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THE EFFECTS OF MINI~SCHOOL SIZE ON THE ORGANIZATION
AND MANAGEMENT OF INSTRUCTION

INTRODUCTTOH ) . -

One of the current “reforms" suggested for the improvanene of educatio;
is the ¢reation of smaller schools austensibly to decrease étudgnt aliene;
tion and increase the amount of program diversity (Coleman, 1974; Martin,
1974; Browm, 1973). To date litgle research has actually been undertaken
to determine whether smgller eized schools do in fact provide the positive -

) »

educational benefits ascribed to them. _ s
A study of the Alum Rock Voucher Demoristration provides an opportunity
to investigate the effects of different sized schools, singe ome of its .

major results was to create new smaller declslon—making units called Y

“mini-schools" within the participating-elementary sehools. .

As a result of Alum Rock's particlpatlon 1n the Voucher Demonstration,
teachers and principals in_ participating elemenLary schools determlned hoq ’
many and yhat type of programs their school éould offer. Parents had 43
mini-schools in six schools the first year oi the demonstratlon'and 51
mini-schools in 13 schools during the second and third year of the experid‘
ment from which to choose the.educational program their children would
attend. Slmultaneously with €he creation of mini—schools, decisiondmaklng
was decentralized from the district to the minifschool. Mini-school teachers
were responsible‘for making budgetary, curricular,. and general policy .
decisions for their mihi*échool. ’ B

Aside from its other novel features, {e.g. creation of an educational

"market”), Aium Rock can ¥e construed as an organizational intervention in

whith teachers organize fthemselves into different sized work units or
mini-schools to provide Warious kinds of educational programs. This paper
diséusses.whether and in|what ways the size of these mini-schools affect

*
how teache¢rs organize and, manage instruction.

* ‘ »
Other effects of "the voucher demonstration - such as decentralizatiom, .

the diversily of.program offerings, and parcnt choice ~ on the organization
and management of instruction, are discussed in Roger Rasmussen, et al,
Organization, Management, and Incentives in the Alum Rock Schools, WN-9244-

NIE, Rand Corporation, Santa Monica, California, February, 1976.
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URDERLYING THEORY AID GUIDANCE HYPOTHESES

The experimental research literature on small groups indicates that

members interact and participate more frequently and more equally in groups
that are small (Kelly and Thiebaut, 1954; Bales and Borgotta, 1955; Taylor
and Faust, 1952). It has been -found that smaller groups ar?2 subject to .
ore intense peer pressure and therefore exhibit greater intragroup homo-
geneity of artitudes and behavior (Betz, D., 1972). They are alscv marked
by greater group cohesiveness and more frequent amicability among individual
. group members (Katz, 1949; Larsoa, 1949). Members also appear to become
less speclalized -~ that is, they tend to function in a wider range of
activities - in small group contexts {Barker and Ba:kers, 196la, 1961b;
Wright, 1961). Also, they conceive of their roles more bfoadly {Thomas, 1959).
Whereas the results of small group research suggest that a group’s
size directly affects member satisfaction and attitudes, research on
organizational behavior suggests that group size may affect these outcomes\
y only indirectly. According to this perspective, organizational size affects
member participatioﬁ and satisfaction by setting limits on communication,
- contfol, role specializationr, and coordination processes {Indik, 1965). It
is these factors, then, which are‘presumed to directly structure the quality "
of interpersonal relationships within the organization.

Support for the indirect effect of group size on membar satisfaction
is also found in the literature on tean teaching. Bredo, in his investiga-
tibn of collaborative relationships on teaching teams fourd that although
communication and inLerdependencé among Leachers were greater in smaller
teams,(it was *these intervening variables rather than group size which
directly affected teacher morale {Ecuno, 1975).

The research £indings from these three bodies of literature are a
legitimate source of guiding hypotheses which can bé tested with -the Alum
Rock mini-school data. The specific hypotheses to be examined are:

Hypothesis 1: Degree of role specialization is positively

associated with mini-school size.

Hypothesis 2: Degree of interaction among’teachcrs is

negatively associated with mini-school size.
liypothesis 3: Degree of corgensus about mini-~school policy

is negatively associaced with mini-school size,
llypothesis 4: Staff cohesiveness and satisfaction are

negatively assoeiated with mini-school sizé.
]

- ERIC :
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If we ascume that greater interaction among teachers, greater consensus

about program policy and greater cohesiveness and satisfaction are desirable
outcones, and if we find that these outc&mes are more ofgen found in smaller-
siQed decisionmaking units, then we can suggest that unit size itself is a
posltive and important policy variable, to be considered along with decentrali-
ization, program diversity, and parent .choice in the design of a multiple
options system.

Alternatively, . we may find that teachers wc.king in smaller mini-
schools may face a unique set of problems. They may experience uncertainty
about the continued existence of their mini-schpoi if enrollments vary
considerably. Or they may feel overwhelmed by larger programs in the
school. Thus there may be some negative aspects to teachirg in a smaller
mini~-school, which school manﬁgers may need t0 be aware of when running
programs of different sizes. ’

In addition to the hypotheses about size which have been suggested
by previous research, one ?ther question of potential policy interest

will be addressed in this section:

.r/
Question 1: 1Is the depree ef parent involvement significantly

related to mini-school size?

&

PATA BASE
Two questionnaires were administered to teachers, one in March,
1975 (Winter 1975 Teacher Survey) and the other in May, 1975 (Spring, .

1975 Teacher Survey). All second, fourth and six gradﬁ teachers in Alum
Rock wcre given the Winter Teacher Survey. This questionnaire concerned
teacher's classroom practices. Teachers were asked to describe such .
things as grouping practices, use of aides, the amount of time they

spent teaching different subjects and the curriculum materials they

used. The Spring, 1975 Teacher Survey, administered annually to all

Alum Rock Teachers by the Rand Corporation, elicited attitudinal information
about working in AIum Rock Schools. The overall response rate for this
questionnaire was 89% for voucher teachers and 847 for non-voucher teachers.
The third dacg source this study draws upon was a seri;s of interviews
conducted with 24 mini-school coord?nators in a representative sample

of Vouclier Demonstration schools.

1]
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For operational purposes, we define "'small" mini~schools as those with
one to four teachers; "“mcdium’ mini—scﬁools, between five and seven teachers;
and "large" mini-schools, greater than seven teachers. These categories
provide a reasonably balanced trichotomization of the 51 mini-schools in

Alvm Rock as ghown in Table 1. ,
TABLE 1 K
: - 0
NUMBER OF MINI-SCHOOLS IN EACH CATEGORY OglMINI—SCHDOL SIZE

. Small Medium Large Total

- -

17 20 14 51

-

* ' ; ‘
Data on number of mini-schools is for year 3 (1974-75) of the
Voucher Demonstration. . .

MINI-SCHOOL SIZE AND ROLE SPECIALIZATION
/ To measure the degree of role specialization, our sample of mini-

school coordinators was asked to report who in the mini-school was respon;
thfgklg foi each of five major activities: budget, curriculum, discipline,

dealing with parents, and realtiuns with other mini~schools. A crude scale
_was constructed by assigning a score of 1 to a response indicating that

Ywc ell share™; 2 if “each teacher does his/her own"; 3 if "a specific

teacher is responsible'. .

The data in Tables 2a and 2b show that the relationchip betvween mini-
school size and role épeéializatioﬁ is extremely task dependent. For
example, most mini-schools, regardless of size, delegate ;esponsibility
for budget and coordination with other miri~schools: in 18 of the 22
sample mini-schools one person is in charge of the budget; in two-thirds,

ore person handled relations with other mini-schools (see Table 2a).
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Table 2a

RELATIONSH1T BETWEEN MINI-SCIl0Ol SIZE AND ROLE SPECIALIZATION
- Ik BUDGET ALD COORDLNATION WITH OTHER MINI-SCHOOLS

—

| ; School Size ’
) Role All
‘Task Specialization - Small Medium Large Sizes
Budget Share ) 172 22% 14% | 18% (4)
. Fach does own 0 ' o .0 0 (o) &  °
_ Specific teacher 83% 177 86% | 827 (18)
. Total* 1007% (6) 100% (9) 100%(7)100% (22)
Relations withi Share 33% 25% , 257 8% (5)
other mini- Each does own 0 0 257 6% (1)
schools Specific teachcr 66% 154 507 {67% (12)
Total* 100% (6) 100% (8) 1007 (4)100% (18)

' _ .
The total summed percentage may not equal 100% due to rounding. A

The technicalities of the Incofle=Outgo budget and the time reguired
to mas&er and maintain knowledge of it makes role specialization in bud-~
.getary matters more efficient than sharing. In fact, mini-school coordina-
tors éyen report that these functions were assumed by the prircipal or
vice-principal in some schools. Yet, coordinators report that for large
expenditure decisions, gfgup consensus is more typical. Role specializa-
tion in fiscal matters, then may be confined more to monitoring tnan to
actual decisionmaking, : T
The remaining three activities--curriculum, discipline, and relationms
with parents~-have traditionally been matters within the domain of the
individual teacher. We would expect teachers either to maintain this
traditional role or to break out of it and move toward an overall sharing
of each others' responsibilities. Therefore, role specialization is not
) expected in these three areas. Refetence to Table 2b corroborates these
expectations. Teachers either "do their own thing” (mwost often in the
large mini-schools) or share émost often in the small mini-schools). Role

specialization is reported infrequently.

. L
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Table 2b

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN MINI-SCHOOL SIZE AND POLE SPECIALIZATION
IN CURRICULL, DISCIPLINE AND RELATIONS WITH PARENTS

’ SchosT Siza™
. Role
Task Specialization Spall | Medium Large All Sizes
Curriculun | Share 83% 66% - 42% " - 64%. (14)
<| Each does own , — 33% 427 287 (6)
Specific teacher | 17% -— "1 147 . 97 (2)
. " Total® 100% (6) 1100% (9) |100% (7) 100% (22)
Discipline | Share _ 837 22% 25% 417 (9)
Each does own 17%° . 78% ‘Nz . 60% (13)
Specific teacher | - — - . 0.0% (19)
Total¥* 160% (6) 11062 (9) [ 100% (73 10072 (22)
Dealing Share 83% - LY —_ 437 (9)
with Each does own 17% 447 66% 437% (9)
Parents’ Specific teacher | ~— - 127% 33% 145 (3) -
. Total* 1007 (6) {1005 (9) | 1007 (6) 1007 (21)

- . -

. - . . .
The total summed percentage may not edual 1097 due to rounding.

HINI—éCHOOL SIZE AND TEACHER INTERACTION
Ié\ﬁs hypothesized that teachers in smaller mini-schools moxe

- /

frequéntiy discuss teaching among themselves, plan lessons together, and
meet with each other more frequently than teachers ir larger mini-schools.
Teachers®' responses to three questions on the Winter 1975 and

Spring 1975 teacher surveys were used to measure teacher interaction:

1. "Do you usually plan lessons or activities by yourself,
: %
or do you plan them jointly with other teachexrs?"

*From Winter 1975 Teacher Survey - {(Response options were: Usually
by myself = 1; usually with others = 2.) a mini-school's median response
was taken as a measure of teacher planning, referred to hereafter as
"Plan together.”




2. "How frequently do you discuss educational matters
. . *
(techniques, etc.) with teachers in your mini~schcol?"
3. "How often do teachers in your mini-school hold staff

*% )
meetings?" : i . .

.-

The data in Table 3 indicate that each of these teacher interaction
significantly related to mini-school size. Teachers in smaller mini-
schools are more likely to plan lessons or activities together, are likely
to hold staff meetings more frequently and are likely to discuss teaching
moxe frequeritly Ehan their counterparts in larger wini-schools. .A total
interaction scalé, constructed to summarize these three variables (a = .70),
also is significantly related to mini-school size.

The raltionships Setween mini-school size and the teacher interaction
variables are displayed more fully in Tables 4, 5, and 6.
teachers in medium and large mini-schools hold meetings only occasionally
during the month. Planning together occurs much more often in small and
medium sized mini-schools than in the larger ones. Finally, on the average
teachers discuss educational issues with each other daily in small mini= '
schools, occasionally during the week in medium sized mini-schools and ongce

a week or less in large mini-schools.

F

Although the correlations between mini~school size and the teacher
interaction variables are statistically significant, size only accounts
for a small percentage of the variance in each of these variables -—w- -—
(discussing~~15%; planning--12%; meeting~-14%). ‘

% ,

From Winter 1??5 Teacher Survey - (Response optioms were! several
times a day = 1; daily = 2; several times a week = 3; about once a week =
43 once or twice a month = 5; less than once a month = 6; seldom or never

= 7.) A mini-school’s median response defines the teacher interaction
measute called "Discussing." f

K%
From Spring 1975 Teacher Survey - (Response options were: daily = 1;
several times a week = 2; about one a week = 3; once or twice a month = 43
leas than once a montk = 5; seldom or never = 6.) A mini-school’'s median

response defines the teacher interaction variable we call "Me¢iing."
) .

.- 9
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. Table 3 . |
Y
CORRELATION MATRIX OF MINI-SCHOOL SIZE AND
TEACHER INTERACTION VARIABLES
interaction Variables 1 2 3 4 — Size
1. Plan tpgether 1.00 _— e R
2. Meeting 48| 2,00 | - | o~ ] -3
3. Discussing - ag® | 4P| 10 -~ | -.39®
4, Total interaction . o c
scale .67° 1 .80% .73%) 1.00 | -.35%
% .05 )
bp .01
> .001 —
s . .
‘ -
»
‘Thble 4

RELATIONSHIY BETWEEN MINI-SCHOOL SYZE Agﬁ
FREQUENCY OF MINI-SCHOOL STAFF MERTING

- Mind~School Size \

Frequency of Staff

Meetings Small Medium Large All Sizas _
More than onece a__ |, . _ _ _ ___{___ . - ) “

week 60% 20% . 8% 297 (14)
Once a week 40% 60% 627 547 (26)
Less than once a . - o .

« week = 20% © 317 1177 (8)
] . ’ 7 .
Total 100Z (13) 100% (20) 100%.(13) 100% (48)

8 =-,37 p < .05, x-square = 13.06% p < .04.
*The total summed percéntage may not equal 100% due to rounding.




~ s ) Table 5

RELATiéNSHIP BETWEEN MINI-SCHOOL SIZE AND WHETHER TE%CHERS
WORK E;EHZOTHERS TO PLAN LESSONS AND ACTIVITIES™- )

- - [

‘Mini-School  Size
Planning T
Small Medium Hiafge All Sizes
‘Plan by self 29% 37% %gz 45% (17)
Plan with Others nx ' 637 33% , | 55% (21)
Total * 100% (7) | | 200% (19) { 100% (12)' | 100% (38)

& = =34 p < .05, 1
! d
* 1 1
The totsl summed percentage may not equal 100% due to rounding.
' . ” T

3

[

e

“\. - | e

Ta.ble 6 -,

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN MINI-SCHOOL SIZE ANR FREQUENCY
TEACHERS DISCUSS EDUCATIONAL ISSUES2

How Often Teachers |~ Mini-School Size ./
Discuss Educational } - —
Issues Small Meddum F Large All Sizes
. / h
More thandaily ' |  STX,(4) | 214 (&) 57 (3 | 29%
Several times a week 29% (2) 477  (10) 332 (&) 137 16)
Once a weck or less 14% (1) 327  (5) 42% (5 297 (11)
. .
Total 1002 (1) 1002 (19) 100% (12) 1007 (38)
a = .35 p < 105. i ¥

Y
%
The total summed percentage may not equal 100% due to rounding.
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MINI~SCHODL SI/I:. AND PPOGRAH COORDINATION .- -

C It is hypothesized tbat teachers working in smallexr mini-schools more
f:kquently adhere Lo 2 common policy sbout standards of student behavior. '
teaching methods, grouping of students, énd the-way_students are treated,
We have operaticnalized program coordinat.on using reéponqcs to the :
following question from the Winter 1975 Teacher Survey: -

, _ n - i _ S )
“Do teachers in your mini-school follow a curmon policy reg&rding.
what students are expected tu learn, what teaching mguhods s ould
be used, how studPntS are to be prouped; and standards of students’
behavior?"*

' ’ ¥

Zero oxper correlations (Table 7) indicate that all the commun policy
questions dre aegatively correlated with size, but the only significant
correlatlonuis betwecn®size and teacher cxpectatipqs about what students
are expected to learn (r = —42, p < .001); Becauéé the four mcasures of
program.coordinaLicn are significantly 1nterrela£;d,_they war¢ combined
tpgether to form &8 common poliecy scale (; = ,80) which is significantl&
and negatively correlated with program size. ‘ ‘

Multiple regression analyscs were performed to determine how size
and program coordination are ansoclated.” Small BChObigéize may be onlf g
ReCcessary not a suf{iclent causal factor of program coordinaticn, Perhaps
a high level of interaction among Leachers 1s'necessary for stafis to agree
on certain policies. If thigs were the case wWe would expect the interaction
variables {planning together; discussing teaching and holding staff meelings
frequently) to play an intervening role between school size ﬁq? pProgram
coordination. An cxogenous variable othey than_sghhol size likely to
affect Lhe existence of common poiiéies is whether ayschool is an element-—
ary or middie school (vatiable = Elemgntary: 1 = elementary: 2 = middle).
Middle school teachers, given'the abé&nce of. self~contained class&s and
the existence of subject matter departmentalization miphl be expected to

report less program coordination.

L]

%
Response options: there is no common policy > 15 most follow a cummon
policy = 25 all follow a common poliecy = 3.

12 ‘ .

)
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lable 7

REEATION T ~ 00

TWILON MINI-SCHGOL SIZE, FOUR MLASURES- OF
PPU‘uui C\-'\- Jj :

ALIGHL, JwiD THE COInioN FOLICY SCALE

{rasures =f Corzan kol;c" i 2 3 4 Size

Corscon nclic"' learrving {1} 1.00 - - - -.42¢

Lormen policys  teaching - ) ' - -
- nztheds {2) 765 | Lo -— - -.18

Covson pelinc: grivping (3) WS AR B — -.17

Comeon poljct:  atwddnt . . b

belavlcr {(4) .53 .50 .37 1.00 .24
Cormon ﬁolic" scale (5) .87° .82? .76° 17 ~-.33

,

®p.x 65 by < Lo1; % < o0l

Table § 1isps the sinple corrclations of these variables with the
coﬁﬁan’palicy scale. All the interaction wariables and the two exogenous
variasbles are significanily related to program coordination.
The first regression amialysis indicates that the direct effect of mini-
schoel size on CONSENSAS about mini~schouvl policies is negliglble (see Figure C
. 1). There isg however. an Indirect effect of mini-school size mediated
. throurh the Interaction variables, which iz equal to -.19. Therefore, the
valuz of the simple corrclation bctwqpn.m;ni-school size and the common 1
policy scale {r = «.33) is due in part to the indirect effect of increased
interaction which cccure in smaller mini-schools rather thazfto the effect
of mini~school sife, per se. The anzlysis aleo shows that elementary mini-
schuols are in fa2ct more likely to have teacher consensus about educational
ptlicies. This simple nocel accounte for 44 percent of the variance in the

copmon policy scale.
" Y conducted 2 second and similar analysis to determine which of the

interaction varizbles were most related to the establishment of teacher
- concensus about mini~schonl policies, The results of this analysie are R

schepaticslly showe Jn FIg. 2. By incorporating the individual interaction -

, - 13
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Table 8

v
CORRELATIONS OF VARIABLLS RELATED
TOTHE COM0% POLICY SCALE

Mini~school size -.33°% - Y
School type -.35a )
Planning .66°
Discussing .Bﬂb
Meeting - .57°¢
Total interaction
scale .62°
ap < ,05
bp < .01
¢
P < 001
Contextual Teacher Interaction
Variavles VYariables
.54°
Total Interaction Scale
a
-.35 _ .
Mini-school size - .08 .
: CONE{ON POLICY SCALE
a N {447)
Elementary = -.24 : : 4

s p—

Fig. 1-~Schematic of Variables Affecting the Existence of -
. Common Policies (a =p < .05; b = p < ,01)

-
-

{
variables—-planning and meeting-—along wgth the contextual variables of

" pifi-dchesl Size and school type, we account for 60 percent of the variance

§
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Contextual Teacher Interaction
Yariables Variables
) ) a2 -
Hinitschool > Meeting .
size .
- , ) +.52° .
Elementary -.393._> Planning : .332 5 COM20N POLICY SCALE
- (40%) - (60%) i
— = 33‘a T L1 ) ’

k|

Fig. 2--Schematic of Variables Affecting the Existcnce
of Common Policies (a = p < .01; b=p < .001)

Figure 2 indicates several things. As in oux previous anaiysis, the
high siqplelcorrelation between mini-school size and the common policy scale. N
(r = ~33) {s not due to the direct effect of mini~school size (§ = .02). o
Rather it is due In part to the fact that smaller mini-schools tend to
hold meetings more frequently, resulting in the adherencq of a éommon R
sat'of policies. The fact that more meelings lead to wmore joint'planning,
which in-:;:n rasults in common policieé, also contributes to ;he size-
common ﬁblicy relationship.

Opposed to the gffect of school size is that of school type, which has -
both a direct and indirect effect on thé common policy scale. First, teachers
in elementary schools are ‘more 11ke%§ to agreé about mini-school policies as
the high value of the standardized b coefficient indicates (B = ~-.32). Middle
sghool teachers, because they meet more frequently than their counterparts‘in
elemeﬁtafy schools,‘should tend to agree.on mini-school policies. But because
middle schools do less joint planning in their meetings (r = -=,39), the -
agenda of junior high mini-scﬁool staff meetings may ha:e.little to do with
the topics measured by our common pglicy scale. In short, two cenflicting

processcs=~more frcqqent meetings and less attention tO plann}ng and ;heir : &

respective links to common policies-—~balance each other out in middle

schools. As a result, the path coefficient between school type and the com- s

" mon policy scale appruﬁimates their simple correlation, reflecting the pure

azsoclation between elementary school minj=-school staffs agreeing on and




their adherence to commoﬁ policies about educational matters.

Ovcfa11, our findings suggest that size is an important str¥uctural
source of diffrrences in ywhat transpires within the mini-schools. But
because these findings must be bracketcd in methodological caveats, they

They assume the weak causal ordering of the variables

-

are only suggestive.

as diagramzed and ignore possible feedback effects.
- / -

HIRI-SCHOOL SIZE AND TEACHER ATTITUDES

In this section we investigate how mini-school size affects teacher

attitudes. In this section, we analyze two additional sources of data.
the first comprises reports of coordinators in our nini-school sample.
These reports give an indication of hot school size is related to

problens the coordinator's enEountered, teacﬁer loyalty, and preferred
mini—~school size. The second source consists of data from a Work Environ-
ment Scale in the Spring 1975 Teacher Survey, HE use these data to show
the effect mini-school size has on teachers' perceived cohesion, perceived

innovation, and satisfaction with the Voucher Demonstration. .

L3

Analvsis of Data From Coordinator Reports

Mini-school coordiﬁators reported four types of prcblems they faced

during the past school year: personality, budget, enrollment, and Srgani-

zation, The distribution of responses by’s.:hool size are shown in Table 9

Owing to small cell sizes, we cannot differentiate among size ca;egories

by problem type, but it is evident that the small mini-school's have the

lowest frequency of problems reported. For, all school sizes, the most fre-

quently cited problem has to do with interpersonal relationships within mini-

schoolé. -t

We algo asked mini-school coordinators whether the primary allcgiance
of the teachers in thelr mini—schoolhlay with the school or just the ‘mini~
*  school. Data shown in Table 10 show that loyalty to the mini-&choo% itself
occurs most. Lrequently among teacherd in. the small mini=schools. .
Finally, the coordinalors were asked what they considered the fideal
size of a mini-school. The distribution of responses, shown in szlc %i;_:

reveals a tendency for teachers in small or medium size mini~schools to

16 o
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Table 9 ~ -

THE RELATIOUSHIP BLLWEES SCHOOL SIZE AMD TYPE OF PROBLEMS
: - REPORTED BY MIKI-SCHOOL COORDINATCRS IN SCHOOLS OF EACH SIZE

T ~—— School Size -
Report of
Problem Small Medium Large All Sizes
No problem 43% - 20% | 19.0% (4) .
Personality 29% 13% 60% 29.0% (6}
Budget - 387% 20% 19.0% (4)
Enrollment 29% 137% — 14.0% (3)
Org. prob. - 387 - 14.0% (3)
. Total | 100% (D) 100% (8) 100% (5) | 1007 (20)
’ Table 10

RELATIONSRIP BETWEEN MINI~-SCHOOL SIZE AND LOYALTY TO ;HE
MINI-SCHOOL AS REPORTED BY MINI-SCHOOL COORDINATORS

. School Site
Loyalty :
Small Medium Large All Sizes
To Mini- : '
school 85.7% (67 507 (4) 12.5% (1) 47.8%Z (11)
To School | 14.3%7 (1) | s07 (S) 87.5% ¢4 52.2% (12)

3 = .68 P < .001, y-square = 8,04 p < ,02 with

regard the size of theilr present school as iéeal: The teachers in large

size mini-schools, however, clearly exhibit the opposite tendency, faYoring

schools with a,staff of from five to seven teachers. It appears that there

is a disjuncture between actual_and idcai mini-school size only for teachers
I -4n-the large mini~schools. . . . o - L
Once again, the evidence suggests that problemsLencountered,_tcachcr '

___ . .-loyalty, and preferred size of work group are all negatively related, to

mini-school slze. The data also indicates that regardlcss of school size

teachers frequently report problems in getting along gith their peers.

| ‘ Q - ; ) - 17
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TABLE 11

. RELATIONSHIP BETIWEEN MINI-SCHOOL SIZE AND MONI-SCHOOL
COORDINATORS REPORT OF IDEAL MINI-SCHOOL SIZE3

School Size . : S
Ideal School Small Hedium Large Total
Size 2-4 5-7 Pz
Small {3-4) 62.47 14.3% - 28.6% (6)
Medium (5-7) 25.0% 85.7% 83.3% 61.97 (13)
Large (7+4) 12.5% — 16.7% "9,5% (2)

- a ?\.46 p < .04 x-square = 9,3 p < .05 with 4 df,

Analysis of Data - {rom the Spring 1975 Teacher Survey _
The final set of attitudinal data measure teachers' perceptions of
1

cohesion énd innovation within their mini-school and the determinants of

satisfactioq‘with the voucher demonstration.

Cohesion, As the correlations in Table 12 indicate, high cohesion®
among mini~school teachers is related to high teacher interaction, frequent
discussions about educational matters, agreements about mini-school policy,
whether teachers teach in an elementary schbol, and how long a school has
been in the demonstration, _

Multiple regression was used to identify which variables most signi-
ficantly and directly affect cohesion. A plousible model suggested by the .

data, acoounting for 5C percent of the vaﬁiancé in cohesion, is shown in

Fig. 3.%* : . " :

*Perceived tohesion within mini-schools was measured by asking teachers
to respond true or false to each of the following¢questions about their.

mini-school.

People g0 out of their way to help a.new staff member feel comfortable.
The atmosphere is somewhat impersonal.

Staff nembers—do things together—after work, — — ———omm

-People take a personal interest in each other. ’

cC oo O

Responses to these questions were colibined to form a cohesion scale

{a="8%) measuring in effect how well teachers within a mini-school get
along. v ‘

**paths not shown were found to be insignificant but are included in T
]

\ . .18 - | :
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. TABLE 12

CORRELATION OF COHESION WITH CORTEXTUAL,
INTERACTION, AND COMMON POLICY VARIABLES

- Contextual
-Mini-~school size =17, )
Elementary -.35b -
Participation .43
Interaction a
Discussing . .50c
Meeting .49c
‘ :Total Interaction Scale .58
. Common Policy Scale .48°
’ 3 < .05 —
bp < ., 01 ) ’ A
°p < .00L ’ g
K
Contextual Teacher behaviox Teacher petceétiSns
_variables ° variables * Lo .
v ' -
- a a a
. .35 - .36 i
Size Total ;Ezi:action——— COHESION
. (50%) -
a 1_59 /."
. Comron policy ‘ : 1.
! o ) §cale ‘ ’ N
(40%) . ) .
Participation ..39b

Fig. 3--Schematic of Variables Affecting Cohesion
(a=p< .05 b=p< .0l; ¢c=p<.001)

.,

.o : [y . .
. According to this model, teachers' perceptions of cohesion are directly
related to Lhelr interaction and to the establishment of cornroon poliéies, as

well as indirectly to common policies estéﬁlisﬁ%d thyough high interaction.

N

N y

the total model. Size, total interaction, common policy scale, school typg
and participation were ysed Lo predict cohesion. Size, total interaction,
school type and participation were used to predict the common policy scale.

r

-
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_ $ize has no direct effect oa coiizsion, but still serves to provide_
an environmen; in which high teacher interaction can occur. The one con-~
textual verizble direetly affecting teacher cohesion is the length of time
a school has participated in the vouchef,demonstration. This suggests
either that cohesiveness among teachers takes time to develop or that the
initial voucher schools contained faculties which were moré cohesive than
the later joining schools. 4

Innovacion. The correlations in Table 13 indicaté that innovatfon®
1s significantly associated with two of our three contextual variables
{participation and school type), all the interaction variables- {except

planning), the comucn policy scale, and cohesion. The same table indicates,
however, that these relationships are ill substantially reduced by con~

trolling. for the effact of cohesion.

Table 13

CORRELATION OF INNOVATION SCALE WITH ASSOCIATED VARTABLES AND
PARTIAL CORRELATIONS, CONTROLLING FOR COHESION

Simple . Partial Correlation,
Correlation Controlling for Cohesion

Contextual Variable

Mini~school size ~.17 .~ =.14

Participation 438 .06

Elementary ~.35b ~.28
Interaction Variables

Discussing .50% A7

Planning .27 . .28

Meeting ~ L4gb .03

Total interaction scale ,5gb .25
Common policy scale .48P : .16
Cohesion .56b -

8 < ,01

b

op < .001,

. e L — e .. ,;
*Perceptions of innovation were measured by asking teacheis to respond — ———-—

true or false to each of the following questions about their mini~schools.
o Doing things in a different wav is valued.

. 20 .
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This means that cohesion incorporates much of the varlance of both
the contextual variables {especially length of participation in the demon-
stration) and the teacher behavio:r variables (interaction and common policy).
This is not particularly surprising since most of these variables were
used to predict cohesion and did so to a significant extent (see Fig. 3).
Although cohesion accounts for only 30 percent of the vari;nce in inﬁovation,
add$rg any of the variables above increases the amount of explained vari-
"ance by only 10 percent. ~

In sum, mini~séhool size appears to influcnce innovation only indircctly
through 1ts effect on teacher Intcraction. The cstablishwent of common polii-
. cles and teacher interaction both coniribute positively to the degree of
cohesion teachers perceive in their mini-schools. If such cohesion exists,
then teachers ate Jikely to be willing to experiment with novel educatio;al
techniques.,

1

Satisfaction with Vouchers. When teachers were asked how pleased or

displeased they were abuut participating in the voucher, demonstration, two—
thirds reported they were éither very pleased'or plgaéed.* Two sets of
variables and ome contextual variable (participation) are all significantly
related to teacher satisfaction with the Voucher Demonstration (see Table 14).

L]

The first set of variables has to do with enroliment. All Alum Rock
teachers were asked the following three questions:

o Do you feel that instabllity of class enré}iments has been a
problem in the demonstration this year? (Variable = median per-
cent responding 'Yes, a major problem" for each mini-school.)

o Some people have suggested that under the voucher demonstration
teacher$ are competing to get students into their programs. Is
there such competition at your school? (Variable = median percent

responding "yes, a great deal” for cach mini-school.)

o New and different ideas are always being tried out.
o This mini-school would be one of the first to try out new ideas.
o Variety and change are not particularly lmportant. -

e ¢ e e A e e — A e L T 2 . ———— . A————— i W ian o a . —
Responses to these questions werc combined to form an innovatidn.scale
(¢ = .61) measuring the extent Innovaticn is valued and eXercised.

* .
Spring 1975 Teacher Survey - there were 5 possible responses: very
pleased (1), pleased (2), somewhat displeased (3), very displeased (4},

.‘ ' FRIC ~ indiftérent (). - , 21
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o lHas your mini~school ever had any worries about Eaintaining the
desired level of student enrollment? (Variable = median percent

responding "yes" in each mini-school.

Table 14

-~

CORRELATIONS OF TEACHER SATISFACTION WITH CONTEXTUAL,
ENROLLMENT AND WORK ENVIRONMENT VARIABLES

Contextual
Mini-school size .03
Participation .56°
Enrollsent b - .
Major preoblem -l ' ’
Teachers worry about —.3?5* : oo )
Ho competition for 48 /
Work Environwment a
Cohesion .29a
Innovation 34
Common policy: b
student behavior .37
Tension among Mini- o
schools -,55 ,
. 3 < .05
bp < ,01
c
» p < .001

The second szet of variables has to do with teachers' work environment:
perceptioné of finnovation and cohesion, whether tension among mini-schools
is a major problem, and whether teachers agree on a policy toward student

behavior.

< A multiple régression predlcting satisfaction with vouchers was run
using a subset Af these variables, Cchesion was omitted beecause nf its-
high association with innovation (r = .56*); tension among mini-schools
because the enroliment fagﬁables wash oyt its effect almost totally (to
a partial r = ~11), and common policy on student behavior, because the in-

glusiOn of 1nnovatiou decreasbs its corr01351on with satisfaatlon to a

correlation of .1l4. The stanaardlzed 3 coefficiants of the lncluded

- Ly

variables are shown in Table 15, . ) 5

%5 < .00L. 22
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" Table 15 e
’ . . . MULTIPLE REGRESSION RESULTS FOR VARTABLES
PREDICTING SATISFACTION WITH VOUCHEZRS
. . Final
. Standardiced | Variance Accounted 'for
Variables Coefficient in Each Step
Participation 408 32?.
Enrclment a b -
major problen ~-.30 &% \
_ Teachers worry about . . , .
{ enrollpent -.2?b , 4% - o
Innovation ) 20 S7X
Ho competition for . E
_ . enrollment . <20 617 Lt
" ** Mini-school size T 0 61%
. s < .001 )
. . bP < .01 - ) |
The Yegression results indicate that the strongest predictor of sat-
isfaction is the length of time mini-schools have been in the demonstration.
Part of this result may be due to differénces between initial and later -t

joininé vohcher schools . Alternatively the longer a scihool has been in
the demonstration, the more time mini-school mcmbers have had to adjust
and iron out start-up prob}ems.. Partial correlations of the vari#ﬁles
‘with satisfacticn, controlling for length of participation (see Table 16)
suppotc~b6fh interpretations. - . .

Controlling for length of participation decreases the correlation bet-
ween innovation and satisfaction, which is consistent with the first inter-
pretation. This suggeéts tﬂat tha schools volunteering to participate -
tially in the demonsiration had teachers who were more willing te experLl/mbn't
The effect of

participation also decreases the power of competition, which is consistent

with new educational ideas than did schools joining later.

with the second 1nterpretagion. Mini-schools participating in ‘the demonstra-
tion fo;,thrbe years are less subject to report competition for eprollment.

They either perceive it aé'a.nonproblem or less of one. However, regardless of

s
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length of participati.cm, the instability of enﬁollments due to the voucher

demonstration remains ptoblematlc to teachers.

* TABLE 16 , ' SR

-

PARTIAL CORRELAIIO& oF VARIABLES.ASSOCIAIED WITH SATISFACIIOL
WITH VOUCHERS CDNTROLLILG FOR PARIICIPATIO“ ' > '

.
A - a - ¢

a v Zero Order Partial Correlation ™ _

e Variable dorrelation Controlling for Participation
L Class enrollment'a ’ b ' .o
‘ major problem .61 =43 -
Teachers worry about b -
, enrollment _ 3? : -42
No competition for Q. T ag )
enrollment -48 . -36
Innovation .34% Lo, e22
" a_ < .05 " o . ] . ' ]
b < - 01 ) I-'?
P : . :
c_ < .001 -
P

MINI~SCHOO1, SIZE AND PARENT INFLUENCE
To'determino whether the staffs in smaller mini~schools were more
amenable to having parents influence mini-school policy, we asked teachers

the following question in the Spriﬁg 1975 Teacher Survey: ’

1 %

o o 'Does your mini-school s parent advisory council have a lot of
influence, some influence, or no influence over the following PR
decision areas in your minlnschoal? Curriculum; budgets; new " ]
teacher hiring; student dlscipl;ne? ‘ ) ) ;?%f 8 '?
. . L - f N

/
In mini»schools in which parents had influcnre on any of the fou: v

decision areas, they also had influence on the others as the corrclations

in Table 17 indicate. Therefore, the items were combined to Yorm a parent

. influence scale {x = .82)3 J - .. -
Only one variable~-length of pariicipation in vouchers {r = .39 p< .05)—~

L
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Table 17 : .

.CORRELATION MATRIX OF PARENT INTLUTNCE VARIABLES

" rarent influcace on i 2 .3 4

) curriculom ' «{1)11.00 — - ] -
budget 2] .69 l1.00 | — —

| new teacher hiring  (3)| .63%| .53P {1.00 | ~—

- gtudent adscipiise © (4) | .63°| .322 | .53%] 100
pqrént in%lﬁonce scale {5} .89b :Sﬁp' ,86b .57b
& < LﬁS ) i
b < .001 - - : )

was signif@cantly associated with parent influence.

iwplications:
longer =2

"'This result has two
(1) the,influence of parent advisory boards increases the

m%ni~school'is in the demonstratioo, but (2) these 'boards seem to .

have little effect on the organization and managcment of instruction as mea-

n

corroborate these points‘

-tional mini~school or evolution in a science class).

sured by our variables. - .. . )
Mini~school coordinator’s reports of how advisory boards operate
According to the coordinator's reports, mini—
school faculty present: major issues to their advisary boards, e.g., ac~
quisition of new materials -and curricula; field trips, ete.’
disapprove of such initiatives; usually deferring-to the teachers’
leaQerﬁhip. In some instances parents did bring issues to the teachers—-
for example, requesting progress réports“on their children, or vo:I.u:i[i’§

concern about coverage ‘of certain topics (e.g.,

are‘infrequent or our measures ave insedsitive to them.

a¥
-

Paren l:s seldom

educational

a Spanish unit in a(tradi-

Such instances\either

[

/
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CONCLUSIONS

This paper began with the quedtion: ‘“How and why is the organization
and management of instruction In Alum Rock affected by the ¢ize of mini~
schools?" The answer, as_suggested by various-types of datm, is that
size has both direct and Indirect effectd, and these effects are con--
founded'by sthool type and the effects of the ewperiment itself.

Table 18 shows the variables under investigation apd summarizes what
kind of effect the contextual variables have on thear IheS&-meéﬁlts can
be inE;;EFpted as if they we;é the resuits of two different cxper{muﬁta.

One, experiment ertails nerely chang}ﬁg the size of the $cimol unit. In

ig case we would be investigating hovw rini units of various sirzes affect

teacher interaction, policy coordinagion, cohesien, and saticfaction. In
2 second experiment we would be investigating how these variables arc

2ffected by parLicipatioa in a voucher demonstration. In this rasze the

’1 mini upits of choié@ would all bé of a;VLZaf size.

In the inaginary experiment in which the school unit was arbitrarily

broken up into mini-schools of differeut sizes, we would {ind a signif-

Acant difference in the organization of small and large mini-schools.

Teachers in small mini-schools interact with cach other much more fre-

quently--they plan lessons and activitics, discuss ¢ducational matters,
and hold staff meetings more often. Also, they are more likely to work
together on tasks relating to currigulum, discipline and relations with
parents, unlike teachers in larger ﬁini—schﬁols,uho tend to act as in~
dependent agents in these areas. _The freater degree of interaction
among teachers in smali mlni—schoolsfalso seems Lo bring ébout’a con~
sénvus on mini-school Polickez. We'also find this consensus existing
anony elewentary school tearhcla to a much greater extent than among.

middle school teachers. i
One last set of variables distinguishes the various sized gchool

units., Teachers In small mini-schools have fewer interperSOnal‘and

organizational problems whereas their counterparts In large mini-schools

iy
<
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Tavle 18
_ SMELARY OF REEVLTS _
Tas Fifects of Voucher Farticipation and ini-Sthool Zizs
ot the orzanizatien and Sanaz woar of Inatructicn
* Contoxtyal Wariablas -
Voucher
Relsted Orpanizational ’
Lengin of
Pargicipation _
- Varfabloz wnder on deronstra- Mini-school | Schoel | Intervening
Irvestiparion tion Sin _Ivpe Variables
Role specislization ‘ A
~ Budger, ¢sordination D - " e -— ]
boli specialization - )
Curriculu~, disciplias ) - -
Relarions with pareats - ) - -—
) Interaction -— D ~ -—
) Eomzan policy —— I D Interaction
- meeting,
" plamning)
Attirudes ’
= Froklems, ideal sizg,
. logalty — D - -
Cohesian D I - Common policy, _
) interaction
- Innovarion . - T - Cohesion
Sarisfaction D o iancvation
- - Parent influcnce - D - - ——
|
* - . i "
D= Dircet effcct; 1 = Indirect effect, .
/
eeors to have nore q1fficu1t? in getting aleny and nansging their oini-
\h schaol. Teachers it small mdpl-scheols are also mere loyal to their
. mini-gechools, while teachere in lacrg: mini-schools are porz loyal te i
- their school. (ma of the most intriguing results of the Imaginary
iexperiment is that” teachers in large ninl-scheols overwhelmingly prefer K
to work in medlum size unitas, wnlike the teachers in small or medium
size minmi-schools, who are satisficd with the current size of their re-
spective ninl-zchools. ‘

-
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. On the othur hand, the remults would be differeat if our imaginary
experizont entailed organizing the scheosl inte orxllor but zimtlar
eiz:d units offering diffetent programs, having dizcereticnary funds,
and compotin for students. The schools, iniLially volunteering to
participate in the experivent, might be egeilf-celceted, and therefore
be composcd of wsre adventurons andfor innovative teachefs.

As in any niw enperizent, there would be many start-up problems.
Teathers tave to lcarn how to handle new responsibilities. Each mini-
ssh:ol ncods sameone to tawe responsibility foo sudgetary matters and
sorcone te act a. a “go-betwenn' with other mini-schocls in the schogl.
Teachers alse lose thelr aaonymity when they find therselves in & wdrk-
ing relationship with eother toachors rather than on their <wn, 28 is
traditionally the case. Eventsally they adjuct 1o their new status
and achicve 2 sensze of cohesion.

A5 they continue to participats teachers grow wore satisfisd with
the expefin&nt. They alse scem wmore willing to allow parents® influence

over their odni-school affairs. Althouph fcar of cormpetition for stu-

- dents arcang pini-schools dissipates, instability of class enroll:nents

renainr preblemstic. ' .

The results [rom this "cxpcrinant' nust be regarded as ;ehtative
since the data which describe them are cross-sectional. A longitudinal
investigatron would strenpthen the certainty ol the sceming differences
we have detected botwes, cor early and late jeoiners to thée experiment;
slso it would show whether these differences ¢auac our resulrs or whether
the results are merely artifacrs of the experiment per se.

The poelicy implications of our two cxperiments nust be viewed as
tentative., We have loohed at how participation in the voucher demon-
stration and alteration of schoel unit size affect teachrrg., YWe have
found indications that teachers ave nore satisficd with smaller work
groups. ¥Yat we have not included any discussiunlabout the effects of
such an organizational intervention on principals and ;roblems they might
have with school manapemcent. Similarly we have sti;l to Investipule
what effect mini-school size has on student Cognitivé-and-affective
outcomes., Ultirmately, thé results reported vill have to be weipgheds

against these other effects «ithin the total system

oth]
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