 4 5 39.
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4'',-44. How many non-school eml_loyees representing other agencies meet with
students in sessions arrangz1 ty the school to discuss career devel-
opment, such as employment, continuing education, military service,
etc.?

1-5 6-K 11-15 16-2C 21-25 26 or more
4-year colleges 1 2 3 4 5 6 41:.

2-year colleges 1 2 3 4 5 6 41.

military service 1 2 3 4 5 6 42.

special training 1 2 3 4 5 6 43._
business/industry 1 2 3 4 5 f 44.

45. A graduate frllnw-up survey is conducted by your school

Not at all 45.1

First year after graduation only for all classes 45.2

First year after graduation only on a periodic basis 45.3

For more than one year for all classes 45.4

For more than one year for some classes 45.5

Yes, but some other pattern followed 45.6

46-52. Is the follwing information included in the follow-up
survey of students?

YES NO

Number enrolled in 4-year colleges 46.1 _46.2
Number enrolled in 2-year colleges 47.1 _47.2
Number enrolled in special training 4C.1 _48.2
Number in military service 49.1 49.2____

Number in non- milit. - employment ____51\1 5n.2

-ThNumber married
Number not continuing education nor employee

51.1

52.1
_..._

51.2

52.2
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Section F: Student Enrollment, Attendance and iecords

-14. The percentage of student population enrolled as of October 1, 196C was

11-2U 21-3"% 31-4:% 41 -51% 51-6U 61-7C% 7180% 81%+

American Indian 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 C 9 3._
Caucasian 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 S.

Nern 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 P 9 1n.

Oriental 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 0 9 11.

Fuorto idcan 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 0 9 12._
Spanish American 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 13.-

Other 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 14._
Specify

15-21. The percentage of the student ptl-ulation enrolled in the 1960-61
school year was

C.-1r)1 11-2'7 21-31 3I-4'% 41-50% 51-6U 61-70% 71-80% 81%+

American Indian 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 P 9 15.

Caucasian 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 ;,3 9 16._
Negro 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 17.

Oriental 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 P 9 1C._
Puerto Rican 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 19._
Spanish American 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 20.__

Other 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 C 9 21.

Specify

22. The percentage of students in the class of 1968 that entered the first year
of your school's program (grade 9 or 1') but transferred to another school is

- 5%

6 -.10%

11 - 15%
16 - 217
21 - 25%
26 - 3r%
31% or more

22.1

22.2

22.3
22.4
22.5

--22.6
22.7

23. The percentage of students who enrolled at some time in the class of
1:;i:C whom ynu later classified as dropouts is

n - 5% 23.1

6 - 10% 23.2

11 - 15% 23.3

16 - 2C% 23.4

21 - 25% _23.5
26 - 3^% 23.6

31% or more 23.7
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24. The percentve of seniors in the 1:-.Cr Rraduatinr class that completed
one year cr less of the seccndary school pro7ram it your school is

- 5% 24.1

- 1P7 24.2

11 - 157 24.3

1C - 2C% 24.4

21 - 257 _24.5
2f - 3P% 24.f

31% or more 24.7

25. The percentage of an average entering class (made 9 or 10) enrolled
in courses assumed to to expected by 4-year colleges of students
applying- for freshman admissions is

- r%
11 - 2 %
21 - 3c7
31 - 4'1
41 - 5r'7

51 - 60%
El - 7C%
71% or more

25.1

25.2

25.3

25.4

25.5

25.f

25.7

25.8

26 The average absenteeism en a day preceding an extenacd vacation or
holiday is

O - 1C2 26.1

11 - 15% 26.2

16 - 2'% 26.3

21 - 25% _26.4
26% or more 26.5

27. The percentage of the student population properly described as
being educationally pifted is

0 - 5%

6 - inx
11 - 15%
16 - 2'1
21 - 257
2E - 3n7.

31% or more

2%. The percentage of the student population certified cr
properly described as educable mentally retarded is

O - 5%

f - 1P%
11 - 157
16 - 2n%
21 - 25%
26 - 3n7
31% cr more

27.1

27.2
27.3

27.4

27.5
-27.6
-27.7

2C.1
2C.2

2C.3

2r..4

2R.5
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2). The percentai-z: of the student pc-pulation that s; oaks

EnElish Ps a secone lan-ucro is
- 1'7

11 - 2('7

21 -3(7
31 - 4"7
41 - 5c7
517 or more

3". The percenta?e of the school po^ulation havin^ 7hysical
recluiring special mee.ical and/or educatiol. attention is

^ - 5%

- lr%
11 - 15%
1( - 2"%
21 - 25%
26% or more

31. The percentw-e of the enteri%.2. class (;:radc 9 cr lc) that would
consii.leree seriously 'Axadvantaped socioeconomically, using

$2r," to $3' .4":. annual incomc or comparable criteria, is

29.1
29.2

29.4
---29.5

29.6

3".1
31%2
3r.3

3C.4
3'.5
3c.6

^- lc% 31.1

11 - 2(7 31.2

21 - 3'7 31.3

31 - 4'7 31.4

41 - 5f 31.5

51 - 6'7 31.6

61 - 7"7 31.7

717 cr m"re 31.

32. The percentace of the enterinc, class (3rade 9 cr 1r)
that is 2 years or more retardee in readinE. is

r - 1r7 32.1
11 - 2^% 32.2
21 - 3r7 32.3

31 - 41'7, 32.4

41 - -Th2.5
51 - 6r)% 32.(

C1 - 7"Z 32.7

717 or core 32.r

33. The school's stucent population is
Fewer than 1r'n 33.1

- 1499 33.2

15T" - 1999
2^n-, - 2499

_33.3
33.4

25": - 2999 33.5

3rrr - 349c) 33.6

35 - 3:',; 33.7

4^"r - 441.4 33.1

45rr; or more _33.9 JOU
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Section O. Instructional rropram

-11. Lace4 upon the upper four years cf secondary scho-ling, regardless
of the grade crfanization of your school, arc the following stated
as minimum requirements for graduation?

Four years of English or its equivalent
Three years of scial-chavioral sciences

(history and/cr social studies)
One year cf mathematics
One year cf science

YES MO

8.1 6.2

9.1 9.2
l'.1 l'.2

11.1 11.2

12. Included in your schnol's :raduation rcouirements lased upon c four year

program, arc there at least SEVEr ontions for free electives or pror.ram

variales for each student, excluding physical education?

Yes 12.1
12.2

13. Is the curriculum so ors,anized that students can move fror arc proFram

of studies to another without major difficulty, c.e., ccrnerical studies

to total aca:cmic?
Yes _13.1

13.2

14-19. Listed l-.elow are factors that might le taken into consideration in

the grouping cf students for instructional purposes. In the spaces

t, the lower rWit, please indicate the three factors that are rrst

frequently used in your school.

1. Chronoloical rf student
2. Judf-ment of prwirus teachers
3. Marks in previ-us prcTran studies

4. Parental preferences
5. Success or failuro in specific previous courses
C. Scares cn achievenent test
7. Sccrcs on vert.r1 &fifty car reading tests

8. Social maturity of student
9. Vocational c;jectivc rf student
10. Other factor: please specify

Enter no. from
al-ove list

Most frequent 14-15.

Second "1(-17.

Third 18-19.

21. Remedial lanpuar,e arts skills treinino is offered for tenth Qraders?

Yes 20.1

Fo 20.2
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21. If reneCial len-ua'e nrts skills tr-inin- is -ffere.! frr tenth
rn.:ers, what y,rcentcf:,.. .f thc tenth f,raec is enr-lled?

N-t :fferce at any ,rarle. level
Offcred, lut n.t at r-radc ten

_21.1

- 1-7 -raec ton enrn11C
_21.2
_21.3

11 - 227 crade ten enrclled 21.4

21 - 3 "7 ^rade ten enrolle:. _21.5
31 - 4^,7- nrac:c ten enrolled 21.E

41 - 5';7 orade ten enrolled 21.7

517 'r more nraCe ten enrolled 21.0

22. Is "advance:" or 'honcrs" -ffered at your school? Is it offere(1

frr tenth ixa2ers? If so, what percentac of the tenth Fr: '.c is enrolled?

r-t -fferef' nt any prae level 22.1

Offered, 1-ut not at rradc tcn 22.2

r - 1'..s7 cradc tcn enrolled 22.3

11 - 2C7 ^raec ten enrollee 22.4

21 - 327 "rade ten enrolls.' 22.5

31 - 14-/ r.rade ten enrolled 22.r

41 - 5C7; -rade ten enrolled 22.7

517 .r mre (,rade ten enrollee 22.ci

23 - -35. of the foll:winc, frrcirr lanpuaes are offered in your school?

YES NO

Chinese 23.1 23.2

French --24.1 -24.2
German _25.1 25.2

ne-rew 2(.1 2(.2

Italian 27.1 27.2

Latin 2'1.1 _23.2
Polish 25.1 2!).2

Russian 3^.1 3').2

-31.1 31.2

Swahili 32.1 _32.2-
Other:

Specify 33 1

34.1
35.1

3'. Hrw many 2,ifferent forei,en languar,s are cffered at the first

year -r 'eFinnin level?
'one 3(.1

One 3f.2
Tr. In 3r-.3

Three 3C.4

Four 3(.5

Five or more 36,6
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37. F.-,w many .affcrent f' rein lanreapes nr. cfferee at Cie furth year

hi;h crm:etency nval?
T' one -17.1

One 37.2

37.3-
Three 27.4

Four 37.5

Five rr rrnre

K. Vhat rercentace rf stu!.ents in c.n avernpe pra:uatin^ class successfully

c:-,:;.c..te the fourth year or hich crn:etency level of n frreicr lan!,uape?

' - 57 X.1
- 1'7 3C.2

11 - 2^7 3f.3

21 - 3t/ 3.4
31 - 4",7 38.5

41 - 5'7 'P.('

51Z rr TI-r. 33.7

Is :hysical Lducatica for the Thysically eisa'led offered at y^ur

schr_l? If sc, what rercentar,e cf the student sr-dy 4s enrolled?

rot offerer' at this schr;o1 3"..'.1-
'' - 57 r.f students enrollee 39.2-

- 1^7 .:f stu2ents enrolled r.3-

4.

11 - 157 of students enrolled _K.4
1' - 217 rf students enrrlle' 3c.5

21, "r nrre students err' lled 73!:;.(

Is instructi-n in Earns:: as a s-;:ccre lanpuar:' -ffare.! at yrur sclu-cl?

Is it -ffirwC. f-r tenth traders? If sr. hat percenta,,e rf tenth

cra.'ers is enrollee?
11,-t rfferce at any prndc level 40.1

Offered, 1-ut nc.it at praee ten 4 .:.2

- 37 rrndo ten enrollee 40.3

( - 1";; crade ten enrolled 4'.4

11 - 2(.7 ^raft ten enrolled 4'1.5

21 - 3r,7 ..rade ten enrollee 4"..(

31 - !.":7 -,rade ten enrolled 4 el . 7

41 - 5r'% -rade ten enrollee 4r.e

517 -r cc re rrn.'e ten enrolled 4r.9

41. Is an acceleration 7ro7rar in cooreratirn with local collepes and

universities rffereC in y-ur school

curses? If sr, what !.ercentace

-- not advanced placerent

of students in an averaPe crae-

uatinp class receive cnlle-e credit while still in hich school?

t rfferC at this school 41.1
- 57 41.2

--41.3" - 1'7
11 - 157 41.4

1( - 2".7 41.5
21 - 41.(

2'7 or rore
3.12
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4Z. Do capa!le students 7erfrrm in an cranized tutorial 7,rogram in sone
role similar tc that of a toucher aide either in individual rr small
prour situations? If sr, what rerc.mtae of the student lody 1.arti-
cipate as tutors for students " your school?

rot -ravil& if. this school 62.1

- 37 49.9
4 - '7 42.3

7 - 42.4
117 -r more 42.5

43. Are students in your school enrollee' in an Upware 'round program?

If sc, what rercentipc of the st&ent lce.y is enrolled?

No such program exists 43.1

- 37 43.2

4 - (7 43.3

7 - --43.4

117 r,r more 43.5

44. To what extent .4.oes the instructi^nal program include materials
(text' :woks; films, etc.) that reflect the cultural tackgrounds
and the environmental context of vari'us ethnic ane cultural
i'rouis that clearly exist in the American society?

Little, if any 44.1

Id a few special courses
In many different courses

_44.2
44.3

Somewhat in most courses 44.4

In practically all courses 44.5

45-4(. Generally speakinr, the curriculum is orpanized in one of two ways:
(1) 'y separnte sutjects, or (2) !y %roar! fieLls which inclu(le

several sul-jects, e.g., separate courses in history and gew:raohy

vs. social studies classes comlinin? history and peography; separate

classes in art, music and literature vs. humanities classes.

What is the trend of practice in your school? Check ON reply for

ELCH five year period.

a. Chanpes chiefly in the direction
of sinplinr out distinct suljects
from troa(2 fields

. Chanpes chiefly in the arection
of coeininr separate sutjccts
into -road fields

c. No marked chances in either
direction

During past Expected during

five years next five years

45.1 4(.1

45.2 4(.2

45.3 4(.3 343
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474r.. In classroom instruction the teacher may nrovide direct exneriences or
relate to stud.cnts* exre7icnces and they move towards ststract Fenerali-

zations (inductive) he may 1-2-in with the alstract statements of the
su'ject matter an' atter-t to rolat: the content to the daily lives of

the students.

"hit is the tram-' in instructicr1 straterlos in your school? Civo

orE reply for EACi five year -erfoe.

%rim, rast Px-ected during

five years next five years

a. Charwes chiefly in the .'irection
of startine- with wily life ex-
periences or direct exnericnces
orc,noized ?), the school

I-. Chanres chiefly in the direction
of startinc with alstract state
ments that arc rclatee tr -:rsonal
ex-eri,:nces of students

c. "o marked cham-es in either
direction

47.1 4F.1

47.2 4",.2

47.3 4.3

4'). aepardless of the stretery or thr- notion with which the tese,er resins

instruction, to what extent do tr2ac!-.ers effectively relate al-stract

statments of su'ject matter to the persona) exneriences of students?

Most teachers effectively relate suliect
ratter And nerscnal exnerienccs cr students

The maiority of teachers en sn effectively

Only some teachers do so effectively

Most teachers do not do sn effectively

4').l

4C.2

49.3
---

4r:.4

5'. Are coonerative work exrerience rroras, jointly snonsore '17 the school

and local Isusinesses, efftfed at your school? If sn, what 7Jercente;'e of

the eleventh and twelfth c-rade students -Prticinatc?

rroarar rot offeree 5".l

° - 5% 5r'.2

r. - 17 50.3

11 - 15% 51\4

1' - 27 5%5
21 - 257 5 ".'

2(7 or more --.5%7
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5I-5(. Is occunationP1 education for jo' entry skills in the followinf-

areas offered at your school?

YFF NO

fkFriculturrlhorticulturo. 51.1 51.2__
7usiness/commerical 52.1 52.2

rlitr-P-utiye occupations __53.1 --53.2

Inr:ustrial occupations 54.1 56.2

Fealth ---55.1 55.2

Home Fconorics cf.1 5(.2

57. The rercenta,e of students in trades eleven and twelve particiratinr

in the pccunationrA education provram is

1,17

11 - 2"-71

21 - 3'7
31 - A7
41 - 5'7

- (-7
(1 - 7"7
71 - C1-7

017 r,ore

57.1

57.2
57.3
57.4
57.5
57.F
57.7
57.r
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5:47. Given the sk..clfic current stu,'ent 7opul-tion of your school, what

priority do the followinr coals !rive resnoct to the alloca-

tion of tire, rhysical and human resources? Please use the fol-

lowinr crdc for responses.

1 = 'ieceives primary ottention in this school

2 = Receives more than averaro attention
3 = Receives avcrare attention
4 = Receives less than averare attention
5 = Receives alr'ost no attention

4. -

A,!arta'ility to a chanpin wrle 1 2 3 4 5 58.

Develorment of cultural appreciations,
e.r., nature, music, drama, -irchitecture 1 2 3 4 5 Jen..

Development of sound eral an: sriritual values 3 2 3 4 5 ro.

Development of positive self-concert and a
facility for rood huran relations 1 2 3 4 5 fl.

Acnuisition of 7-nsic skills, c.r., readinr,
writinc, computinp 1 2 3 4 5 r2.

Understanding the values inherent in the
American way of life 1 2 3 4 5 63.

Physical fitness 1 2 3 A 5 44.

Acouisition of 1-nsic 1 2 3 4 5 45.

Development of the skills an0 rractice of
critical intellectual inquiry 1 2 3 4 5 ff.

Training in the technical skills to run the
country and/or develonrcnt of arproprioto
talents, e.r., enrineerinr, scientific,
industrial 1 2 3 4 5 A7.

To what extent has the set of rricriti' :s for your school chanced

within the ?ast five years?

To a very rrePt extent CP.I

To a Prect: extent

To sore extent rr..3

Very little or not much
Almost not at all 6.5
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Section P. Student Activity Proo.ram

2. Is a democratic student oovernrent croanization operational at your school?
If so, what is the basis upon which council-assml,ly memtershir is derided?

Student oovernment not operational at this school .1

Council composed of officials of other student
organizations .2

Council r'ent'ers elected ty homerooms or similar
organizational units

Council mercers elected at-large 7,37 total school
Council mer'-ers elected ly (-rad.° levels

Council memters appointed 'ey selection committee
Council meml-ers neither elected nor appointed
Other. please specify p.p

9 -19. To what extent are th, followinr types of activities offered and to what
extent are they under the lirection of students? Please use the follow-
ins, code for resnonses.

1 = Not provided in student activity nros.rem
2 Provided in program but not under student direction
3 = Extensive nroeram under student direction
4 = 'Aoderate rrooran under student direction
5 = Limited progr-m under student direction

Non-interscholastic sports, intramurals 1 2 3 4 5 .9.

Forums, symposia, delates 1 2 1 4 5 11.

Social events 1 2 3 4 5 11.

Awards, competitions 1 2 3 4 5 12.

Assemtly programs 1 2 3 4 5 13.

Clut activities, interest grous 1 2 3 It 5 lt.

Service 1=rojects 1enefitting students 1 2 3 4 5 15.

Service projects tenefittino cormunity 1 2 3 4 5 1r.

Putlicatiens 1 2 3 4 5 17.

Selective, honor organizations J 2 3 4 5 le.

Grade-level calinets/councils 1 2 3 4 5

2^. What percentage of the total student 1-ney r,articipptes in at least
one asrect of the student activity ercerem?

1"7 2r'.1

11 3'7 2').2

31 - 5('7 2'1.3

51 - 7'7 2n.4

717 or more 2r.5

2] Particiontion in stu'ent activities 1-- stulents who pre economically dis-
advantaged ($2 $3"'','^ annual ferily income or comparaFle criteria) is

Greater than that 1y stu,:ents with higher family income 21.1

Atout the same 21.2

Less then that by students with higher family income 21.3
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2231. During the past t! 7o scho^1 yo-r" , has there 'ocr a conflict cituaticn
involving - two or rore prours ( students- school officials) with orposinp

roints of \Piet, that reouir,:e resolution?

32-A").

If "yes' which of the followirr factors were involver??
If "no' which of the following factors do you anticirate
as !,roha'le if such a situation shoule .develop?

Physical confrontation nronr students in the school
Physical confrontation katWPCV stu?ents and some
mentor of the school staff

Moderatc dpmare to physical facilities of the school
Disruption of the school's instruction prorran for

half a school day or moro
Student strike or other forr of rrFusal to enter
classrooms for instruction

Picketing or protest marches ,Iurinr the school day
Sunrort nf stCents 'y more than oro m2,-0er of the
school staff in a role other thin conciliatory

Participation/involverent by TM-re than one-half of

the student 'r-ly
Support of students 'y adults other than narents

Yes 22.1
--22.2

Yrs ro

23.1 _23.2

24.1 24.2

25.I 25.2

2(.1 2f.2

27.1

2r.1

_27.2
2C.2

20.1 2(.2.2

3'.1 31.2

31.1 31.2

If student activism has been evident, what wore the concerns or issues
exoressed by students in the conflict situation? If conflict has not

'-eon evilent. what dr you anticipate as nrol-ele concerns or issues.
Please use the following code for resronses.

1 = Nnt a student exnressod concern/issue or not anticirntee
2 = A prirary concern/issue expressed ly students or anticipated
3 = A secondary concern/issue expressed 1-y students or anticinated

National social policy: Vietnam war roverty, uner^loyment l 2 3 32.

Special non-academic rrovisions for ethnic /minority nrouns:
soul food, Flack lounges, tfolcolm X memorial 1 2 3 33.

Dress-arrearance codes: hrir length, African, mini-skirts 1 2 3 34.

Speech and rress: underground rW-lications, arm 1-ands,
tuttons, censorship 1 2 3 35.

Teaching and learning process' racist teachers, tracking,

classroom formalities 1 2 3 36.

Curriculum content: sex eucatirn, -lock studies 1 2 3 37.

Student personnel services- detention halls, guidance
services, renulations for tardiness 1 2 3 3B.

Student relatinnshirs: white cheerloPrIers, segre,ated
social events 1 2 3 3).

Ideology- Flack is "eautiful, t o.trien is rq.litaristic,

white racisr 1 2 3 4('.
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41-55, If student unrest/activisi.has Leon, evident, what were th' responses
in the situation and what was the roalized effect of each?

If student unrest has not leen cvidant, what responses do you anti-
cipate as leing apnropriate anal what effect le you 1,:lieve such actions
will have in contri.1%uting to the resolution of conflict? rlease use
the following code for your rosnonses.

1 = Not involved in our situation or not anticipated
2 = Significant positive effect in resolving conflict realized

or antici7ated
3 = Neutral effect in resolving conflict realized or anticipated
4 = Significant negativi effect in resolving conflict realized or

anticipated

SpeciP1 rolico assistance for schools grounds/
facilities requested an'/or ,ssionoe 1 2 3

Large prou- pssem!ly of studcrts initiated ly
school officials 1 2 3

Formal reetirws 1etween student rc-resomtatives

7rinic-,P3 or his delepatee rc,-rcscntatives 1 2 3

Formal meetings l-.etween student representatives an
superintendent or delegated contral office personnel 1 2 3

Mutually acceptalle signed statement/agreement 1-etween
students and school officials 1 2 3

Suspension of one or more involved students 1 2 3

Formal civil charges filed aeninst me or more students 1 2 3

Creation of new channel of conn,unicrtion invclvinp
students and school staff

iesignation and/or reassignm:nt of one or mere meml.ers

of local school staff

1

1

2

2

3

3

Reassignment of students to other -ronrars ant' /or
other schools 1 2 3

Small prour student -- faculty Jiscussions 1 2 3

Court suit filet against school officials 1 2 3

New school reoularions and/or student personnel
procedures I 2 3

New course offering(s) anrVor significant curriculur
modification/revisions I 2 3

Increased direct discussions letTqcen community adults
and school officials ] 2 3

56. To what extent do student organizations aid in maintaining oreer
anA discipline in school and at school-sponsored activities?

'4 41.

4 42.

4 43.

4 44.

4 45.

4 4f.

4 47.

4 4C.

4 49.

4 5P.

4 5].

4 52.

4 53.

4 54.

4 55.

Ftudent organizations a rePt help 5(.1

Provide average assistance me. meet
with moderate success 5(.2

Attemnt to help, 1.ut relatively ineffective 56.3
Offer little or nr help 5(.4
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Section I: !7chrol-Cormiunitv relations

8-14, To what extent are lay reorle from the community involved in activities

conducted T.)/ the school? rleyse use the following code.

1 = Very frequently or frequently
2 = Sometimes
3 = Never or almost never +

+ - -

Over -ail educational plannino for this school 1 2 3 fl.

Advisers for special instructional programs
(cooperative work exrerience, vocational) 1 2 3 J,, .

Planning and/or supervising supplementary
educational experiences for students 1 2 3 1'1.

Overall evaluation of this school's rroPram 1 2 3 11.

Planninp and/or supervisinp aspects of this
school's student activity prooram .1 2 3 12.

Occupational information/rlannino conferences 1 2 3 13.

Career development programs involvinq teaching
assistance with increasing resnonsiFilitlas 1 2 3 14.

15. Civic and community organizations utilize the school as a meeting

"lace for entertainment, recreation, special meetings

rot at all 15.1

Several times a year 15.2

Al-out once a month --15.3

Several tires a month 15.4

At least once a week 15.5

1'. The attendance at parent- teacher functions concerned with the program of

this school 1-37 parents of students with l-elow-average school records is

Less than that of parents of students with
average or al.ove-mreraoe records

,,Tout the same as that of parents of students
with average or clove- average records

!lore than that of rarents of students with

average or a'ove-PveraPe records

17. The attendance at parent-teacher functions of parents who are seriously

economically disadvantaged ($2(1''-$3"' annual income or comparaLle

criteria) is

Less than that of parents with additional income _17.1

Mout the same as that of -arents with additional
income 17.2

More than that of parents with additional income 17.3

3.60
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Pow many local staff mem'ors -jr' ersipnatee to a school-community liaison

role? (Consider only cor-ensatee time in terms of full-time eruivelents.)

None

one 19.2

7o 1P.3

Three 19.4

Four 1F.5

Five or mon,.

32. Various neans ray 1e used for cormunicatiors 1-etween schools and their

communities. "hat Teens aro avniln'le to your school? hich ores are

use, anJ what is the effectiv-ness of their use? rloasP_ use the folli-

inf.. code for your resT,onses.

1 = Unavailable or not existinc
2 = Avail?' lc, 'ut not currently usal
3 = Used Trith sipnificant rositive effrct
4 = sed 1-ith roci,,,rate or nrsitivc effect

5 = Used vith cr dlinite neoative effect

Local radio 1 2 3 1 5 1'.

Local television 1 2 3 4 5 2.
Local and/nr oeneral news.,-,rr, 1 2 3 4 5 21.

Meterinls nrcrarcd and 7u1lis'-tce 'I/

school ;-crsonnel 1 2 3 4 5 22.

Personnl cortacts c.n school =it.
initiat.,c! 'y school rerc'nn. 1 1 2 3 b 5 23.

rersonal cent:lets off school sitt, I 2 3 1 5 24.

Personal contacts off school sit,-

hy students 1 2 3 4 5 25.

Pul-licatirns .), stuJents 1 2 3 b 5 2(.

Community layr'cn at faculty -".seussicns
uocationally oriented stud" tr4.s into

the community

1

1

2

2

3

3

4

4

5

5

27.

2?.

Culturally orient;.-' stu'1y trirs into

the corrmunity 1 2 3 4 5 2.
Larryc rrour asses} lies invo1vir-
retresentatives of community 1 2 3 4 5 3^.

Community resource -,ersons invit,:e

into cln_ssrooms 1 2 3 4 5 31.

Other lease specify 1 2 3 4 5 32.

33. Tty Percentage of the school staff hcleino active Ten1-ershir in at least

one community organization with sore interest in the school or the

community's activities for youth oeucation. other than the rTP. or Fore-

Fchool Association, is
- 57 33.1

- 107 33.2

11 157 33.3

l r7 33.1

217 or mon. 33.5
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c-cticr. J. Cu1tu ^l rnrichrent

Durins, the 1 7 school thc, ^orcontoc,e of stuoonts prrticinatinr, In

vncationally orienta study tries

Culturally oriented study trins

"-1'7. 11-2n 21-3'7 31-4"7 41-57 51'74-

f

0
1

1

2

2

3

3

4

4

5

5

1'41. The Tercentapc of all those students corinr fror seriously econnrically
disavantared horns ($2--$3(lr' Annual income nr corpareic, criteria.)

taking the

-1^7 11-2'7 21-3'7 31-4'7 41-5'7 517+

vocationally '.1riente2 study tries 1 2 3 4 5

Culturally orientee stu,y trips 1 2 a L 5

12-14. Durinp the 1:(,7-FE school year, the nurl-er of

Interschool student nrorrars held

Culturally oriented asse,41ies held

Crnrunity resource 1 er:7,1e contri'utJn^

tr student proc,rAs

10

Fone r-5 4-1') 11-15 1r-2, 21+

'1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1
2 3 4 5

11.

12.

13.

14.
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(sectior K Fchncl 'Physical Facilities

Z. The rhysical facilities (' OVirws and grounds) in terms of the district's
financial a! ility are

relow th alstrict's rcrsona?-le exnectatinn
Commensurate with district's reason=tl.c. expectation
Al-ove the eistrict's re,,sonahle exnectation 9.3

issumino reasonable efficient use, existing nhvsical facilities in terns of
educational activities fnr students pea the lncal comunity are

Eevercly inloequntc for an a-rropriate rrnrrar
Ina0enuate fnr Pr anrropriate rrrrrar
Veouate for an nr7roTriete prorran
fore. than aC.equate fnr nn n:)nrorriats. nrrrar '.4

1 "). To what extent has your schnol 'cell constrained durino- the nlst five years
in eesigninr innovative eaucatirnrl nrnrrans due to the inflexilJlity and/
or inndenuacy of physical facilities?

Constrained to a rrcat nr very rrelt earrce 1'.1

Constrained snrcwhat 1-ut not to a Front e:.rree 1^.2

Cnnstrain0 little, it at all 1r.3 i

1

11. ilhat rercentPr'e of the current student 1-ody cnn he seated in the

l',rrest aurlitoriur area?
- 2'7 11.1

23 - 4" 31.2

t1 - n7 11.3

'1 - q17 11.4

11 -1C1(7 11.5

12-23. Tn whet extent arc snecialize2 instructional facilities ne2oate to
nrovide needed :,r1rrar for interested students? Please use the

followinr code for your resronses.

1 = Severely inedenuate for an nrnrnnriatc prorrer
2 = Inadenuatc for an ac7rorriatc program
3 = tdequate
4 = More than adcouate

- - + +

anual and/nr arts 1 2 3 4 12.

Vncational/occur-Itional prorrans 1 2 3 4 13.

Science 1 2 3 4 14.

!'oe ecom-rics/camily 1Jvinr 1 2 3 4 15.

"usic 1 2 3 4 1'.

i%rt 1 ? 3 4 17.

Conrunicntion rrts ane skills 1 2 3 4

Matheratics 1 2 3 4 1C.

Foreinn 1 2 3 4 20.

Social ar. 'ehnvioral sciences 1 2 3 4 21.

other. 1 2 1 4 22.

Other: 1 2 3 4 2T353
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24. Vandalism to the school 71ont "v stultrts are' "v other rersors is

Tnsignificant
One cs,f sPveral imrortant nro'lems

relations to rhysical facilities

A major rrol-ler

25. General maintenalIce of the school ;-uil.'inr and r.,rounds Is

24.1

24.2

Inaeeounte 25.1

,1deouate --:?5.2

Commendal,le 25.3

2r. What is the relation 1-etlieen stated student canacity of rhysical
facilities for a sinale school session and the current enrollrent9

Enrollment is less than stated carecity
Enrollment exceeds ca.7.acity 'IT fever than lln students

Enrollment exceeds cnnacity Iv Y'l to 5(".' students
Enrollment exceeds cenacitv ly 54)1 tr 11n' students
Enrollment exceeds ca-acity "y 141',1 to 15^P students
Enrollment exceeds caracit7 'y morc. than 1501 students

27. In terms of the num'er ,f students an,' institutions involved, to what

extent are s-ecinlize2 facilities (7hysical an' l human) of oth-:r local

institutions (nrivate and gnvernr,,ntal) made availalle and used for the

iirslenentatiln of the school's ce.ucational nroaram?

mono at nll
"ery Little use
rope use
Considera'le use
Very great us::

27.1
27.2
27.3

--27.4
--27.5
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Section L Instructicnal and orranizati,nal Prrctices

--39. Nany urban secondary schools are develcpim- new prz-ctices in an attemrt
to ir.prove the effectiveness of t'Ie schools. Listed ',clew are sore cf
those practices. A brief definiti-n of each practice is orovided on
paces L-3 to I-4. For each practice, please ineicate the extent to vhicb
the practice hrts been Fiven StY7C attention within your on school, ly
using, the alternative responses -7efined below.

1. Ii' USE - fully iri.plemented as a regular ferture cf the pro-rare or
currently 1.-ein^ used on a trial or nilot tpsis
definite plans ;:ave teen made frr implatentation, includ
ing allocation cf raterials and/or rersonnel

3. T.IVDER SUZY current!y or recently consVered in terms of feasibility
1-37 an officially desiprated group within the school

4. REJECT!", - study has teen completed and a 2ecisior not to implement
the tractice Icon :lade

5. DRCPPFD - practice cAscentinued after a trial or pilot trojcct
E. ,2T COPSDLRED rr'ctice is unlmown or as never considered

seriously

Teachinc teams 1 2 3 4 5

Humanities course 1 2 3 4 5 9.

Television instruction 1 2 3 4 5 1^.

Procrammed instruction 1 2 3 4 5 11.

Ttachinc machines 1 2 3 1 5 12.

Lan:-uaee laboratory 1 2 3 4 5 13.

lelephone amplification 1 2 3 4 5 14.

Simulation or r-amir-,. 1 2 3 4 5 15.

Non-raded prou:rs 1 2 2 4 5 lf.

Iilinpual education 1 2 3 1 5 17.

Continuous pro,ress 1 2 3 4 5 12.

Directed study 1 2 3 4 5 IS,.

Independent study 1 2 3 4 5 20.

710x41-le schedultrIF 1 2 3 4 5 21.

_ack-to-back scheclulir. 1 2 3 4 5 22.

Instructional 71terirls ceater 1 2 3 4 5 23.

Resource center 1 2 3 4 5 24.

honor study hall 1 2 3 4 5 25.

School-within-school 1 2 3 4 5 26.

Optional attendance 1 2 3 4 27.

Ault literacy or.urses 1 2 3 4 5 2C.

':eternity proFrac 1 2 3 4 5 29.

Comunity cultural cc: ter 1 2 3 4 5 3:1..

Expan,jed summer school 1 2 3 4 5 31.

Pre-service prcrram 1 2 3 4 5 32.

In-scrvice pro-rte -1 1 2 3 4 5 33.

Expanded Fuidance services 1 2 3 4 5 34.

Jriakfast 1 2 3 4 5 35.

School - community 1 2 3 4 5 3f.

Parent handbook 1 2 3 L 5 37.

parent counselin: 1 2 3 4 5 3C.

Tutoring uroc.:rar 1 2 3 4 5 39.
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42.4J. Of the practices listed n C...c :cedinp pane, vhicb do you 'clieve to

tc of cost ,ii-nificanct; ir, ter-;s of their potential for the effective

education of students in your school? Please s7ecifv '-y ;-.1vinc, the

identification nulpor to the right cf the iten.

Greatest rotential
Second most promisin,-
Third most promisirp

__4C-41.
42-43.__ ___

.44-45 ._

::ewer educational practices are desipved as solutions
to problenls in specific situations. t:hi1e sore of these

may rain a certain amoun:: of visibility and currency,
they may not 1-e a:,rrorriatc to a large numter of schools

that exist in 'afferent contexts.

If you and your staff have developed promisin' new approaches
which the above terns fail to describe adequately, would you
1riefly descrite tIlz rature and purpose of those: practices se

that they may 1...e inclv-ied in this study cf urban high schools.

Any practice listed will not be identified with your school
unless specific -Errissif'n is requested in wTitinr.
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Teachin- teams c-_Airse under the r=irection of two or more teachers, all of Thor'

participate in plannina an meetino the class sessions

Yumanities course: requiree. or olectiv-, course -iven for at ltast a se-ester's
credit involvinr sore combiratlor of art, :isle, leterature, rhilosophy,
history

Lac:vision instruction. stu,:ents view open or clore:: circuit Tv rerularly ns basic
instructional process for completin,- a ccorsc for credit

Precrarmed instruction. students, inderzndently or as roues, used rroararnerl texts

without machines for comr-letinr, course for credit

Tea chine` machines: a rechanicel levice fnvolviniY prc,:rarme material arranE-e!. in
minute steps with ipmee.iate feed' ?C': as to correctness of response

Lan?ua.;--- laloratory ary device to present recort:o.l. vo!..ces 's part of the

audic-linc.ual approach to learnia- lanpuai'2

Telerhone amplification .ascussions 'lel: by stunts -eith persons away from

schcol via telepho.7.e with suprlementery am7ificr.tion

Eiulatien or ganinr any Jcvicc use:: to creato a rrollematical situntion, whether

realistic or lo!-icnl, involvinr students in stratesy and decirion-naking

Nor.- ;-races: proczrams series of courses oren to all students with interest and
potential for SUCCESS without re- :r to Frado level of student and/or

sequence of courses

:ilingual education sc7-e ceurses other than a lanrufwe course in which instruc-

tion is offered in English and/or another langua^e

Ccntinuos 2rocress; students within course vorl at own pace with low, tern
c,)r2leti-r date throb h pr,-.--;:csi...7-cd units of study includinr various

materials. Course may or zn,y net havl' nrescribe? final conpleti-n rate

Directed study students co:--nlete 'or'' frr credit ind.e-lendent of :rout, task but

under supervision of a specific teacher wit'a wIl= student meets at least

once a peek

In:eirendent stu4y. stu,,:ent initiates woet on a topic of interest an..! uses available

rz:sourcos, lut consults wth teachers only when needed

Flexitle schedulinf: scheduled courses meet for varic'As neriods of title durinr dif-

ferent sce,rents of the day and -71.th student -rou:s of significlntly different s

Z'oci.-to-Eack stud:nts in tTo ;:iff.,rent subjects schedule.:? in sequential

periods to foster cop-tlerative teachin, anon:- teachers of different subjects

Instructional rateriels center, e..-tensivc library collection cornlcrented by a wide

variety of audio-visual materials for direct student use, not United to one

or a few sulstantive areas
tsa-i
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.esource centers specialized center vit..: learning eaterials specifically selectee

in terms of relevance to cra. or several sulstantive areas, usually with

adult staff who provide assistance

:onor study halls: study halls without adult supervision, tut nay involve student

monitors

School-within-school for adrinistrative, euidance, and/or irstructicnal purposes,

students and faculty are or?anize? into s'aller than total school units

Ortienal attendance. selected students are permittce to decide if they attend

a .even session of a particular scheduled class

Adult literacy course. special courses offered in the school for parents to learn

the use of the Enrlish laneuace

.eiaternity proerams. students whs arc expectant mothers are given instruction in the

care of infants and the maintenonce of self

Ccmmurity cultural center. school previes eeministrative end orcanizaticnal lead-

ership in the !evelopment of a rr-7r-r. of -enerel interest to coarunity citizen

Expanded summer school: opportunities are provides for enrichment as well as

remedial work during the summer months

Pre-service program school provides special pre-service orie'ntati'on for teachers

new to the school to familiarize them with the environreental context

In-service prograte local school provides workshops an'5. conferences focussice on

specific concerns of the school and its community

Expanded guidance services: supplemented <-1idance staff tc provide counseling,

vocation ceidance, jot placement, and coordinatee: referral system

Ireekfast Troirer: early cornine feed availe.:_le to students at miniral or no ccst

Schbol-comrunity liaison: resident(s) of th'. community is employed in a non-

credentialed positice to facilitate communication between parents and the

school

P_rent handboo:r school provides for parents e booklet that describes and interrrets

the activities, proi,rams, and rocedures specifically in terms of what is

eepected of parents

Parent counseline, specially trnined counselor responsible for initiating contacts

with parents and for rroviedne special meetings desiFned to increase parents'

understandin: and concern for the chfie's success

Tutoring proqran! special acacenic assistance provided within the sctrol ty peers,

near peers r adults other than the credcntialed teachers
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Columbia University in the City of New York I New York, N.Y. 10025

BUREAU OF APPLIED SOCIAL. RESEARCH 605 West 115th Street

The enclosed questionnaire is part of a larger study of

educational innovations. The 7urpcse of the study is tc ieLentify
the key factors that facilitate t-r hinder the adoation of innova-
tions in urhan high schools. This research is being carried .:ut
ty a team of scciclocjsts et Coluriia University with the surncrt
lf the Office of Zducat ion..

As you may recall, durinc, the Ere-69 school year as rrin-
cipal (.1 Lizh Cchool you completed P question-
naire sent t' y-1 ty Dr. Pr,-ert J. Eavighurst of the rational
Associatirn of Secondary School 7rincinals. Tr make nptirur use
of the data collectcd in that study m are askinP y "u t' corerlete

this unrlenentel questionnaire.

Every itet, in the ^uestionnaire refers to the 1:(:.-C9 scho,l.
year. Althruz:h we realize that some (1 the inforratirn reouested
may be hard is recall, we trust that you will he able to corplac
most of the questionnaire. If for any mason yru cannot complete a
particular itei, ?lease jot a note in the marpin al-mcsie it.

We have. made the ruestionnaire as short as nossille 1-rxause

we dc. nct want tc add unduly to y.ur already busy schedule. "e

hope that we can count on your takinc part in this study.

Sincerely,

Margaret Y. relson
Pr-ject T)irectosr

F-1
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1. inf,-rrati'n is conficicntir. Mc results vill -nly it

statistical f-rm.

'first nuesticns can 1:e answerc: y r che%-nark or numler. If v-u wish t

exr lain your res-,,nses, j-t y-ur c-mr.crts in the rarfin.

plelse return the cluestipmaire in the enclose-. mvelcl-c.

SECTION A

1. On the averat-c, h-w rany official mectin7,s (reourinF the rtteneance cf

:rincirals) did
:A-nth eurir4-. the

the centr'1
11r' -'9

(

admiri:Aratton ,f yrur sch::.c1 syster call rer

schorl year?

less than one12/1
2 [ ] 1

3 ] 2

4 ] 3

5 [ ] 4

[ ] :1.-re than 4

2. Or the avera-es hr.v frecuently told meetinrs with yrur

teaciAnc faculty eurinr the 19eC-3 schr,:..1 year?

13/1 ( 'once every two ronths or le ,s

2 [ ] about every six weel-s

3 ( ] ?I-out crce a p-nth

4 [ ] al out twice a mcnth

5 [ alout three tires r nonth
] a.out f.ur ties P n. nth

7 ] j note than f-ur times a month

3. Fro: the fcalrwin-: list, please ineicatc the three to:ics m-st frequently

discussed in these metinE,s. (Write in the ar,.,rr-riate letters in the

sr aces Lel' w.)

Student discirline
teachers' instructional rro7-1ects

c curricular: revisions
0 new teachin? techrilucs

e.istrit-ution of surrlies

f school maintenance
6rug :`se

h teachers' schedules
i student pv.test ar= e.omnr.strati-ns
j (ther (::lease s. ecify)

11/ 1

l'/ 2

11/ 3

361



_ -3

4. On the ay.-_,rare, h-w frenu:ntly vnu holci raetins with your

administrative staff Airin- the schcri year?

2s/1 [ j -nce a r-_nth r.r less

2 [ j alcut twice a mcnth

3 [ j al-out three tines a rrnth
4 [ I er-ut four tires a mrnt'a

5 [ j ncre than four times a mnnth

5. rler.se indicate 101:,w hr w many (if any) individuals fine(' each of th
fralowinr administrative p-.sitir,ns in your school during the rr'?-2
schchil year.

rumter of Itqvieuals

Assistant rrinciral - Administrative services 21/

Assistant rrinciral Educational services 22/

Lean 23/

Guie_Pnc D7unselcr 24/

Curriculur Crnrdinator 25/

Department Chaiman 26/

Other (Please s'-ecify)

27/

2C/

29/
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C. Frincivas of schods often :k:rforn a variety rf roles. Fr-m the followinp

list, rlease check the six activities to vhich ycu devoted the most tine
durin the 1SCC-C3 school year.

In the second colurm, pleas-2 indicate the six activities which you most
cnjoyed anJ to which you would have liked to have eevcted more time.

Dealing with the instructional prolems
of teachers

Devotee
most tie

would like t-
devote Dore time

(1)

[

(2)

[

Evaluating teachers [ ] [ 31/

Communicating with the central

aeministratien [ ] [ 32/

Punic relations for the school [ [ l 33/

Supervising school maintenance [ ] [ 34/

Inventory control [ ] [ ] 35/

Selectin- schncl staff [ [ l 3(/

Student discipline [ ] [ ] 37/

Infernal centact with students [ ] [ ] 3C/

Advising students en course programs [ [

Testing and examination program ( [ 4^/

Counseling students [ [ 41/

Schedulin3 [ [ 42/

Atteneance records [ [ 43/

Lonerange planning for the instructi^nal

rrngram [ ] [ ] t4/

Conferring with parents [ ] [ ] 45/

In-service presrams for teachers [ ] [ ] 46/

Student activities [ ] [ ] 47/

Eudk-et ccntrcl [ ] 1 ] 48/

Teachinf: [ 1 [ 1 49/

Collective bargainin7 with Teachers' Union [ ] [ ] 5r/

Handling student protest [ ] [ ] 51/

Handling teacher pre,test [ ] [ 1 52/

Other [ ] [ ] 53/
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7. Jurinfz the 19"-(9 school y:Pr, to whet extent %Jere ynu frce to allocate

money lvdreted for your school?

5r11 [ ] I hoe ne free'lor; all coney was earmarked for specific
purposes ly the central administration.

2 [ ] I had very little freedom; most money WS earmarked for
srecific purposes 'y the central administration.

3 [ ] I had a moderate decree of freedom; sore money was left
unspecified to le spent as I saw fit.

4 [ ] I had almost complete freedor: the allocation of the

1,udiet was left to the prinicpal's discretion.

1. In veneral, hew would you characterize the amount of freedom you ha:' in
determinin: the major educational policies for your school durinr the

1360-(,9 school year?

57/1 [ ] I h-,d very little freedom; the central administration

made all major decisions.
2 [ ] I vzs free to rresent ideas }tat final decision rester'

with the central administration.
3 [ ] I made rest it oortant policy decisions without the

assistance of the cntral adriristratien.

Which of the follewinf- statements most closely characerizes the situation

regardinr, coumunication with the central administration of your school

district durino the 1:C.(3-r._9 school year?

56/1 [ ] Easy and satisfactory

2 [ ] Cccasionally difficult

3 [ ] Frequently difficult
4 [ ] Always difficult

1C. Ifas it your impression that the central administration of your school district

was aware of the specific prol-lems and concerns of your school?

59/1 [ ] Yes, in some detail

2 [ ] Yes, but not in detail
3 [ ] rot generally
4 [ ] Not at all

[lease try to answer the next three questions as you would have durino the

19(.,;:-6S school year.

11. Suppose your school ludf!et had been increased ty $5(,-^' ,,urinr the 136C-FS

school year. How would you have most liked to have seen this money spent?
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12. Suprose the :entral administration of your school district suggested that
you make the final decision vliether or not to adopt an innovation which

seemed relevant to the needs your schoo, tut which east research had

shown tc be ,tout 5",7, effective and about which there had teen much community
debate. What would be your response tc the situation? (Check as many nr apply.)

'2/1 [ ] Postpone decision until more research had been completed
2 [ ] Introduce the innovation on a trial basis

3 [ ] rostrone action until the community climate improved
4 [ ] Seek the advice of other staff members
5 [ ] Hold a community meeting to discuss the innovation

[ ] Attempt to find out more about the rrorrar from others
7 [ ] Other (rlease snecify)

13. Letter than averare teacher cores to you an0 requests permission to intro-
duce a curriculum which would markedly change the course he/she has been

teachinc:. How would you handle the request? (Check as many as aptly.)

(5/1 [ ] Select a committee to look into the proposed change
2 [ ] Present the request to a faculty meeting for discussion

3 [ ] Discuss the change with the teacher and make your own decision

4 [ ] Allow the teacher to institute any chance on a trial 1-asis

5 ] Try to dissaude the teacher
[ ] Refer the issue to the central administration for approval

7 [ ] Refer the issue to the appropriate department chairman
2 [ ] Other (Please specify)

14. We would like to know something about the decision-making process in the

school of which you were principal eurinr the 19rc-r9 school year. Please

indicate, using the code below, how decisions relating to the following

areas of school policy were made. (write in the arpropriate number.)

1. Decision made at the central adminstration level without the

principal's involvement; i.e., policy handed down.
2. Decision made at the central administration level with principals

called in for consultation and suggestions.
3. Decision made by principals but with the approval of the central

administration, or under central rAministration guidelines.
4. Decision made ty principals without the approval of the central

administration.
5. Decision rade by individual teachers and department chairmen without

the approval of the principal.

(,3/ Selection and hirinr of teaching staff
Student discipline procedures
Decisions regarding the content of specific courses
Purchase of new equipment
Total school budget
Decision to introduce a major new teaching ,technique

Student dress ant' hair regulations

Diploma requirements
Decision to introduce a new course
Decision to take students nn a field trip
Classroom teaching techniques
Decision to assign, horework regularly
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15 Lelow you will find a list of educational innovations which were in effect

in your school (or for which definite plans had been made for implementa-

tion) as of the 19(L-69 school year. Please indicate those innovations

introduced (or planned) durincl your tern as principal of the school.

Introduced

while Introduced Don't

Principal Lefore Remember

(1) (2) (3)

366
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SECTION

We would like to know somehin;, atout your career in the field of education.

1. For how many years had you been principal of the hir,h school mentioned
on the cover as of (and including) the 19(c.:-'9 school year?

4'/ (Please write in actual numher of years.)

2. refore the 19(1:: school year, did you ever hold any other position in
that high school?

A3/1 [ ] Yes

2 [ ] No

IF YES, please write in the title of any other position(s) ynu held and
the numter of years you were so ec7loyId.

Position

44/ 4(_/

Number of years

3. Before the 19(C-(9 school year, did ycu over hold any position in a

different school in the same school district as the high school
mentioned on the cover?

49/1 [ ] Yes
2 [ ] Po

IF YES, please write in the title of any other position(s) you held and

the numter of years you were so employed.

Position Nunter of years

5'] 52/

4. Before the 11,C-r: schu_i year were you ever employed in any capacity

in any other school system?

55/1 [ ] Yes

2 [ ] No

IF YES, please write in the title of any position(s) you held and

the nuaer of years you were enployed.

Position Numter of years

51/ se/
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5. Esw are you presently employed? (Check one.)

] Principal of the same school as in 194C-69
2 [ ] Principal of another school in that school district
3 [ ] Principal of a different school
4 [ ] Other position in the field of education

(What?)
5 [ ] Other occupation (what?)

SECTIOn C

Please complete the following section.

1. Current age: years 8/

2. Sc: x 1 [ ] Male 2 [ ] Female 11/

3. 'Amat was your father's occupation while you were proving un?

12/1 [ ]

2 [ ]

3 [ ]

4 []
5 [

6 [

7 [

C [

9 [ ]

teacher or other erhicator
professionals semi-professional
proprietor, manager, executive
clerical, sales
skilled
semi-skilled
laborer
farmer or farm canager
unemployed

4. Ecw r_uch formal education did your rarcnts have?

Father Mother
14/ 15/

1 none [ ] [ ]

2 some elementary school [ ] [ ]

3 finished elementary school [ ] [ ]

4 some high school [ ] [ ]

5 finished high school [ ] [ ]

c some colle-7e [ ] [ ]

7 rraduated from college [ ] [ ]

F some post-graduate work (M
received a doctoral deice

' , etc.) [

[

]

]

[

[

]

]

5. In what type of a community did you spend the major part of your youth?

[ ] farm
2 [ ] snall town
3 [ ] small city
4 [ ] large city
5 [ ] other (srecify) 368
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C. What type of institution did you attend for most of your undergraduate

education?

17/1 [ ] Twp-year junior college
2 [ ] two or three-year normal school

3 [ Four-year teachers college

4 [ ] lecher preparation unit of a university

5 [ ] Other unit of a university

F [ Liberal arts college (not part of a university)

7 ] Other (Please specify)

7. Did you have any graduate traininr, a-afore 1YC?

1C/1 [ Yes

2 [ ] ro

IF YES, did you receive most of your graduate training in a school or

department of education or in sore ether division of the university?

19/1 [ ] School or department of education

2 [ ] Other division (which?)

C. What was your major field of concentration?
r.11

9. What degrees did you hold in 19(8?
21/1

1:. Since the 19(-f9 school year, have you had any additional formal education?

23/1 [ ] Yes
2 [ ] No

IF YES, what type of education have you had?

24/1 ] I have taken courses, but not towards a specific decree

2 [ ] I have worked towards a Master Decree

3 [ ] I have completed work for a Masters Degree

4 [ ] I have worked towards a Doctorate

5 [ I have completed work for a Doctorate

THANK YOU VEPY nua FOR YOUR COOPERATION
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Columbia University in the City of New York I Neu' York, N.Y. 10025

BUREAU OF APPLIED SOCIAL RESEARCH 805 West 115th Street

Some time aro we mailed you a cycestionnaire and asked that

you fill it out ane return it to us. Many of your colleagues
have already coupled with this reouest, tut accordinr tc our
records, we have as yet received no reply from you.

First, let us freely admit this seemino in position on your

time and good nature. But, in the same spirit, let us assure
you that the cause is not trivial. The views of every merl-er

of our sample are required to F,ive representativeness tc this

study of educational innovations. Its results will tc used to

identify the key factors that facilitate or hinder the adoption
of innovations in urban hi741 schools, and will to made available
to educators throwthout tht country by the U.S. Office of Education.

In case you mislaid your earlier questionnaire, a durlicate
is enclosed. We would like to renine you that every item in
the questionnaire refers to the lc.,'F-r9 school year and the
high school of which you were principal at that tine,

If you have already returned cur questionnaL:e, please dis-
regard this letter and accept our thanks for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Margaret K. Nelson
Project Director

B-11
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Columbia University in the City of New York I New York, N.Y, 10025

BUREAU OF APPLIED SOCIAL RESEARCH 605 West 115th Street

Dear
Some time aco we sent you a questionnaire gout the 19f8-rf: school year

in High School. Since we have not received ycur ques-
tionnaire, we would appreciate your answering the nuestions below so that
we can determine the representativeness of those who did return c!uestionnaires.

A self-addressed, stamped envelope is enclosed for your convenience. Thank

you very nuch..

1. Fcr how mnny years had you been principal of the Hip,}' School men-
tioned above as of (and including) the 13f: -f; school year?

2. Abe: 3. Sex7

4. What decrees did you hold in 19re?

5. Flow are you presently eaployed? (Check one)

[ ] Principal of the same school as in lnf8-(9
[ ] Principal of another school in that school system

[ ] Principal in another school system
[ ] Other position in the field of education

(What?)

[ ] Other occupation ('that ?)

[ ] Retired

f. Would you please tell us why you were unable to corplete the
questionnaire?

[ ] Didn't have time to answer the questionnaire
[ ] Couldn't obtain and/or remenber the necessary information
[ ] Disapprove cf Questionnaires
[ ] Other (What?)

THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION
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Columbia University in the City of New York I New York, N.Y. 10025

BUREAU OF APPLIED SOCIAL RESEARCH 605 West 115th Street

During the 1Sce-69 school year your school system participated in a study

of urtan high schools conducted by the National Assocaition of Secondary
School Principals under the direction of Robert J. Havighurst. The data col-

lected at that time, drawn from forty-four urban school systems, is presently
being analyzed by a team of sociolcrists at Columbia University with support
from the Office of Education. The purpose of the study is to identify the key

factors that facilitate or hinder the adoption of educational innovations.
To make optimum use of the IZASSP data we are asking you to help us obtain some

additional inforration.

There are two brief questionnaires enclosed. One of them is to to filled

out by the individual who was superintendent of the School

System during: the 19613 -FS school year. If this inaividual is not longer work-

ing for the school syster, we would appreciate having it forwarded to his
present address. The second questionnaire (which reauests factual informa-
tion about the 19(E-,": school year) may be completed ty anyone presently em-
ployed in the Central Office of the school system.

!re understand that questionnaires are an inconvenience and have there-
fore made both as short as possiMe. We hope that we can count on your taking

part in this study and we will be glad to send you a copy of our final report.
If there are any orotlems or questions, please do not hesitate to write or
call us.

Sincerely,

Margaret K. Nelson
Project Director

C-1
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1. All information is confidential. The results will to published only in
statistical form.

2. Most euestions can be answered by a check-mark or number. If you wish to
explain your responses, jot your comments in the marF:in.

3. When completed, please return the questionnaire in the enclosed envelope.

SECTION A

We would first like to know something about your career in the field of
education.

1. For how many years had you been superintendent of the school system
mentioned on the cover as of (and including) the 196[:-(9 school year?

13/ (please write in actual nue-er of years)

2. Lefore the 136E -`_S school year, did you ever hold any other pesition in
that school system?

1E/1 [ ] Yes
2 [ ] No

IF YES, please write in the title of any other position(s) you held and
the number of years you were so employed.

Position Number of Years

17/ 19/

3. Lefore the 1968-F9 school year were you ever employei in any caracity in
another school system?

22/1 [ ] Yes
2 [ ]No

IF YES, please write in the title of any position(s) you helm', and the

number of years you were so employed.

Position Number of Years

23/ 25/ 374
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4. Low are you presently employed? (Check one)

28/1 [ ] Superintendent of the same school system as in 19f8-n.
[ ] Superintendent of a different school system.

3 [ ] Other position in the field of education.
(What?)

4 [ ] Other occupation ("hat?)

SECTION B

Please complete the following section.

1. Current are years

2. Sex 1 [ ] Male 2 [ ] Female

3. What was your father's occupation while you were growinr up?

33/1 [ ] teacher or other educator
2 [ ] professional; semi-professional
3 [ proprietor, manager, executive
4 [ ] clerical, sales
5 [ ] skilled

[ ] semi-skilled
7 [ laborer
8 [ ] farmer or farm canarer

[ ] unemployed

4. How much formal education did your parents have?

Father Mother
35/ 36/

1 none
2 some elementary school
3 finished elementary school
4 some high school
S finished high school
6 some college
7 graduated from college
8 some post-graduate work

(M.A., etc.)

received a doctoral degree

5. In what type of a community did you spend the major part of your youth?

37/1 [ farm
2 [ ] small town
3 [ ] small city
4 [ ] large city
5 [ ] other (specify)
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c. Vhat ty2e of astitution you r.tten2 for most of your underaraduate
education? (Check only one.)

38/1 [ ] Two-year junior college
2 [ ] Two or three=rar normal school
3 [ ] Four-year teachers college
L [ ] Teacher preparation unit of a university
5 ] Other unit of a university

[ ] Liberal arts college (not part of a university)
7 [ ] Other (Please specify)

7. Did you have any graduate training before )(l g.?

3C/1 [ ] Yes
2 [ Ho

IF YES, did you receive most of your Graduate traininc- in a school or
department of education or in some other division of the un:kversity?

32/1 [ ] School or department of education
2 [ ] Other division (which?)

8. What was your major field cf concentration? 40/

S. What decrees did you hold in DE8? 41/

10. Since the 1:=.4..8-9 school year have yo't hqd any additional formal

education?

43/1 [ Yes
2 [ ]

IF YES, what type of education have you had?

44/1 [ ] I have taken course, but not towards a specific deree
2 [ ] I have worked towards a Masters Degree

3 [ ] I have completed work for a Masters Degree
4 [ ] I have worked towards a Doctorate
5 [ ] I have completed work for a Doctorate

T1AFK YOU vray muu OR YOUR COOPFRATIO!!
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If any of the information requested cn the following pa:7es is available in

published form, we will to pled to purchase the necessary publications. Please

send bills to

Margaret K raison
Project :Arector
Fureau of Applied Social Research
(05 West 115th Street
New York, New York 10025

1. Vere the teachers in the school system represented by a teachers' union

durina the 1)(3-ra school year?

YES
NO

2. Were any hiEll schools in the school system desegregated throush a ruling

from the Central Office or by Court Crr_r prior to or during the 19E8-69

school year?

YES
ITO

IF YES, please list their names:

3. TPas the Central Cffice of the school system divided into a number of smaller

district offices (i.e., decentralizned) prior to or during the 19EC-69 school

year?

YES
NO

IF YES, please use the space below to state, the number of District Offices

and the range of responsibilities accorded them.

D-1
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I. a) what was the total Uigh Scheol huaret durinr the l968-r9 school year?

b) Please explain on what basis the total tudf:ct was distributed amonc the

various hiPh schools in the school oyster.

c) Please attach any available additional information about the 196849

budgets for the hisfh schools. Pe would especially appreciate information
about grants (Government or Private) for the purpose of introducing neY.,

educational programs.

5, In the space below, please list the titles of the administrative positions

in the Central Office or attach a sheet with an cuanizational chart.

AI

Vane of person
completinrl auestionneire:

(Title)

MASK YOU F07 YOUR COOPER/MOTT 379
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Columbia University in the City of New York I New York, N.Y. 10025

9,,4EA'... OP APPLIED SOCIAL RESEARCH 605 West 115th Street

April 26, 1973

The enclosed rating forms, forwarded to you by Dr. John Henry Martin,
are part of a study being conducted at Columbia University with support from
the Office of Education. The purpose of the study is to identify the key
factors that facilitate or hinder the adoption of innovations in urban high
schools. The major part of the data on which this study is based was col-
lected during the 1968-69 school year by the 'National Association of Secondary
School Principals under the direction of Dr. Robert J. Havighurst. Ques-
tionnaires were mailed to 700 high school principals in forty four major
cities. The questionnaires included brief definitions of thirty -two innova-
tions and inquired whether they had been adopted in the school or whether
they were under consideration. The definitions of the innovations, as they
were presented to the principals, are reproduced with the rating forms.

The principals' questionnaires provide us with much information about
the high schoc./s which will enable us to explore the relationships between
the rate at wiLAch a school adopts different types of innovations and such
variables as organizational complexity, racial makeup of the student body and

style of staff leadership.

Of course, not all innovations are of equal value, and the fact that
certain innovations are widely adopted does not mean that they are worthwhile
or suitable for the schools adopting them. We are concerned, therefore, about
measuring the value of these thirty-two innovations as judged by experts, and
then determining the extent to which a school adopt. innovations which are
appropriate in terms of its own organizational needs and the needs of its
students. We are asking you as a member of the National Panel on High Schools
and Adolescent Education to complete the enclosed rating sheats which are de-
signed to give us your expert judgment on five criteria for each innovation.

If you have any questions about the rating forms or any other aspect
of this study, please do not hesitate to write or call us (212-230-2895).
Thank you in advance for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Margaret K. Nelson
Project 114-ector
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QUESTIONNAIRE FOR JUDGES OF INNOVATIONS

Please judge each innovation listed on the attached forms according to the fol-
lowing four criteria:

1) Educational worth or value when properly installed: indicate what you
believe to be the educational worth of each innovation from (1) low to
(5) high.

2) Administrative or organizational effects: indicate whether you believe
the innovation to entail: (1) Major administrative difficulties; (2)
Minor difficulty; (3) A positive contribution to adminisuration.

3) Type of student: indicate the type of student for which you feel the
innovation is best suited: (1) Below average academically; (2) Average
academically; (3) Above average academically.

4) Type of school: indicate the type of school for which you feel the inno-
vation would be best suited using as a basis for determining "complexity"
the variety of different courses, programs and specialists already being
offered: (1) Low complexity; (2) Medium complexity; (3) High complexity.

5) Extent to which the innovation would be preserved: indicate your estimate
of the chances that the innovation would be preserved as designed when
implemented in a school: (1) Low chance for preservation, i.e., innova-
tion likely to be "watered down when implemented; (2) Medium chance for
preservation; (3) High chance for preservation as designed.

Brief definitions of each innovation may be found on the pages following the
rating forms.
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COMPARISON OF RESPONDENTS AND NON-RESPONDENTS:

PRINCIPAL'S QUESTIONNAIRE

As we mention in Chapter I, the information about the Principals comes

from a survey which was conducted during the 1972-73 school year, four years

after the original data was collected. A questionnaire was mailed to each

individual who had bcen a principal in a high school that participated in the

original NASSP study. As was anticipated, many of the principals were no

longer associated with the same school as four years before, many of them had

retired and quite a few were unavailable -- either because the school had no

forwarding address or because they were deceased. Three hundred and seventy-

seven principals did return full questionnaires (567 cf the total population).

An additional 101 principals responded to an abbreviated form of the question-

naire which enabled us to do a rough analysis of respondents vs. non-respondents.

Obviously, however, we have no way of knowing in what ways the 189 principals

who did not respond at all differ from those who responded to either the long

or the short questionnaire. Thus our comparison cf the respondents and non-

respondents does not fully solve the problem of potential bias in our analysis

in Chapter VIII.

In Table F.1 we compare the respondents and non-respmlents along a num-

ber of different dimensions: number of years as principal, age, sex, educa-

tion and position as of 1972-73. It is in the first and last of these that

we find the major differences between the twc groups. Those pcincipals who

did not respond to our initial survey had, as of the time of the NASSP survey

F-1
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F-2

(1968-69), already served in the school for almost seven years and were less

likely tc still be there as of 1972-73. Many of them had waved on tc other

schools or other occupations and over a quarter of them had retired. The sere

differences wuld probably emerge -- even mere clearly -- among those princi-

pals who responded tc neither the long nor the short questionnaire. Many of

them were retired and could net be located. Thus we assume that our supple

is biased towards the younger principals and/or those who remained_ in the

school system for a considerable period of time rather than leaving for other

occupations.
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TABLE F.1

COMPARISON OF KESPONDENTS AND NON-RESPONDENTS

Mean Number of
Years as Principal

(as of 1968-69)

Mean Age

(as cf 1968-69)

RESPONDENTS NON-RESPONDENTS

(Long Questionnaire) (Follow -up Ouestionnaire)

5.4 6.9

51 52

Sex
Male 947 932

Female 6 7

100% 100%

Education Level
Less than an M.A. 57 27

M.A. Degree 81 83

More than an M.A. 14 15

1007 100%

Position in 1972-73
Principal of same

school as in 1968-69 47Z 27%

Principal of different
school 16 21

Other Occupaticn 21 26

Retired 15 26

100% 100%

N = (377) (101)
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SUKVEY OF EXPERTS

In the SprinE- of 1 73 a rating f^ r^_: vas mailed to 13 Judges, I:ere-ors of

a national panel on secondary szherl education, through the office of the ranel

chairman. 2y the fall -f that year., seven cuestionnaires hag ?-een returner'. A

follow-u letter !-r-qicht in two mrc questionnaires, 1-rinring the total to nine,

or appr,:xinately -;f the ranel. Three of the remaining four panel mem'-ers

explain.-Id their non-resp-nsc: one panel mort-er responded that he never partic-

il-atee in such surveys, another felt that he was not qualified to judr:e the

innovations, and the third was trc ill during that rericd to devote careful

consideration to the ri:_stionnaire.

The guestionnairo (a copy of which f-llows this eiscussirn) listed the

inn^vations and asked the judges t- rate then along five criteria -- the three

discussed in Cahpter II (Quality, Administrative Difficulty, and Duro"ility)

and tw- additional ones which are ex:laincd in mr-re detail T-el nw (Type of Stu-

dent and Type of School for which the inmvation is mr-st suited).

For the first three items on the cuosticnnaires the responses of the

judges were such as to ellou us to to -ulate the information and employ it in

-ur analysis. 2y' and brae, as noted in Cha-ter II, there was a high dca,ree

of c-nsensus for each cf the innovations on each of the three criteria of mini-

ity, administrative difficulty and duro'llity. The final two items gave us

less clear answers. Ir toth cases, an -v,rthelming response was a fourth op-

ti-n of 'all" which di n- t diffarentiate among the types of schools or stu-

dents hit indicated that the inn:vation was erplally approf:rinte for all of

G-1 390



G-2

111 This ms_ans that a'rinistrat.7rs when trying tc select educational innrvn-

tirns which mill suit their sch -ls very littl: clear guidance free:. experts

ns t' whether the in,vatirns ar,, it fact, appro::,riate. This may -c 7-ccause,

in fact, the inncvaticns are "universal" in arrlice-ility. It nay alsr indi-

cate that m- enr.wh research is :acne snccifyinc- the tyr,cs cf students whc re-

CQI.V'. the greatest !enefit frrr a srccific inncvati-n rr spccifyinp the tyr,c

f schc-_,1 which car. 1-est hanr.le the chanrc. The prrblem may alsc have teen in

the 1-hrasinP -f the nucstirn -- at least frr the item nskinp fcr astinctians

letycen the tyTes sch-,r)ls. Several r.:srrnded that they ei' not under-

stand the questic'n and left this c-JurT The ethers may well have checkee

the cc,lum All ns a way cf hanelir- :f certainty as t' the meanin

-f the question.

Our reason f:;r asking, these tw- ruestirns as sc thnt we cculd rake jue.,Y-

ments a'-c ut whether schri-ls selecte' inn-vaticns :,11 an inf:irnee 'rases. The

lack ';f any clear indication frcr. the jue-us rake it imrcssil,le frr us tr leter-

nine the appr-j-riateness rf rat cf the innrvaticns f -r the si:ccific schccls in

*hick they are used. :k.,wever, there are s interestinp ratterns in the re-

sprnsc rf the juef,as ane these are flscusse"riefly

LrAdnp rvcr the j...1d-es' res7.1cnses t- the ouestirn rf what tyre rf stu-

ecnt the inncvati-n wruld mst uuitc' frr (Ta7 le G.1) we can see that in

all 'tit tmr the cases at least half rf the julFes checked. the cateprry -all"

which may indicate that me arc nct dcalin:- with a Rrcup rf innrvatirns with

-nly a narrc' -f a2yr-q-riate us:. Th-,re arc alsr scme irtcrestinF 'at-

terns in the resr-nses of the ju-2res. Innrvati ns which iht generally re

classes, under tae hen din: rf 'teachiar rie.s rr ''iqechanical were nrre

likely checked as 7-ein: a12r-_Triatc. for 'average' rr 'Pelee average stu-
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TAiE G.1

DIST:U=017 CF USPC'SES TO QUESTICT

ON APPROPPIATEITESS OF in=ATIffs am TYPES OF STUD=

Type rf Student
for qhich Innovation

is.Mst Suitable

relou Al-eve

Innovations Av_ra,-c Averare Averare All 11*

Teachinc Tea :as 1 S.

Television Instructi-n 1 2 5

Prrramed Instructirn 3 1 5

Teaching Aachines 3 4

Language Lat-ratry 2 3 5

Telcphcne Amplification 2

Simulaticn anJ Gaming 1 1 7 9

Urn-graded ringram 2 1 7

Ccntinu -'us Prc3ress

Directed Study 1 1 4 4 lC'

Independent Study 7 2

Flexile Schedulinc 1 8

ack-to -:ack Schcdulin^ 1 7
9

Instructional Y.aterial Center 9 9

Resource Center 9

Schnel-within-Schrol 9

Opti,mal Attendance 7 1 U

*Final column represente-1. the total runber -f "umbers vary

because judges were allowed to
net all judges made a judpment

ral-c v-r: than rne

-n each inn-Nation.

orrice rne because
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2ents teaching, machines, i-n-grammed instructic n nne lanfaaic Lr-

t-arLntly the jueRes felt that such ipstructirnal tcchnicucs wrule rf more

use here than frr the ve average stuemts. These innrvatirns which were

-..rst frequently judp,ee as '.eing of greeter value frr the -a!:ove averare ctu-

:.:ents were innovatirns which require a commitment on thc part if the stueent

an' ;reef that they can !,e trustee: irecte' stuey, inilepeneent stu.'y ant' op-

ti-nal attendance. It seems tr us that here thc judges were res7rneing mere

tr nn image' of what an al-cve average' stueent is like (and assuminl: that

they are less likely a'use the privilees inherent in these innovations),

thon whether they wrule actually Fe -f greater cducetional value to them.

As was true with the judpest ratings rn the trje cf student for which

the innovations were most suite;', when the judges consieeree the inncvatirns

in terms of ty:c of schrrls, acre often than nrt, a fair proportion rf the

judges selected thc category -all (Ta'le G.2). However, a fair nue-cr cf the

judges alsc selected the catcprry rf hiF12 complexity -- indicating that in

their o;-ini-n sch-rls which already run a relatively complex progrnn can mcre

successfully ane more a:IventaEecusly intrreuce new proPrars. (As we have seen

in Chapter VI it is true that the more crmplex schrrls d inncvate at n higher

rate than these which rffer a small range r-f. courses.) In any case., it is

interesting n. to that it is primarily th-se inncvntirns which w-uld require

aeministrative vith re are tr 'rth teachers and students -- e.v.,

teaching teams, ineepene.ent stuc'y, flexi'-lc scheduling, school-within-schr,-1 --

that the judges felt were :nrst likely t- "c successful in mere cor:Aex schorla. -4, .
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TA-LF G.2

DISTaLUTPX: CT T7ETXS7c3 TO oursTioll

013 A2F20K,IATENEEE CF InN:TATUTS TYPFS OF SCFOOL9

Type of School
for Which Innovation

is Most Slited in Terms
of School Complexity

Innovations T 7!c:aium Ei-,h All TT

Teachins Teams 1 G 2 7

Televisin Instructicn 1 2 4 7

i!rogramre' Instruction 2 3 2 7

leachinF :!:chines 2 3 2 7

LnnRuags, Ler.rat-ry 1 3 3 7

Telephrne Amrlification 2 5 7

Simulaticn 3 4 7

C.rn-,racier'. 1 2 2 7

C:ntinurus Pr r-Tress 1 1 1 3
(

Directed Study 1 3 3 7

Tr'ecendent Sturdy 1 4 2 7

Flee:iL le Echedulinp 1 4 2 7

7ack-tr-rack Schedulinz 1 2 4 7

Instruction laterial Ccnter 2 7

;:escurce Center 1 2 4 7

Sch-sl-vithin-Sch--1 1 1 4 1 7

01,tional AttervInnce 2 3 2 7
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TA:LE H.1

PERCENT OF SCEOOLS WITF ET LEAST l'- STUDENTS

IN EXCESS OF CAPLCITY TY ILCIAL COMPOSITION

Percent of Schools with Major Overcrowdinp

Racial Composition (over 10f students in excess of capacity)

WHITE 547

(320)

WHITE INTEGRATED 51%
(122)

£LACK INTEGRATED 477
(41)

:LACK 417,

(117)

TAME H.2

PERCENT OF SCFOOLS WITH HMI INNOvATIOF RATES

(5 OR HOI.E) Y OVERCRODING AflD RAC ILL COMPOSITION

Overcrowdin*

N-

Percent
MINErt2 MAJOR

(11:' students (over 1-- students

Racial Composition or less) in excess) Difference

WRITE 51% 4:7

(147) (173)

WHITE INTEGRATED 32% 287 - 47
(59) (f3)

rucx INTEGRATED 532 427 -17%
(22) (1:)

LLACK 37% 54% +177
(6S) (40
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TABLE H.3

PERCENT OF SCHOOLS WITH HIGH INNOVATION

RATES (5 OR MORE) BY NUMBER OF SCHOOL SESSIONS

Number of Percent of Schools with High
School Sessions Innovation Rates (5 or more)

Single Session 45% 409

Double Session 44% 181
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I-1

TABLE I.1

PERCENT OF !XKOOLS (ACADEMIC, VOCATIONAL

AND COMPPEHEITSPIE) I" 10FICL EACE

OF THE INNOVATIO S IS IV USE

Innovations Academic Vocational Comprehensive

Teaching Teams* 39% 9% 447

Television Instruction 19% 22% 38%

Programmed Instruction 8% 17% 227

Teachinp Machines 207 107 17%

LancuaFe Laboratory 58Z 13% 72%

Telephone Amplification 47: % 8%

Simulation or Gamin 19% 20% 267

Hon-graded Pro rams* 197 177 26%

Continuous Prosress* 47! 24Z 20%

Directed Study** ..)

,-,..7

. 27% 30%

Independent Study*** 87 107 32%

Flexible Scheduling 8% 177 17%

Back to-Back Scheduling M 17% 327

Instructional Materials Center* 35Z 507 46%

Resource Center* 23-, 387 41%

School-within-School 15 207 117

Optional Attendanc,* 47 37 27

N = (24) (34) (514)

*High Quality Innovations

**Innovations most appropriate with above average students (cf. Appendix G).

** *High Quality and appropriAtc for above averaPe students.
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TAELE 1.2

SCHOOL SIZE EY SCHOOL FTICTION

School Function

School Size Academic Vocational Comprehensive

SMALL 19! 667 307

MEDIUM 44 25 41

LARGE 37 9 29

1007 1007 1007

= (26) (34) (514)

TABLE 1.3

PEPCEUT OF COMPREHENSIVE SCECOLS MTV

NIGH IUNOVATION RATES (5 OR MOFE)

EY SCHOOL SIZE

Percent of Schools with
Echool Size High Innovation Rates

SIMUL 407
(164)

MEDIUM 517
(227)

LALGE 457
(157)
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'::ALE /.[

?E'.:CETT CF SCFOOLS LDEOUE

PHYSICAL FACILITIF2 2Y SCHOOL FUPCTION

Percent of Schools with

School Function Adequate Facilities

Academic 337
(26)

Vocational 447
(34)

Comprehensive 437
(514)

TABLE 1.5

PEPCEZE OF SCHOOLS WIT! HIGH INNOuATION

'IATES (5 OF mo-n) EY ADEQUACY OF

PHYSICAL FACILITIES A! !D scaou FUNCTION

Adequacy of Fhysical Facilities

Scho,-,1 Function Inadequate Adequate

Academic 222 387

(18) (8)

Vocational 137 177

(16) (12)

Cemprehensivc k37 557

(234) (26E)
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TABU.] I.6

MUMBM OF GP DES BY SCHOOL SIZE

Number of Grades

School Size -Two or Three Four Five or Six

SMALL 30% 25% 387

MEDIUM 42 39 47

LARGE' 18 36 15

1007.

N = (262)

1007 100%

(27C) (67)

TABLE 1.7

Ilrer:11T OF SGTOOLS VITH HIGH

INNOVATION Rt.TES (5 Or. MO F) BY

SCHOOL SIZE ArD rurrr: OF GPADEE

Number nf Grades

School Size Two or Three Four Five or Six

SWILL 417 37% 44%

(77) (67) (25)

MEDIUM 547 417 597

(110) (100) (32)

LAP GE 507 397, 557

(69) (93) (9)
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TABLE

ITEMS USE1 TO CI'EATE
PrOGnAlf COMPLEXITY INDEX

ITEMS

G-21. Is remodial
laarua,e arts skillstrainiir offered for tenth graders

G-22. Is "advanced'
-;1. "honors"

Erw.lishofferer: in your school

Percent of Schools Including'
the Item in the Program

89Z

79'G-36. How mtny different foreign lan-uaresarc offered at the first year orberinninr level;

none
6%one
C7two

172three
267four
267five or more
167

G-40. It instruction in Enrlish as a second
ltni,uape offered in your school

227
G-41. Is an acceleration prorram in cooperationlith local colic -es and

universitiesoffered in ynur school
297

G-50. Are cooperative
work experience programs,jointly spottsored by the school and localbusinesses, offered at your school

G -51-

56. Is occupational
education for job entryskills in the

folic-win,: areas offeredat your school:

887

arriculture/horticulture
13'

business/commercial
367distributive occupations
707industrial occupations 667health
207home economics
537
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TABLE 1.9

PrOGRAM COMPLEXITY BY

ADEQUACY OF PRYSICAL FACILITIES

Adequacy of Physical Facilities

Program Complexity Inadequate Adequate

LOW (0 to 3) 3E7 367

MEDIUM (9 or 10) 29 35

HIGH (11 or more) 33 29

100% 1007

iT = (347) (313)

TABU? 1.10

PERCEVT OF SCHOOLS WITH EIGF

AWINISTRATOR-TEACPER RATIO

(1:10 OR LESS) EY SIZE

Percent of Schools pith Hirt'

School Size Administrator-Teacher Ratio

SMALL 417

(169)

MEDIUM 507
(23C)

LARGE 49% -

(162)
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TABLE 1.11

ADMINISTEATOK-TEACHER 11,\TIO EY SCHOCL FUKTION

School Function

Administrator-
Teacher Ratio Academic Vocational Conprehensive

HIGH 32% 337 287

MEDIUM 31 17 42

LOT! 37 50 30

1007 1007 1009

F. = (16) (12) (305)

TABLE 1.12

PERCENT OF COMPREHENSIVE SCHOOLS

WITH' HIGh INNOVATION 2ATES (5 OR MORE)

EY ADMINISTRATOR-TEACPET; RLTIO

Administrator- Percent of Schools with

Teacher Ratio Eiph Innovntion Rates

HIGH 577
(85)

MEDIUM 53%

(129)

LOW 47%
(91)
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APPENDIX J

SUPPLEMENTARY TABLES

FOR CHAPTER VII

(Excluding Autonomy Analysis)
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TABLE J.1

DISTRIBUTIOY OF SCHOOLS

BY PERCENT OF TEACHING STAFF

WITH AT LEAST AN M.A. DEGREE

Percent of Staff
with at Least
an M.A. Degree

Percent
of Schools

!umber

of Schools

0 - 20Z 97 58

21 - 307 21 130

31 - 40% 20 127

41 - 50% 21 129

51 - 607 16 101

617 or more 13 75

1007 (620)
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TABLE J.2

DISTRIBUTION OF SCHOOLS

BY MEAN LENGTH OF TEA' CFING EXPERIENCE

Mean Number of Years Percent Number
of Teaching Experience of Schools of Schools

4 or less 117 74

5 10 60

6 14 89

7 14 88

8 19 122

9 14 91

10 6 47

11 4 24

12 or more 5 36

100% (639)
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TAKE J.3

MEAN LENGTH. OF TEACHING EXPERIENCE BY PERCENT OF

TEACHIWG STAFF RITE AT LEAST AN M.A. DEGREE

Percent of Staff with
at Least an M.A. DEgree

Mean Length of LOW HIGH

Teaching Experience 12=40% (41% or morel

LOW (0-7 years) 60% 43%

HIGH (8 years or more) 40 57

100% 100%

N = (310) (300)

TABLE J.4

DISTRIBUTION OF SCHOOLS BY TEACHER TURNOVER

Average Yearly
Teacher Turnover

Percent
of Schools

Number
of Schools

0 - 5% 25% 164

6 - 10% 34 223

11 - 15% 22 143

16 - 20% 11 75

21 - 25% 5 36

26 - 30% 2 11

31Z or more 1 8

100Z (660)
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TABLE J.5

TEACKER TURNOVER kY RACIAL COMPOSITION

Percent of Schools with High
Racial Composition Teacher Turnover (11% or more)

WHITE 367

(321)

WHITE INTEGRATED 51%

(124)

BLACK INTEGRATED 54%
(41)

BLACK 45%
(119)

TABLE J.6

PERCENT OF SCHOOLS WITH HIGH INNOVATION RATES

(5 OR MOW BY TEACHEP TURNOVE-1,

TEACHER MORALE AND RACIAL COMPOSITION

TUITOVER

Low High

Morale

Racial Composition LOW HIGH LOW HIGh

WHITE 432 457 447 647

(16) (190) (27) (88)

WHITE IUTEGFATED * 28% 242 357

(8) (53) (29) (34)

BLACK INTEGRATED * 61% 47% *

(6) (13) (17) (5)

BLACK 18% 49% 487 45%

(11) (55) (31) (22)

-77%,-re are too few cases on which to base a percentage.
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TABLE J.7

RACIAL COMPOSITION OF SCHOOL STAFF

BY RACIAL COMPOSITION OF STUDENT BODY

Staff Racial
Composition* WHITE

Student Racial Composition

BLACKWHITE INTEGRATED FLACK INTEGRATED

WITE 992 93% 652 82

WHITE INTEGRATED 1 7 30 34

BLACK INTEGRATED -- 5 20

BLACK -- 38

1002 100% 100% 100%

N = (304) (125) (40) (128)

*Staff racial composition is defined in the same manner as student racial

composition: White: under 207 Black staff; White Integrated: 20-25X
Black staff; Black Integrated: 50-807 Black staff; Black: over 80% Black
staff.
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TEACHING STAFF AUTONOMY: ANALYSIS

In Chapter VII we discuss the problems surrounding our measure of the

autonomy of the teaching staff and our preliminary conclusion that, in fact,

there is relatively little autonomy granted to the teachers in urban school

systems. Here we would like to pursue the findings that emerged from our

rudimentary analysis of autonomy and its relation to innovation as well as to

several other teaching staff characteristics.

In Table K.1 we present the entire distribution of schools along the

variable as defined in Chapter VII. As we can see, there is very little varia-

tion among the schools in our population. In Table K.2 we show the relation

of autonomy to the number and quality of innovations adopted in schools. This

data indicates that the degree to which teachers are granted autonomy within

a school is related in a curvilinear manner to the adoption of innovations.

Although the differences are not large, the data suggest that some interme-

diate level of autonomy engenders the most innovative climate. Perhaps where

the teachers have very little autonomy they offer little in terms of sugges-

tions for innovation and, perhaps, when they have a great deal of autonomy,

they resist any demands from the administrative staff that they change their

teaching techniques.

Degree of autonomy of the teaching staff is more clearly, positively,

related to the proportion of innovations of high quality which are adopted in

a school. Presumably the staff can act as a good filter if they are given a

chance. Teachers may have more reliable instincts about which innovations

K-1 413
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TABLE K.1

DISTRIBUTION OF SCHOOLS BY TEACHER AUTONOMY

Teacher Autonomy:
Number of Decision
Areas for Which
Teachers have Responsibility

Percent

of Schools

Number

of Schools

None 9% 23

1 22 59

I 42 113

3 20 53

4 6 15

5 3 7

100% (270)

TABLE K.2

INNOVATION RATE AND PROPORTION OF FIGH

QUALITY INNOVATIONS ADOPTED BY TEACPER AUTONOMY

Teacher Autonomy:
Number of Decision Mean Proportion

Areas for Which Percent with Mean Number of of Quality

Teachers have High Innovation Innovations Innovations

Responsibility Rates (5 or more) Adopted Adopted (N)

LOW (0-1) 49% 4.4 39.7 (82)

MEDIUM (2) 53% 4.9 46.9 (113)

HIGH (3-5) 44% 4.8 47.7 (75)
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will work well than administrators who hpve net recently -- or never -- worked

with students directly in a classroom settinF.

The frequency with which the principal met with his administrative staff

was a variable which helped us understane the distribution of power and author-

ity within a school. Therefore we turn new to the same variable for the teach-

ing staff, anticipating that it will be positively related to innovation as it

indicates a greater willingness to explore and discuss ideas. In fact, this

is the case although the relationship is quite a weak one. Meetings between

teachers and principals are probably less often a forum for the exchange of

new ideas than meetings between the administrative staff an(. the principal

(Table K.3).

TABLE K.3

INNOVATION RATES AND PROPORTION OF

HIGH QUALITY INNOVATIONS ADOPTED BY

FREQUENCY OF TEACHING STAFF MEETINGS

Frequency
of Meetings

Percent with !loan Number of

High Innovation Innovations

Rates (5 or more) Adopted

Mean Proportion
of Quality
Innovations
Aeopted (U)

INFREQUENT
(1 or less a month) 45% 4.3 41.5 (60)

MODERATELY FREQUENT
(2 a tenth) 487 4.7 46.0 (186)

VERY FREQUENT
(3 or more a month) 53% 5.0 45.5 (113)

415



7

K-4

As we would expect, when the principals grant thc teachers more autonomy

they ere also likely to meet with them more frecluently meetings are necessary

to discuss policy when the distribution of authority is less highly central-

ized (Table Z.4). Examining the effects of the two variables (autonomy and

frequency of meetings) simultaneously on innovation discloses an interesting

finding (Table K.5). Reading vertically we note that although meetings may

be more necessary when there is a rentively high degree cf autonomy, the fre-

quency with which the principal meets wits his teaching staff has a positive

relaticn to innovation only under conditicns of low or moderate autonomy.

This suggests that when the teachers have not been granted autonomy the meet-

ings are necessary tc ensure that the staff has input into the innovation pro-

cess. Moreover, in thesz instances where the teachers have low autonomy but

the opportunity to interact with thc principal and discuss their ideas, the

most innovation takes place.

TABLE Y.4

FREQUENCY OF MEETINGS BY TRACEER AUTONOMY

Teacher Autonory

Frequency LOW mmum NIGH

cf .:ectinks (C-1) (2) (3-5)

INFREQUENT
(1 or less a month) 23% 13% 16%

MODERATELY FREQUENT
(2 a month) 46 55 58

VERY FREQUENT
(3 or mere a month) 31 32 26

100% 100% 100%

N = (82) (113) (75)
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TABLE K.5

PERCENT OF scons WITH EIG} INNOVATION

RATES (5 OR no 7.1,) BY FR7QUENCY OF MEETINGS

AND TEACHER AUTONOMY

Teacher Autonomy

Frequency LOW MEDIUM HIGH

of Meetings -1) (2) (3-5)

INFREQUENT

_(0

40% 39% 42%

(1 or less a month) (13) (13) (12)

MODERATELY FREQUENT 47% 51% 44%

(2 a ninth) (38) (63) (43)

VERY FREQUENT 57% 627 45%

(3 or more a month) (26) (37) (20)

There is very little difference in the degree of autonory granted to

teachers in schools by the degree to which the teachers are professional in

terms of training cr experience. A well-trained or highly experienced staff

can no more claim autonomy than a staff lacking these qualifications. !owever,

if we examine the effects cf experience and autonomy simultaneously on the

innovation rates in the school an interesting findin' emerges (Table R.6).

Although there arc very few cases, the data suggest that it is schools with

new teachers and low teacher autonomy which are the nost innovative: the new

teachers are open to su;:gestion and because they do not have a zjor impact on

administrative decisions, they offer little resistance. Conversely, it is

schools with highly experienced teachers ane a high degree of autonomy that

are the least innovative: these teachers effectively resist administrative

control over their actions and block change. 417
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TABLE K.6

PERCENT OF SCHOOLS WITH HIGF INNOVATION

RATES (5 ca MO-2) BY TEAMING STAFF ULMER

OF YEARS EXPERIENCE AND AUTONOMY

Teacher Autonomy:

Number of Decision
Areas for Which

Mean Number of
Years Experience

Teachers have LOW TIEDruu HIGH

Responsibility (1-5) (6-8) (9 or more)

LOW (0-1) 612 502 542

(31) (27) (24)

MEDIUM (2) 507 572 537
(44) (37) (32)

NIGH (3-5) 507 507 297

(30) (24) (21)

Deerec of autonomy grard7t0Nteachers differs by the racial composition

of the school (Table K.7). *The"internal decision- makinC structure of the

White schools is most highly decentralized just as the school systems in which

they ere located are likely to be decentralized. The converse is true of the

Black schools: a hicji c:c3ree of centralization at the school system level is

mirrored in the internal decision - caking structure. Unfortunately there are

too few cases for us tc fully pursue the relationships between autonomy and

innovation within each of the fcur types cf schools (Table K.8). In the

White schools the same curvilinear relationship between innovation and auton-

omy As found as in the entire population. In the White Integrated schools

there is a similar relationship althouch there it is the schools with high

teacher autonomy that have cons'Aerably lower innovation rates. At present

we cannot draw any conclusions from these findings.
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TEACHER AUTONOMY BY RACIAL COMPOSITION

Racial Composition

Teacher Autonomy

LOW
(0-1)

MEDIUM
(2)

HIGH

(3-5)

WHITE 30% 38 32 100% (148)

WHITE INTEGRATED 22% 46 32 100% (48)

BLACK INTEGRATED 29% 68 3 100% (23)

BLACK 30% 51 19 100% (41)

TABLE K.8

PERCENT OF SCHOOLS WITH HIGH INNOVATION

RATES (5 OR MORE) BY TEACHER AUTONOMY

AND RACIAL COMPOSITION

Racial Composition

Teacher Autonomy

LOW
0-11

MEDIUM
(2)

HIGH
(3-5)

WHITE 48% 57% 49%

(48) (49) (51)

WHITE INTEGRATED 367 41% 13%

(11) (22) (15)

BLACK INTEGRATED 57% *

(7) (16) (0)

BLACK 54% 52% *

(13) (21) (7)

*There arc too few cases on which to base a
percentage.

AIP 419


