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Introductory Statement

The mission of the Stanford Center for Research and Nevelopment
in Teaching is to improve teaching in American schools. Current major

stuntord Teacher Corps Project. The ERIC Clearinghouse on Information

Resources is also a part of the Center. A program of exploratory and re-
lated studies provides for smaller studies not part of the major programs

This report presents the results of the first wave of a longitudinal
study of Bay Area schouls by the Environment for Teaching Program.
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This interim report on u two-yveur lungitudinal study addresses the
relationship of school orgunization to cl; sroom teaching., It examines
patterns of instruction and staff utili:utl,x in the context of school
and district, with speciul concentration on the linkages between these
levels,

A stratified random sample of elementary schools in six Sun Francisco
Bay Area counties was drawn. Superintendents, principals, und teachers
in 188 5chaals from 34 districts filled out questionnaires und were in-
terviewed about organizationul patterns at their respective levels., A
numhgr mf classrooms were also observed; and third-grade students com-
pleted questionnaires.

The report describes the variety und complexity in orgunization and
instruction found in Bay Area schools in 1973; it shows thut past charac-
terizations of elementary schools as tradition-bound und uniform today

apply to few schools.

Chapters analy:
and schools on classroom gdmpl@Xlt}; thc CDﬂchtlﬂn betwcgn vlassroon
staffing patterns and in%trugtianal "technology'; the weuk links among
districts, schools, and classrooms; the relationship between organiza-

tional patterns ind teachers' satistuction; and the cffect of the organi-
zation on children's satisfaction with school.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRGDUCTION

How does the organization of school districts, schoo
classrooms affect instruction? The current efforts of the Environment
for Teaching Program arc -ocused on this question, and in this interim
report we present our analyses of the first wave of a two-year longi-
tudinal study of school organication and its relationship to instruc-
tion. The scope of our study has nccessarily broadened as we have
analvzed and interpreted the first wave's results. We are now as
interested in the ways the organizational characteristics of districrts,
schools, and classrooms reclate to cach other as we are in their rcla-
tionship to instruction. We suspect that the linkage (or lack of
linkage) between the levels of school organization has many implica-
tions for the instructional work of schools. )

Our original intention was to focus on the links between the
staff organization of the school and its curriculum. We observed that
schools vary in the complexity with which their staffs are organized
and in the complexity of their curricular organization, which we con-
ceived to be their work "technology." In the tradition of organiza-
tional rescarch, we supposed that more complex school staffing patterns
would produce more complex curricular arrangements. We also supposed
that schocls which adopted more complex curricular or instructional
patterns would tend to evolve more complex and elaborate staffing
patterns. To test these reciprocal hypotheses, longitudinal data arc
obviously required, but in this report we present some preliminary
information bearing on them.

The purpose of this introduction is to provide the background
needed to understand and interpret the results of the first stage of
our two-year study. We begin by summarizing the five years of intel-

lectual history that led to our current effort. We then describe (a)

This chapter was written by Terrence E. Deal and John W. Meyer.
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the nature of the educational problem that influenced our direction;.
(b} the way this problem has been redefined by the theoretical frame-
work guiding our reseurch; (c) the research design, the sample, and the
methods we used to obtain information from our respondents; and (d) the

scepe and structure of this report.

Two Tributaryv Studies

For the past five vears, the Environment for Teaching Program has
studied the organizational features of schools. Two studies, in par-
ticular, are important, because they laid the foundation for the present
research. The first, conducted by John Meyer, Elizabeth Cohen, and others
(Meyer § Cohen, 1971), looked at the impact of open space school architecture
on aspects of teachers' work arrangements. The primary question was
how team teaching in open space schools affected teachers' satisfaction
and their perceptions of influence, interaction autonomy, and evalua-
tion processes within the schools. Meyer and Cohen were able to provide
evidence that open space was related to alterations in the organization
of work in schools. Teamed teachers in open space were, indeed, morc
satisfied and had more task-related interaction, more influence, and a
greater willingness to legitimize the evaluation of their colleagues
than teachers in conventional classrooms. Several affiliated studies
went on to show: (a) that students in open space were more autonomous
than students in co.dventional schools (Lueders-Salmon, 1972); (b) that
open space had a significant effect on the organization of teachers,
even with teaming held constant (Schiller, 1972); and (c¢) that, from
the principal's perspective, open space and teaming both contributed to
new work patterns among teachers and new relationships bhetween teachers
and principals (House, unpublished),

While Meyer and Cohen were investigating the in 1ct of open space,
Sanford Dornbusch and Richard Scott studied evaluation processes in
schools and school districts, as part of a larger study testing propo-
sitions derived from a theory of evaluation in schools and other

organizations (Dornbusch § Scott, 1975). The conclusion was that
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ult, instruc-

1970), alternative schools (McCauley, Dornbusch, § Scott, 1972), teacher
teams {Marram, Dornbusch, & Scott, 1972}, and public schools and school
districts (Thompson, Dornbusch, § Scott, 1975).

As these two sets of studies were concluding, it became apparent
that there were important overlaps between them, particularly in the
area of evaluation. In fact, despite different conceptual formulations
and different samples, the findings of one confirmed those of the other,
The present study was designed to replicate parts of the earlier studies
and to cxtend the areas investigated to include the "'technology," or
currivular and instructional aspects of teaching. The basis for this

new direction was a theoretical paper by Scott and others f1972) en-

¥

titled "Taxh Conceptions and Work Arrangements.” The conceptualization

we chose stems from the tradition in organization theory relating

e

organizational structure to technology (Thompson, 1957; Perrow, 1967).

Thg qu;atandl Prohlcm

With the development of the theoretical link between organization
and technology, we hegan to look even more carefully at classrooms,
cchools, and school districts. Would a studv linking structure and
technology in educational organizations address itself to problems that
teachers and administrators themselves regafded as critical? Here we
were especially concerned, since the location of the Environment for
Teaching Program in a federally funded RED center encourages us to use
basi¢ intellectual resources to provide solutions to contemporary edu-
cational problems. As we talked with field professionals, visited
schools, and called upon our own internal resources, we hecam. zon-

vinced that the theoretic~l link between structiire nnd technoli-ay was,

o



i tact, related to an importunt educ ijonal ps=sac. Whe Jdo =0 omom

instructional innovations fall quickl: by the wavside!

s

Many explanations lovate the pronieim in the Instructional materinls,

practices, and methods themselves, with the organization of teachers,
adninistrators, specialists, and othur human pesources as un unalterable
given. Owing to our prior studies ot some basic structural prablems of
schools and school districts, however, we were led to - oh explanations
ror the taiiure of complex instructicaal technigues and wethods in
crudnizational patterns.  Using the structure-toechnol oy perspective as
a giide, we redefined the preblem of railure to implenent and support

ristructional innovations in hools - a problem ot turlare to develop

an organizutional structure that could meet the demand- of an increas-
tngly complex technology. Our early work and theortes J.d us to bhelieve,
and thus to hypothesize, that the key to in=iructions i (roblems in
achuols could be found in the patterns of work arrangomnents within

clas=srooms, schools, and districts or n the linkage among @ oese three
levels.  The importance of instruction or technology s not plaved down,
but an equaltemphasis is placed on the formal work =etting in which in-
struction takes place. 1In sum, wo belicved that complex structures are
needed to support complex instructional approaches, and that increasing
structural complexity mav produce more sophisticated appr;uchcﬁ to
classroom instruction.

Wwhy is the relationship between organization .l in-truction of
practical significance? At present, there is great dis-atistaction wiz,
established methods and materials in clementary instruction. It is no
longer =ufficient for schools to establish a list of subjects to be
taught, a set of books and materials for cach one, and a sot of rules
for mechanically applyving these materials to popils classiticd by grade
{essentially, age). There is general agreeme  amony many professionals
and parents that this tradition of a styvlized ind simple curricular and
instructional approach has failed, though there is little evidence on

the success of alternative ways of teaching. The social agreement on

the failure of traditional methods has produced a whole range of what

are cialled in education "innovations.'" Nearly all educational
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innovations being advocated increase the complexity of the work of the
1

assroom. Consider a short list:

[

1. The open classrcom

Fod

Open space facilities

Team teaching

3]

1. Differentiated staffing
5. Individually programmed instruction
6. Instructional materials with built-in diagnosis,

prescription, and evaluation

o |

Materials differentiated by general or specific
pupil ability characteristics

8. Special education for the educationally

deprived student

9. Special education for the gifted student

[

10. Flexible grouping and other tracking idea:

11. The voucher plan

All of these fashionable educational ideas involve increasing the
complexity of what is understood to be the traditional scheol, in which
the students are sorted into classes, each class pursuing a relatively
standardized instructional program. (In the one-room school, the prede-
cessor of today's ''traditional' school, considerable complexity may
have been present.) Some of the changes involve increasing the complex-
ity of traditional staffing of the classroom .y replacing the single
teacher (#2, 3, 4 above); others do it by usi-.g more complex materials
systems (#1, 5, 6, 7); still others create ~cmplexity by reclassifying

pupils into more complex categories than the traditional age-linked

grading system (#5 -11). All of these innovations, with the possible
exceptions of special education and voucher plans (which increase com-
plexity between classrooms), increase the complexity within classrooms.
But increasing the complexity of the classroom is not a change
that can simply be made while leaving the social organization of the
classroom, the school, or the district intact. In some respects,

Le]

lassroom complexity i+ itself a considerable social change. In other

12
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respects, it forces or requires basic social changes. Consider the

following examples:

1. More complex staffing patterns create many new relationships
between roles and interdependencies in work patterns. New
patterns of coordination are absolutely required. Someone must
work out the rights and duties--and the rules of cooperation--
within the teaching team or the differentiated staff. These
are working relationships that literally did not exist earlier.

L]

More complex sets of materials or instructional procedures
require a host of new decisions: Which materials or procedures
will be applied to which children? Who will decide, and how?

3. More complex subdivisions of students raise problems of co-
ordination: Who will assign students to their appropriate
categories? When will a pupil be reassigned, and who will
make sure that the reassignment does not create great dis-
continuity?

To deal with these changes, teachers must be equipped with more complex

rules for decision making than formerly and must have s..me legitimation

for their new responsibilities.
We could approach educational innovaticn as if it were a theoreti-

cal problem. But the wave of educational change has already passed.

.As we show in Chapter 2, very few elementary schools in our Bay Area.

sample simply and straightforwardly conform to what we have called the
traditional model. Most of them incorporate, in some measure, some of
the innovations we described. So in many respects our problem is not
theoretical--it is empirical. How do the new instructional complexities
we have described get absorbed by the school? What organizational
changes do they produce? What organizational changes are required to
support and maintain the complexity that has already been introduced

into classrooms and schools?

Theoretical Foundation of the Study

We approach this educational problem with propositions drawn from
the sociology of formal organizations and of education. This formula-

tion suggests that the structure of organizations is highly contingent

13
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on the nature of the technology employed. Put simply, technology is

the set of materials, procedures, and activitieé through which the
organization tries to accomplish its central purpose. In school class-
rooms the technology is the -curriculum, instructional methods, teaching
techniques, and materials--all of which are aimed at producing cognitive
or affective changes in students. Technologies range from simple to
complex, but as we have suggested, the trend in education has been to

increase the complexity.of instructional technology and of other class-

room characteristics.

Definitions of Complexity

We are interested in the relationships between school structure

and instructional technology. Both of these aspects of school organiza-

tion vary in their complexity. Thus, the terms school structural (or

or ganlzatlonalj complex1tgrand technolog}cal (or 1n5truct10nal) com-

,lg;ltl

run through this report. We define them here, and further on
propose specific empirical indicators: ' '

By the structural ;pmg}éxi;x,of a school or classroom we mean the

number of different hierarchical or collaborative relationships among
the staff that are built into the organization. The simplest school
organization ordinarily found consists of a principal and some teachers
who work separately. Greater complexity is found when teachérs work
together on committees to make some collective decisions. Still greater
complexity is found when collaborative work relationships exist: (a)
when teachers plan instruction and teach groups of students jointly,
(b) when teachers work routinely and regularly with specla;lsts from
the school or district office, or (c) when teachers regulafly teach
with aides or volunteers. The greater the degree of organizational
interdependence found within a staff, the greater the complexity. In
the most complex school organization, teachers are in daily (or even

hourly) interdependent relationships with each other, the principal,

-specialists, and aides or volunteers. In such a situation, the number

of .regular, formal work relationships in the school can become astro-

nomical.

14
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By tg;hnq;ggiza}rcémglgsitg we mean the number of structured teach-

ing decisions that are routinely made ahout the work and progress of th
Students, In technologically simple schools the children are grouped by
age into classes. The students in each class cover a standard series

of topics, each working on the same materials at the same time in the
same sequence and at the same pace. Relatively few teaching decisions
need to be made in such a work system. Greater complexity is found

(a) when children are grouped differently in dlfferent subjects and can

be shifted among grcupﬁ (b) when different groups or individual students

work on different subjects or study subjects at different times; (c)
when different groups or individuals work with different materials, or
with materials or topics in different sequences or at different rates;
or (d) when the materials or tasks the students work on themselves pro-
vide choices about whlch lines of activity are to be followed. All of
decisions must be made about who is to do what next. For better or’
worse, different students will be assigned to different activities.

The decisions involved may or may not be good ones, but someone must
make, and coordinate, them,

The reading program in grades 1-3 was chosen as a focal point for
our inquiries about instructional complexity. The main reason for
szlez:iﬂgfreading was that it is a core subject to }hich much attention
is devoted both inside and outside the school: reading test scores are
used in evaluating schools, principals, teachers, and students. Reading
competence is also the target of many professionally and commercially

sponsored curricular programs and technical innovations.

Hypotheses

If staffing arrangements are more di fferentiated and complex, it
should, we assumed, be easier for a school to arrange and support more
complex instruction. It seems obvieous that complexity should generate
complexity. The kinds of schools and classrooms which generate or
adopt complex methods of instruction and complex sets of materials

should be structures which are themselves complex. Further, if complex
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curricula are adopted, they seem more likely to survive in classrooms
and schools which organize their staffing in ways that are complex
enough to do the wqu successfully. Thus,
Proposition 1: More complex structures in schools and classrooms
lead to the adoption and retention of more complex curricula,
materials, and methods.

Theoretically, this relationship goes both ways. Thus,

Proposition 2: More complex classroom curricula, materials, and =

methods produce more complex and differentiated patterns of school

and classroom organization,

But the classroom is not an isolated unit. It acquires capacities
and limitations because of its location in the larger structure of the
school. The organization of the school may limit the possibilities for
development in particular classrooms, or may force changes in class-
rooms. Such contingencies were noted in Propositions 1 and 2, but
they can be stated explicitly:

Proposition 3A: The complexity and resources of the school affect

the complexity of the staffing and work of the classroom.

This idea captures simply the ''ladder" property of school systems.
The classroom derives some of its capacities from the larger unit of
which it is a part. For instance, put concretely, a school principal
with greater capacity for organizational integration and support creates
more possible lines of action and decision for the teachers than might
otherwise be the case.

The same point can be made about the relation the next step up the
ladder--between the district and the school:

Proposition 3B: Districts with more complexity and resources
increase the complexity of their schools and classrooms.

Resources may mean money or organizational capacity to encourage and

sustain innovations of various kinds.

16
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Method

The nature of the problem we are studying demands a complex re-

search design, a large sample of school districts, schools, and class-

including questionnaires, interviews, observations, and highly sophisti-
cated field procedures. Each of these is described fully in this

section. = T

The Research Design

Our study is a panel study. The theoretically possibie two-way
causal relationships between organization and instruction, and our in-
terest in going beyond correlational evidence, encouraged us to ga‘her
data twice and compare them. Consequently, we obtained information
from schools in the spring of 1973; and we are presently analyzing data
from the second cycle, completed in the spring of 1975.

Our design required information from each stratum of school organi-
zation. Superintendents, principals, and teachers completed question-
naires asking them to describe organizational patterns at their
respective levels and to describe various instructional practices in
mathematics, social studies, and, particularly, reading. At the dis-
For example, whereas we asked teachers to describe their own approaches
to instruction, we asked the principal to describe typical practices in
the school and narrowed the focus to instruction in reading. The
superintendent was asked to provide information about distric¢t curricu-
lum and instructional policies. At the classroom level the teacher
questionnaire was supplemented by actual observations in a subset of
classrooms.

Thi
tained in the first wave of the longitudinal study. As a result of

wn
[

report is based on a preliminary analysis of information ob-
this analysis, the scope of our research has widened, and we have
identified areas where our study probes more deeply. Specifically, we

are exploring in the second wave analysis (a) the structural looseness

17



of schoois in the area of instruction as well as other areas where the
levels of school organizations may be more tightly coupled, (b) the
relationship between schools and their community environments, and (c)
the ways in which individual teachers manage and coordinate instructional
activities within the classroom,

The second wave of the study mainly replicates the research activ-
ities of the first with the same sample of schools. Comparing the two
sets of information will help us identify the direction of- causality
between organizational patterns in schools and the instructional activ-

ities of the classroom.

The Sample
Our research design required a sample consisting of randomly
selected school districts and schools. We obtained a stratified random

sample of school districts in six counties of the San Francisco Bay
Area. The districts were selected from four size categories: large
(25 or more elementary schools), medium-large (15 to 24 elementary
schools), medium (7 to 14 elementary schools), and small (1 to 6.ele-
mentary schools). From each of the size categories a different propor-
tion of districts was drawn. In the large districts category, for

example, all the districts in the six-county region were selected;

Within districts, elementary schools were also randomly selected,
The proportion of schoois selected varied with district size. In small
districts, for example, all the elementary schools were selected; in
large districts, 18 percent of the district's elementary schools were
selected. )

The sampling procedure originally yielded 35 school districts and
200 elementary schools. All but one district agreed to participate in
the two-year study. Within districts, 10 percent of the schools
selected initially refused to participate, but these were replaced by
selecting randomly identified alternate schools from the same district.
The final sample consists of 34 school districts and 188 elementary

schools. The distribution of these by size is shown in Table 1.1.

-
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TABLE 1.1

Number of Districts and Schools in Sample
by District Size

Other characteristics of the districts and schools are discussed in
Chapter 2,

The subset of schools selected from the larger sample for more in-
tensive study was not selected randomly. Here our intent was to look at
the various combinations of the two research categories--organization
and instruction. Therefore, on the basis of an initial analysis of the
organizational and instructional patterns in the 188 schools, we
selected 16 schools that represented various organizational and instruc-
tional types. Some of these were schools with a large number of teacher
teams; some had both specialists and teams; some had neither. For each
of these organizational types, we selected schools that had either
highly complex or quite traditional patterns of instruction. Because of
our special interest in teaching teams, we included more team schools
than non-team schools. The distribution of the 16 schools selected for
intensive study can be seen in Table 1.2,

Subsamples of schools for two additional studies were selected
from these 16 schools. One of these studies looked at the relationship
between classroom organization and students' perceptions of their aca-
demic abilities and their satisfaction with school. The other study
focused on actual grouping and instructional practices in classrooms;
observers scored classroom sessions in reading, math, and social
studies. (The results of the student study and observations are dis-

cussed in Chapter 8.) The seven schools in which classrooms were
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TABLE 1.2

Distribution of Schools Selected for Intensive Study, by
Organizational and Instructional Type

Instructional Pattern
Organizational Pattern . s
Complex Simple

Team and specialists 3 ===
Teams 3 2
Specialists 2 2

Conventional 2 2

%We were unable to find schools with both teams and 5perlallst5
that reported simple instructional programs.

observed were selected because they were the purest example of each
possible organizational and instructional type. The six schools in the

student study were chosen on the basis of type and urban location.

Respondents. We selected respondents from among superintendents,

principals, and teachers. And, in an exploratory attempt to link
classroom organization to student outcomes, we also gathered information
from students.

In each of the 34 school districts, the superintendent, the asso-
ciate superintendent, or the top line officer for elementary education
in the district completed a questionnaire and was interviewed by a
member of our research staff.

In each of the 188 elementary schools, the principal completed a
questionnaire and was interviewed by a member of the research staff,

In eaéh of the 16 schools chosen for intensive study, every
teacher completed a questionnaire. Two hundred and thirty-two ques-
tionnaires were returned (the refusal rate was less than five percent).

In seven of the schools, 50 classrooms were observed three times, one
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observation each for reading, math, and social studies. 1In 17 class-

rooms selected from six of the schools, 334 third graders completed

questionnaires. Teachers from these

classrooms provided additional

information about their ratings of students. Additional information

for students was obtained from school records.

The Instruments

The instruments used in the study were developed by the staff of

the Environment for Teaching Program.

All underwent extensive field

testing prior to their use. The instruments are listed and described

briefly below. At each level, comparable items were included, both for

validity purposes and for various interlevel comparisons.

District Level

Superintendent Questionnaire:

Focuszed Interview:

School Level

Principal Questionnaire:

Obtains basic data about district
finances and personnel, and other
dascriptive information

Taps superintendent's perceptions

of district's organizational and
instructional patterns

Obtains information about school
finances and personnel, and other

.descriptive information

Focused Interview:

Classroom Level

Teacher Questionnaire:

~lassroom Observation:

ERIC
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Taps principal's perceptions of
various organizational and in-
structional patterns and processes:
in the school

Taps teacher's perceptions of
organization at the school and
classroom level, and inquires
extensively into specific class-
room practices

Measures instructional differentia-
tion, grouping, and aspects of

student and teacher behavior in
the classroom
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Student Questionnaire: Measures student's perceptions of
ability and attitudes toward school

Field Procedures

Schools are becoming more reluctant than ever to cooperate with
researchers. Consequently, we were forced to use more highly sophisti-
cated procedures than are normally employed in studies of this type.

Our high response rates, we think, confirm the success of these vigorous

efforts.

At the district level, we visited each superintendent to describe
the study and to ask personally for the district's cooperation in the
study. Our visit was preceded.by a letter from the Association of
California School Administrators (ACSA) endorsing the study and asking
for cooperation. In some districts we were asked to write a letter to
the board of education; in others we were asked to make our request
directly to the superintendent's council or cabinet.

At the school level, we wrote a personal letter to each principal
requesting his or her cooperation. This letter was preceded by a letter
from ACSA. In some cases, a presentation to the council of district
principals occurred prior to the letter. A member of our research
staff followed the letter with a telephone call requesting cooperation
and setting an interview time. If a principal refused to participate,

one additional call was made by the project coordinators to ask the

reason.

After selecting schools for intensive study, we asked the princi-
pal to identify a teacher to come to the Stanford Center. The purpose
of this visit was to outlipe the study, and to establish tentative
field pr@cedurés for the site. The group of teachers was formally
designated an Advisory Group; each teacher was designated a liaison.
The liaison teacher worked closely with a research assistant from the
Environment for Teaching Program, one of whom was assigned to each
school. The teachers returned to the school to confirm the research
plans with the staff and principal. These plans varied from school to

school. In some, the liaison teacher took total responsibility for



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

explaining the study and distributing and collecting the teacher ques-
tionnaire. In others, the fésear:h assistant and teacher shared these
responsibilities. The observations and student research were élsa co-
ordinated by the liaison teacher. : o
The liaison teachers and the administrators in the Sémple have
returned to Stanford from time to time to assist us with interpreting
information not connected with the central hypothesis, which is being
tested longitudinally, Our field procedures have thus become an in-
tegral part of our research, a technique we feel has contributed to the

substance of our inquiry.

Scope and Structure of the Report

This report is more tentative than most reports of field studies.
We report now on the first wave of a panel study designed to study the
causal interrelations among some of the variables discussed above.
However, this first wave provided a great deal of information on the
issues with which we are concerned.

The report addresses four major questions. First, to what extent
do more complex organizational structures in schools and classrooms
create (or maintain) more complex instructional processes? Second,
to what extent do the adoption and retention of more complex curricula
and instructional methods tend to produce more complex structures of
staff organization in schools and classrooms? Third, to what extent
does the maintenance of curricular and staffing complexity in the
classroom depend on organizational characteristics of the larger units
--schools and districts--of which the classroom is a part?

The fourth question is a more general one: What is the nature of
the overall links between classrooms, schools, and districts as organi-
zational structures? There is a consensus in the literature on the

ti

sociology of educational organizations that educational systems are odd

kinds of formal organizations--in part bureaucratic, in part profes-
sional, and in very large part so decentralized as to be barely orga-

nized at all. In our attempts to answer the first three questions
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above, the fourth, or metaquestion continually arises: What is the
nature of the kind of‘organization we are studying?

This report does not attempt a high level of integration. The
four questions guided most of our work, but we proceeded in our several
directions in the peculiar interdependent fashion of the Environment
for Teaching Program. Consequently, our guiding questions do not con-
stitute a rigorous conceptualization, but they do provide a framework
for the remainder of the report.

Chapter 2, 'Variety and Complexity in Bay Area Schools,” is a
descriptive chapter. It describes the organizational and instruc-
tional characteristics of the school districts, schools, and classrooms
in our sample. Its main intent is to show that, in our sample at
least, the past characterization of schools as tradition-bound and
uniform applies today to only a small number of schools.

Chapter 3, "Organizational Support for Classroom Complexity from
Districts and Schools," agtempts to show our findings on Proposition
3--the effects of organizational features of district and school on

 classroom complexity. A number of findings are described, but more
.questions are raised than answered.

Chapter 4, "Organizational Support for Instruction at the Class-

room Level,'" describes the comnections between classroom structure and

instructional technology. We attempt to see the extent to which

further research.

Chapter 5, "The Staffing Structure of Districts and Schools,"
describes particularly the structural characteristics of schools and
school districts in the sample. It further relates and compares some
distinctive features of these organizations to findings in other types
of formal organizational structures.

Chapter 6, ""The Degree of Linkage between District, School, and
Classroom," attacks directly the idea we formulated later in our re-
search--the assertion (as Proposition 4) that linkages between dis-

trict, school, and classroom are extremely weak. We present this idea,
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not as an attempt to criticize the organization of school systems, but
in an attempt to understand it.

Chapter 7, "Organizational Support for the Teacher's Role,'" ex-
plores the relationship between organizational patterns and the teach-

er's satisfaction with the school, paying special attention to the

~effects of school and classroom structure on this variable.

Finally, Chapter 8, ''Student Job Satisfaction," takes an approach
comparable to, that in Chapter 7, but instead of focusing on teacher
morale, looks at pupil satisfaction with the school. In an interesting
switch from other student outcome studies, the student's role in school
is treated as that of a "worker." The central question is, How is the

job of student affected by individual and organizational circumstances?
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CHAPTER 2 )
VARIETY AND COMPLEXITY IN BAY AREA SCHOOLS

In Chapter 1 we outlined the intention of this study to focus on
the linkage between school structure and ingtructioﬁal programs. In-
herent in this choice is the assumption that schools and districts
vary in structure and instructional practice. This assumption is what
we examine in this chapter. Specifically, we attempt to address two
questions: How are schools and districts organized in the Bay Area?,
and How different is one school from another? We focus on selected
variables in the external context of schools (the influence of teachers'
organizations, school design, and external funding), in school struc-
ture (staffing), and in instructional practice (- cchnological indi-
cators as reported by principals). Some of these variables will recur
in other chapters of this report, discussed in more detail; the main
purpose of this chapter is to paint the background of a picture of
the schools in the Bay Area that were in our sample.

The question whether schools vary in organization and instruc-
tional practice can be easily answered: they co vary. Half of the
principals in our sample (total N=188) reported the presence of one
or more open space pods or other instructional spaces where two or
more teachers regularly work at the same timc; 15 percent reported
three or more such areas; and 39 percent reported that the amount of
such space increased between 1971 and 1973. Expenditure-per-student
ranged from $719 to $1,517. Seventy-nine percent of the principals
reported that some of their teachers were engaged in some form of
collaborative teaching activity; the proportion and type of collabora-
tion varied. Four percent of the principals reported that reading
instruction in grades 1-3 (the area we have emphasized) is generally
carried out in the traditional manner, i.e., all students use the
same materials; at the other extreme, seven percent reported at least

some individualized reading instruction.

This chapter was written by Jo-Ann K. Intili.
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These findings seem to contradict Adams and Riddle (1970)--that
15, all schools do not look alike. Furthermore, in the typical class-
room of the Bay Area, children are engaged in different activities
rather than attending uniformly to a teacher-dominated discourse.
Clearly Mort's prediction of slow innovation in education has not been
borne out (Mort, 1941). School superintendents, principals, and
teachers find themselves in a climate that favors organizational and
instructional change. This chapter depicts some of the character-
istics of schools as we found them. )

Districts

The districts in our sample vary widely in size, financial
status, and staffing characteristics. We surveyed 34 districts in six
counties. Eleven percent of these di%trizts-are in city centers; they
include 23 percent of the 188 schools in the sample. The size of the

districts ranges from one school to 133 schools,

Financial Condition of Districts

Even in the small region encompassed by our research, we found
wide variability in expenditures per student and in other measures of
district wealth. The average expenditure was $986 per studentl (com-

pared with the national average of $858 reported in the 1972 Statistical

1s substantially lower, and the highest, $1,517, is among the highest

Abstract of the United States); the lowest figure in our sample, $719,

in the nation. Financial status was related to district size in our
sample. Districts with 25 or more schools were especially likely to
be in the highest budget category: 55 percent of these larger dis-

tricts budgeted $971 or more per average daily attendance, compared

smaller districts (six or fewer schools).

lMeasurcd in average daily attendance (ADA).
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The median district in our sample had between 15 and 25 percent
nonwhite students; the range was from less than five percent to more
than 75 percent. Surprisingly, districts with a higher percentage of
nonwhite pupils in the population served were characterized by higher
levels of expenditure per student. This relation is apparently due
to the compensatory effect of federal and state funding, which is
directed disproportionately to urban districts serving large minority
populations. External funding was found to correlate .78 with dis-
trict size, .60 with district minority population, and .54 with urban
location. Some notion of the variation in the amounts of federal and
state funding for reading programs may be of interest because of the
implications for external pressures on the school. Table 2.1 shows
external funds for reading reported by schools in small, medium, and
large districts. The average amount of outside funds was $47,000.

The range was from nothing to more than a million dollars.

External Funding for Reading, by District Size

Districts

Small Medium Large
(25 or more
(1-6 schools) (7-24 schools) schools)

External Reading Funds

1

$0 $ 49,999 5 1
$50,000 - $199,999 1 7
3

1
$200,000 and over 1 9

From the superintendents' reports of the number of schools
directly benefiting from state or federal funds, we calculated the

tion to size of district. As shown in Table 2.2, in the large districts

percentage of schools benefiting from these external funds in rela-

e
<



the benefits tended to be concentrated in a few schools, and in the
small districts they tended to be dispersed to more schools. Thus,

half of the small districts, but less than one-fifth of the large

TABLE 2.2

Percentage of Schools Receiving External Funding for Reading,
by District Size

Districts

Schools : —~ - —
Benefiting from Small Medium Large
External Funds (1-6 schools) (7-24 schools) (25 or more schools)

Less than 20% . 0
20% - 30% 2
31% - 45% 1

More than 45% 3

LS ]

(W3]

ol n

District Staffing Characteristics of Districts

The median number of full-time district staff members who were
involved in any “ ~ with elementary education typically was around
18,2 with a rang, of two to more than 170. The composition of the
staff is perhaps of equal interest.

We distinguished among the following categories of persons working
at the district level:

General administration. The chief administrative officers of
the district--the superintendent and his/her chief assistants or
associates in charge of elementary teaching personnel or business.

Special administration. Other district level administrators who
have supervisory responsibility for such areas as guidance, multi-
cultural education, curriculum, community relations, coordination
of personnel in subject matter areas, etc.

2Full—-timeiequivalent positions (FTEs) are computations based on
the proportion of one person working 40 hours a week on tasks related
in some way to elementary education.
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Specialists working directly with students. Counselors, atten-
dance personnel,

Specialists who do not work directly with students. Psycho-
metrists, accountants, curriculum specialists, etc.

District teachers. Music or special education teachers who pro-

vide services to more than one school.
All districts had general administrators, but two had less than one
full-time general administrator concerned with elementary instruction.
About half (16) did not have a full-time nonsupervisory, non-instruc-
tional staff concerned with elementary education. Twenty-seven percent
did not have a full-time special teacher at the district level involved
in elementary education. These figures vary with size of district,

wealth, and other factors (see Chapter 5).

School district decision making is affected not only by financial
and staffing nressires. There is also the pressure from teachers'
organizations. Superintendents were asked to indicate the extent of
influence of teachers' organizations in their districts. As Table 2.3

shows, their influence varies by issue.

TABLE 2.3

Influence of Teachers' Organizations, as Reported by
Superintendents
(Percentage of Superintendents Reporting)

Areas of Influence None Slight Moderate High Extensive

Salary and benefits 9 (3) 3 (D) 24 (8) 44 (15) 21 (7)
Teaching conditions 21 (7) 24 (8) 29 (19) 24 (8) -0~
Curriculum activities | 29 (10) 21 (7) 32 (11) 18 (6) -0~
(10) 18 (6) 12 (4) -0-
(8) 12 (4) 12 (&) -0-

B
o

Staffing assignments | 41 (14)

[ %]
o

Pupil grouping 53 (18)

Note: Numbers in parentheses = N.
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Not surprisingly, teachers' organizations exert the most pressure on
salaries and benefits. Teaching conditions and curriculum come next;
only 29 percent of the superintendents repcrted at least moderate
pressure on staffing assignments. (We also asked superintendents about
the influence of parent groups on decision making. Most said there was

little. Twenty superintendents reported that parents had moderate or

Thus, in size, finances, and staffing (as well as in the inter-
relationships among these variables), there was a great deal of vari-
ation among districts. Schools likewise show tremendous variation.

Schools and Classrooms

Variation in School Staffing

School size in our sample ranged from schools with fewer than 30
students to some with more than a thousand. The mean size is 560
students and the mean proportion of nonwhite students per school is
20 to 30 percent. The range of nonwhite student population is from
lesg than five percent to more than 20 percent. Most schools have
one administrator, but 17 percent have more'than one, and 12 percent
have only a part-time principal. Only 12 percent do not have special
teachers, such as those working with the mentally gifted or with
remedial reading, based at the school. Fifty percent do not have
specialists such as psychologists, counselors, and curriculum special-
ists based at the school. Seventy percent have paid aides, but fewer
than a third report more than two full-time paid aides. Ninety-seven
percent have volunteers working one to three hours a day; 25 percent

have more than 15 volunteers working at least part-time. This picture

?

of staffing upsets the traditional view of the school as a place that

houses two distinct teachers and students. In fact, there
seems to be a wide varicty of staff available and working in the

schools.
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Several other current beliefs circulated about the schools are
also put in doubt by our data: 'Specialists are not used,'" '"Teaming
is passé," "In-service training is rare.'" Although most specialists

are not assigned to one school, 52 percent of the principals reported

[

aily teacher-specialist interaction. Seventy-nine percent of the

principals reported that some of their teachers collaborated, and most

service training in the use of materials.

Thus, there is not only variation, but a high degree of innova-
tion. What remains is to examine exactly what is occurring. What
types of instructional practices are followed? For example, given a
school that reportedly has teaming, the proportion of teachers involved
in teaming varies from less than 10 percent to all the teachers in the
school (in teams of from two to seven members). Do they simply plan
together or actually teach together? The most typical form of in-
service training seems to be short-term workshops: 58 percent of the
principals reported their use (as opposed to long-term or ongoing

in-service training).

Variation in Instructional Practices

There is a tremendous variety of practices within schools with
regard to the ''technology" of reading. How many types of materials are

used, the extent to which the program is individualized or differ-

vidual pupil--these and many other features of the reading program were
found to vary enormously among the schools in our sample. Table 2.4
summarizes the wide variation we found among reading programs.

Within the province of reading in the classroom, the principals
described variation among schools in types of staffing patterns and

working relationships (see Table 2.5).



TABLE 2.4

Variations among Schools in Reading Programs

Percentage of
Program Characteristics Principals' Responses
(N=188)

a) Typical student grouping:
All use same materials 4%
2 or 3 groups, different materials 47
4 or more groups, different materials 43
Individualized 7
b) Reading program is integrated with other subjects 25
Reading is concentrated in 1 or 2 periods daily 75

Major changes in reading program in last 2 years 50

La
_

One or more classrooms in which students have
high autonomy 27

="
-

e) One or more classes in which students work
independently 62
f) Great variation between classes in both methods .
and materials ~ 32
Great variation in methods only 42
Great variation in materials only 8
No within-school variation in methods or materials 17
g) Changes in reading group membership
Seldom 9
Occasionally 76
Fairly often 15

h) Number of different materials (not equipment)
used in the school

1-3 sets of materials 24
4-6 sets 52
7+ sets 24

i) Proportion of sets of materials that are state texts:

30% or less 34
31% to 60% 44
more than 60% 22




Percentage of
Program Characteristics Principals' Responscs
(N=188)

i) Use of highly programmed sets (i.e., highly
sequenced, with the answers in back)

b1l

none are used
1-4 are used

ol
oo N

k) Use of sets targeting one ability level for help:

1) u sets emphasizing the phonetic approach

TABLE 2.5
Variation in Classroom Staffing for Reading

Percentage or
Staffing Patterns Principals' Responses
(N=188)

Some teachers organized in teams 73%

At least one team in which teachers
teach different grade levels 30

One or more multigraded or ungraded classrooms 6l
Teachers in grades 1-3 jointly decide on reading

materials 50
Teachers in grades 1-3 jointly decide on methods

to be used for reading 9
Some training provided for rcading material usage 79
1 or more paid aides in the typical reading

classroom 29

1 or more adult volunteers in the typical

reading classroom 58
Fewer than 15 students in the typical

reading classroom 54




While these data would make it appear that there is a great deal
of collaborution among staff members within classrooms, we should not
too quickly conclude that the staff organization at this level is
highly complex and interdependent. Rather, the indications are that
collaboration tends to be superficial and is perhaps not as pervasive
as might appear to be the case from these data. When we sharpened the

meaning of "'teaming" by asking principals what proportion of their

jointly taught the same lesson to a group of pupils, only one-quarter
of them reported that as many as a third of their teaching staff were
engaged in collaboration to that degree.

It is clear from the foregoing that schools vary widely in the
complexity cf their instructional programs and staffing. This varia-
tion is illustrated by the results of an index we devised to measure
the differentiation of the reading program (this index is described
in Chapter 3). We picked the 10 schools that scored highest on the
index and compared them to the 10 schools that scored lowest. These
schools are described below in terms of certain technological and
structural variables.

Schools scoring high on differentiation of the reading program
were likely to staff their reading classes with at least two adults
and three student tutors for an average of 15 students. The students
in this type of program werc usually grouped into four or more sub-
groups or handled by an individualized instructional program. Teachers
and students in programs of high complexity could choose from several
sets of materials, and the school or district provided special training
in their use. The materials were not likely to stress the phonetic
approach or to be aimed at one particular ability level. Reading in-
struction was integrated with other subject areas rather than concen-
trated in special time periods, and teachers in the reading program
tended to meet frequently with others within and across grade levels.

 Schools scoring low on differentiation of reading instruction

typically employed only onec adult to work with an average of 20 or
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more students. Students were clustered into two or three groups and
there were scome alternative sets of materials available for the
teachers to choose from. Materials were likely to be oriented toward
phonetic skills and differentiated by ability level. Reading «instruc-

tion was concentrated into one or two time periods; and teachers met

L

only infrequently with their counterparts, whether at the same or

different grade levels.

Organizational Influerces on Instruction and Staffing

The instruct .n ard staffing patterns of the reading program were
minimally affected by district wealth (data not shown). Comparing
schools from districts high .nd low on expenditure per pupil, we found
some differences in the complexity of the reading curriculum (measured
by the index of reading differentiation), but these differences were
not as great as we expected, and we found no differences in the amount
or types of teacher collaboration.

Open space architecture in the schools had, by contrast, a striking
effect on both differentiation of the reading program and staffing pat-

terns. Table 2.6 shows the effects on staffinrg more specifically:

TABLE 2.6

Staffing Patterns in Open Space and Conventional Schools,
as Reported by Principals

Schonls with no  Schools with 3 or
Staffing Patterns open space pods more open space pods
(N=92) (N=92)

At least 60 percent of teachers
in collaborative groups 265% 52%
Some joint teaching 32 82
Some collective responsibility 37 93
Some teachers in groups for

reading classes 39 89
Some paid aides in the typical

classroom 52 36

-~
-
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TABLE 2.6 (Continued)

Schools with no  Schools with 3 or
Staffing Patterns open space pods more open space pods
(N=92)

Some adult volunteers 56% 68%
Some student tutors 67 93

High percentage of school-
level specialists

%]
L
o
‘D‘

High percentage of district-
level specialists

]
L
ra
L]

Finally, most principals in our sample supported the trend toward
more collaboration among teachers. Not only did they believe collabora-
tion should be increased, but 71 percent reported that they thought
the atmosphere in their school encouraged teacher collaboration, and
10 percent reported that specific school policies supported coopera-
tiva teaching.

The chapters that follow will explore the relationship between

technology and structure further and in greater detail.
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CHAPTER 3

ORGANIZATIONAL SUPPORT FOR CLASSROOM COMPLEXITY

FROM DISTRICTS AND SCHOOLS

In this chapter we relate organizational characteristics at dis-
trict and school levels to the technology of instruction and to the
organization of teachers' work. We are interested primariiy in recent
developments that have increased the complexity of the classroom.

These developments are often called educational innovations, and we

specific interests: (a) the differentiation of readlng instruction,
and (b) the organization of teachers into small work groups to teach
reading. 'We asked two basic questions:

1. What organizational features of schools or school districts
are associated with instructional differentiation in reading?

2. What organizational features of schools or school districts
predict the organlzatlon of teachers into collaborative
work groups?

Thus we selected for analysis one aspect of classroom techno-

logical complexity and one aspect of classroom structural complexity.

By technological complexity we mean the instructional arrangements

that create large numbers of explicit decision points in teaching.

The use of more differentiated reading materials, for example, requires
that teachers make decisions about which students should work on which
materials or which tasks at any given time--many more decisions than
are necessary in classrooms in which all students work at the same

pace on the same tasks. By structural complexity we mean classroom

This chapter was written by Terrence E. Deal, John W. Meyer, and
W. Richard Scott. It is based on "Organizational Support for Innova-
tive Instructional Programs: District and School Levels," presented
at the Annual Meeting of the Amerlcan Educational Research Association,
Chicago, April 1974,
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arrangements that create frequent organizational interdependencies among
staff members in the school. Collaborative teaching, which daily links
each teacher's work with that of colleagues, is clearly such an arrange-
ment; and in earlier research (Meyer § Cohen, 1971) we learned that
action with each other and with principals in their schools,

What factors in schools and districts might we expect to affect
these indicators of classroom complexity? Our analyses were guided by
the hypothesis that complexity in the classroom is aided by high levels
of resources and by high levels of complexity in the wider systems of
the school and district. Specifically, we had three suppositions.

(1) We supposed that district financial resources, whether in the form
would positively affect both types of complexity. (2) We supposed
that district organizational coordination and support (in the form of

pecial administrators with responsibility for instruction, special

Lo

district teachers with distinctive competencies, etc.) would posi-
tively affect both types of complexity.. (3) We supposed that two
types of organizational models of schools--the centralized model with
a highly developed staff structure, and the decentralized professional
model with highly developed principal and teacher decision making--
would support more classroom complexity than traditional schools.
Thus, we imagined that schools with more specialists' roles and
schools with more active and influential principals and faculties
would be able to support more complexity.

The pattern of our findings, though in some ways consistent with
our expectations, raises a good many new questions. We found that a
number of variables affected our complexity indicators in the ways we
had expected, while others did not. But the overall structure of the
findings leaves us with many questions about the validity of the line
of thought on which we started out. We had supposed that thg resources
and complexity of the larger organizational context would in predict-

able and organized ways render the classroom more complex. We can




~-37-

indeed make some predictions, but whether they reflect processes
operating through formal organizational patterns is not clear.

In the pages that follow, we describe the independent variables
and go through our findings in an empiricist's style. We report the
factors which affect, and some which surprisingly do not affect, the
dependEﬁt variables of interest. After presenting the raw findings,
we try to relate them to our initial conceptions of organizational
processes that diffuse or channel complexity from higher levels to the

classroom.

Independent Variables

At the district level, the variables associated with the two
areas of innovation include per student expenditure, external funding,
special administration ratio, and siie_l Per student expenditure is
the total amount of district money spent on instruction, standardized
by the districts' average daily attendance (ADA). External funding is
the total amount of special state and federal assistance a district
school receives for reading programs in grades 1-3. (Examples of this
aid are state funds deriving from the California Miller-Unruh Act and
federal Title I funds). The special administration ratio is the pro-
portion of district administrative staff that is responsible for spéiéal
areas such as guidance, special education, and coordination of personnel
in special subject areas. District size is measured by the total num-
ber of schools in the district.

At the school level, the variable sociated with complexlty in-
school's evaluation structure, and school size; open space, a measure
of the school's architectural openness, and community climate, an
indicator of the community's attitude toward education.

The indicator of principal leadership is an index based on a

principal's report of his relative influence in several key decision

1The measures of all the variables and the sources of 1nformat1@n
on each are in the Addendur: at the end of this chapter.
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areas and his perception of the amount of time he spent stimulating
change in his school. The school's evaluation structure was also
measured by an index built frem the principal's report of how fre-
quently he evaluated reading teachers in grades 1-3 and how frequently
the school's reading program was evaluated. School size is the number
of students enrolled in the school. The open space variable is based
on the number (per school) of open space pods or instructional spaces
where two or more teachers regularly work at the same time. The index
of community climate asked the principal to choose one of three pos-
sible categories as characterizing the school's adult community:

innovative, traditional, or mixed.

Dependent Variables

We are interested in explaining classroom complexity of two
kinds: instructional complexity and complexity in the way teachers
are organized for work. Complexity of both kinds is often called
innovation because it represents a departure from more simple instruc-
tional practices and organizational patterns. Indeed, in this discus-
sion we wiil often use the common-sense term "innovation" because of
its wide acceptance among both field educators and educational re-
searchers; but we want to stress that as we discuss "innovation" what
we mean by the term is complexity.

In order to measure the complexity of classroom instruction, we
constructed an index of the differentiation of reading instruction in
the first three grades. This index is a combination of three com-
ponents: (1) the humberA0f~ﬁistinzt sets of reading materials the
principalareperts in use in more than half the classrooms in the first
three grades, (2) the principal's response to three items typifying
patterns of instruction, and (3) objective ratings of the reading
materials currently in use in the. early grades. The first component
is self-explanatory. The second component included the principal's

report of materials grouping (the extent to which all students used
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the same materials), student pacing (the extent to which students
worked at the same pace), and teacher choice (the amount of choice a

teacher had in selecting materials for assignments). The third com-

___ponent--the objective ratings of reading sets--employed experts to rate

the materials on two dimensions: the inclusion of phonetic concentra-
tion and the accommodation to varying ability levels. The ratings were
dichotomized as '"high'" and "low'; the index used only the number of
reading sets scoring "high." Each response and the two objective
ratings were dichotomized, and a combined differentiation score was
obtained by totaling the six items.

The corresponding measure of organizational complexity was an
index of teacher collaboration--the percentage of first-, second-, and
third-grade teachers in the school grouped into teams for reading. The
principal was asked to identify collaborative teacher work groups in
his school. He was then asked to indicate the number of teachers in
each and to choose one of several criteria which most closely described
the way the teachers in each group worked together (see Addendum).

In order for teachers to be coded as a team, the principal had to report
that they either planned together, taught together, or had collective
responsibility for students. The index of teacher collaboration was
obtained by dividing the number of teachers in groups meeting one of
these three criteria by the total number of teachers in grades 1-3 in

the school.

Results

Looked at superficially, the results of our cross-sectional
analysis show schools to have considerable complexity in both reading
instruction and teacher work arrangements. (As shown in Chapter 2,
elementary schools in the Bay Area have clearly moved away from a
pattern of self-contained classrooms where a single teacher, isolated
from Eolleaguééj teaches a group of thirty students the same lesson.)

These results are not surprising. Miles (1964), Carlson (1965),
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Havelock (1973), and others have found schouls adopting a large number
and wide variety of innovations. The educational climate both in school
systems and in the general educational community appears to have moved
from an inflexible interest in preserving the status quo to a commitment
to introducing changes that make the classroom and instruction more
Eompléx.

We have already noted, however, that when a principal reports the
adoption of an innovation, the change is not necessarily significant.
For example, 73 percent of the principals in our sample reported having
teaching teams in their schools. But when we inquired further into the
way these teams functioned, we found that 70 percent of them functioned
at a very iaw level of interdependence. Only 30 percent actually taught
together or had joint responsibility for a single group of students.

Although simple measures of innovation suggest radical changes in
schools have truly been reconstituted in more complex ways. The de-
tailed character of our measures therefore reveals lower levels of
innovation than studies using checklists of innovations adopted at the

district level have shown.

educational innovation reported by schools in our sample: instruc-
tional differentiation and teaming. We examined their relationship to
district and school level organizational factors by using multiple re-

gression analysis, which allowed us to enter several organizational

tional differentiation and to look at the independent effects of each
organizational factor when all others in the equation were held
constant.

The results, in Table 3.1, show that per student expenditure,

external funding, special administration ratio, and district size

instruction. The first three characteristics affect instructional

differentiation positively. Of these, per student expenditure shows
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TABLE 3.1

Relationship of District and School Organizational Characteristics
to Instructional Differentiation and Teaming
(normalized regression coefficients)

District Level (N=34)

School Level

(N=188)

- Fund,

Ratio

Per St. Ext.  Sp. Adm. Dist.
Expend.

Size

Prin,
Lead.

Eval.

Struc.

Open
Space

School Comm,
Size Clim.

Total |

" Wariance |
|Explained |
(RZ)

Differen-
tiation of
Reading
Instruction

27

22

- 36+

18t

124

Q9%+

-19% 02

Teachers
in Teams
for Reading
Instruction

L]

-.07

26*

.03

A5

*;Dl

30*

-0z 15

23
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the strongest effect. The special administration ratio has a weaker
effect.® District size, on the other hand, negatively affects instruc-
tional differentiation and is the strongest predictor variable in the
equation. When, in a separate analysis, we look at the correlates of
size, size is related both to a district's urban location (r = .60) and
to its minority population (r = .47); but even when we control for these
two factors (not shown in Table 3.1), size has a significant negative
relationship to differentiation. We will say more about this later.

At the school level, open space has the strongest independent
effect on reading differentiation. Principal leadership and evaluation
structure relate significantly to differentiation. The relationship of
school size to differentiation is consistent with that of district
size. At the school level, however, the relationship is not as sub-
stantial. The relationship of community climate to reading differentia-
tion is not significant.

The pattern of relationships for teaming is different. Per
student expenditure by districts shows a strong relationship to the
principals' reports of-the proportion of teachers grouped for teaching
reading. However, the relationship is weaker for teaming than it was
for differentiation. By contrasi’the special administration ratio is
now somewhat stronger than it was for differentiation. External fund-
ing does not show a significant relationship to teaming, nor does
district size.

At the school level, open space and principal leadership predict
teaming in about the same way they predicted %eading differentiation.
Community climate becomes a significant predictor of teaming. However,
school evaluation structure and school size are not significant pre-

dictors; neither is related to teaming.

2This is the only case in Table 3.1 where the introduction of ad-
ditional variables has a substantial effect. When we include minority
population and urban location in the equation, the special administra-
tion ratio becomes insignificant.
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In summary, size of both schools and school districts appears to
be a characteristic that constrains curricular innovation. On the
other hand, per pupil expenditure (not shown on Table 3.1), and external

funding, both of which are characteristics of districts in large urban

areas (r .27 and .22, respectively), appear as facilitating forces,

A strong principal and a vital evaluation structure that permits fre-

variables. Open space schools, a phenomenon of suburban areas (r = .29),
are likely to have reading programs that are differentiated.

Open space schools with strong principals in an innovative com-
munity climate are likely to have teachers organized in teams for
reading. District wealth and special administrators also tend to have

positive effects on the development of teachers' work groups.

Some Problems of Interpretation

The analysis of the district and school level factors that relate
to our two measures of educational innovation or complexity presents a

picture of misleading clarity. We are puzzled by the inconsistency of
-

the results: they are different for teaming and differentiation.
(Also, other organizational characteristics at both the school and
district levels that are not related raise many questions about the

ones that are. In the discussion below, we will comment on some of

validity.)>
We have displayed our results graphically in Figure 3.1. This

visual representation of our data is also troubling, looked at from

“We suspect that the relationship between school size-and differ-
entiation is artifactual, since in large schools the principal, our

might therefore underestimate the number of materials used in a typical
classroom. The differentiation index could be unduly sensitive to
this bias.
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District Level School Level C1?$§?ﬁ?ﬁ
Innovation

External — — f{%sisiffigiffigh?‘gfﬁ%s Instructional

Funding / Differentiation

Per Student ' ———
Expenditure Principal
————————— Leadership

Evaluation
Structure

Special —
Administration Open . ~ /| Teaming
Ratio Space —— —
e — — Community
Climate

3.1. Significant positive relationships between

i .
nd school level characteristics-an® ciassro®m*innova®ion. -

ot Ty
B Oy

our perspective on organizations. What is wrong with this picture?

To begin, teaming and differentiation are affected differently by
special administration ratio, per student expenditure, and external
funding, all aspects of district organization. Money and special ad-
ministrators affect both measures of innovation; external funding
affects only instructional differentiation. We are interested in
these differences, but even more so in the formal patterns through
which these organizatiénai characteristics affect either kind of

complexity.
51
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We will look first at the special administration ratio. This
factor is more strongly related to teaming than to instructional dif-
férentiatian.4 But what is the process through which special adminis-
tion or teaming? One obvious possibility is that these specialists
create programs which create new patterns of instruction or work ar-
rangements. If this were true we would expect that specialists from
the district working in the schools and school-based specialists would
have the same effect. Neither does. The lack of a similar positive
relationship between these specialists and either differentiation or
teaming diminishes the possibility that special administrators work
through specialists stationed at the school. The possibility appears
to be eliminated when we look at the relationship between these two
apecialist roles and the special administration ratio. The correla-
tions from a separate analysis (not reported in this paper) are -.16
and .06, respectively. Another possible explanation is that special
administrators influence instructional differentiation and teacher work
arrangements through the principal. But such a relationship is ruled
out by the correlation of -.12 between principal leadership and special
administrators (see Table 3.2). Another link might be between the
schecl evaluation structwre-and special administrators. But here the
correlation is .08. And evaluation is not related to teaming, whereas
special administrators are. We therefore have little faith that special
evaluation.

OQur final attempt to find the formal mechanism through which
special administrators might work was to explore the possibility that
through a network of policies and rules these administrators increase

the complexity of work; but in a separate analysis we found that an

4 o . . L. s s
‘As we noted above, some of our analyses suggest that this variable
does not have a significant impact on differentiation, although Table
1

3.1 presents the results of an analysis in which this effect occurs.

2
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TABLE 3.2

Relationships among District and School Level Organizational Variables
and Dependent Measures of Complexity '

| BEeading Instrwas
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I
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Exterrual
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L Climate
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: Scehool Ewa liuaa—
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ﬁ Dper Speac e

| School Size

W'Taamimg o

Reading

Reading Instruction
Differentiation

Per Student
Expenditure

External Funds

Special Adninistration
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Conmunity Climate
District Size
Principal Leadership
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Structure

Open Space

School Size

Teaning for Reading
Instruction
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1.00
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(02
1.00

09 07

08 16
3l 07
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index of formalization based on the reported explicitness of district
policy in the area of reading program adoption was not related to either
differentiation or teaming. Our general interpretation is that special
administrators, rather than operating through regular channels of
authority, infuse their ideas into the general innovative climate in
the district and influence the adoption of new instructional or organi-
zational patterns through simple communication about new possibilities
or through personal influence. Thus, the effect of special adminis-
trators seems idiosyncratic, not the result of their formal authority.
Perhaps this is why the literature emphasizes the personal ability of
such administrators to act as change agents.

External funding affects differentiation but does not influence

. . . . . . . 5
the organization of teachers into groups for reading instruction.

attached, and since, in the case of Title I and Title II funds speci-
fically, these conditions generally support diagnostic, prescriptive,
and individualized instruction, it makes sense that external funds would
increase instructional differentiation in the district. If the process
through which these funds worked were clear-cut and bureaucratic, we
would expect that external funds at the school level would also affect
di fferentiation. This, however, is not the case, as measures of ex-
ternal funding at the school level are not related to the differentia-
tion of reading instruction. It is therefore not at all clear how the
presence of external funds at the district level affects reading in-
.cruction at the school level. In many cases, school-based specialists
are funded by external funds, but as we have seen, these specialists in
a school do not seem to increase instructional differentiation inde-
pendently. We are therefore left with the question of precisely how

external funding influences differentiation.

SExtefnal funding correlates closely with district size (.78) and
two other measures not discussed in this analysis: urbhan location
{.54), and the district's minority population (.60). The cffects of
external funding may be inflated by these strong intercorrelations.

b
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The relationship of money to both differentiation and teaming is

buy

the simplest to explain. High expenditure of dollars per pupil will
more materials and should affect our differentiation index, SlnCE the
index is based largely on instructional materials. It is also plausible
that a high per student éxpendlture woull increase the likelihood of
teaming because money will buy released time, in-service training, and
other resources that we know are necessary because of the increased
coordination needs of more interdependent work structures. But the
expenditure of money for innovation itself does not appear to be a

highly organized process. We do not find any orgaﬁizational links that

At the school level, the relationships between organizational
characteristics and innovation seem somewhat less ambiguous, although
they still leave many questions unanswered. A principal's leadership,
his influence, and the amount of time he reports spending on stimulating
change are related to both differentiation and teaming. This relation-
ship seems perfectly logical, although it should be noted that its
effect is not large compared to that of other variables. We are also
puzzled by the fact that, except for the weak relationship with com-
munity climate, none of our variables helps account for variation in
principal leadership. The leadership factor itself seems weakly
structured.

The school's evaluation structure is related to instructional dif-
ferentiation, but not to teaming. The evaluation index is related to
that of principal leadership (r = .20), a relationship we would expect,
given the role of the principal as formal evaluator. However, we are
not overwhelmed by the relative strength of this variable, nor are we
certain of its causal direction. It seems as likely that highly dif-
ferentiated instructional programs encourage more frequent evaluations
4s it does that wellidevelopéd evaluation structures make teachc:. iore

The school-level variable that consistently and significantly

accounts for both teaming and differentiation is open space. Because
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of our previous study of the impact of open space on teachers' percep-
tions of their work (Meyer § Cohen, 1971), we are persuaded that
through various means open space has a significant effect on teachers'
work arrangements. We expected that because of the greater student
autonomy open space seems to encourage, these more flexible architectural
arrangements would stimulate instructional differentiation. However,
the factors that account for the construction of open space classrooms
are historical and circumstantial, and we have not found evidence that
school districts systematically adopt open space schools to promote
curricular innovation.

Open space schools are a phenomenon of suburban areas (r = .29)
where schools have been constructed within the last five years to keep
up with rapidly expanding populations. The primary rationale for con-
structing open space schools is that they are cheaper and more flexible
than conventional school buildings. In fact, there is a negative corre-
lation (-.24) between district money and open space. We believe,
therefore, that the effects of open space on instructional differentia-
tion and teaming, while significant, are more a function of history and
demographic factors than of a systematic organizational attempt on the
part of school districts to alter the mode of instruction or the work
relationships among teachers.

One final note on district size. Its significantly negative rela-
tionship to instructional differentiation in our analysis is highly
inconsistent with previous studies of innovation (Baldridge & Burnham,
1973; Havelock, 1973). We will not attempt to reconcile the apparent
inconsistency here, except to point out that these other studies asked
for lists of innovations at the district level, a methodological ap-
proach that may have a bias for size, since districts with more schools
are more likely to have at least one school with a given innovation.
Because we measured innovation at the school level, we have consider-
ahle confidence in the relationship of size to innovation in our

study.
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and district characteristics and the complexity of instruction and
teachers’ work at the classroom level. But as we examined the rela-
tionships between these three levels, we began to doubt that the linkage
is essentially organizational in character. Rather, we found that dis-
trict and school influences on innovation at the classroom level were
not systematic. The linkages among these three levels were not what

we would expect, given a formally coordinated organization. We also
found that some of the variables showing the strongest relationship to
our two measures of innovation were not organizational but historical
and contextual.

We did find some evidence of central control and coordination at
the district level. The district secures and stimulates the flow of
money from local sources and from outside the district and hires special
administrators who seem to encourage the innovation we examined at the
classroom level. At the local school leyel, we found that a principal's
strength and leadership stimulated diffefentiated instruction and the
organization of teachers into small work groups. We also found evidence
of community influence on teaming.

Overall, the classrcom is affected somewhat by the characteristics
of the higher organizational levels, or by sources of authority outside
the bureaucratic structure, but is largely independent. The structural
image of districts, schnols, and classrooms emerging from our pre-
liminary analysis is a series of loosely connected, autonomous units.

In adopting new patterns of work or new instructional materials and
techniques, the higher organizational levels do not control or co-
ordinate the responses of the lower ones. Innovations do not appear to
enter the school through formal organizational channels. Therefore, we
are led to speculate that school organizations are segmented at two
levels: schools are segmented within the district; classrooms are seg-
mented within the schools. Each segment and level reacts to a highly

innovative educational climate, selecting from this environment new and
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more compl: organizational and instructional forms without a center
of coordination and ccntrol to make the selection systematic. This
picture of school systems as highly segmented will be developed more
intensively in Chapters 5 and 6.

What are the consequences of the segmented character of school
organization? Although, in the prevailing educational climate, there

will continue to be numerous changes in classroom organization and in-

expand the educational horizons of participants at other levels, we
have some doubt about the extent to which innovations will be supported
or maintained if there are no formal, systematic linkages among the
three levels of school organization.

We know, from the analysis of a small sample of classrooms in
Chapter 4, that there is a fairly strong relationship between the

organizational structure of the classroom and instruction. That

This suggests that the two innovations are not being adopted simul-
taneously, although their relationship as indicated by Chapter 4 sug-
gests that within the classroom one may require the other.

tributed to a prevailing climate in education in which innovation is

highly cncourapged both by the educational research community and by the

the organizational support necessary to move them beyond the adoption
stage to implementation and installation. When an innovation is in
trouble, the prevailing response is to reject it and select another
from the array available.

We do not mean to assign the major responsibility for this state

of affairs to schools or to those who administer them. It is a

EE s
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responsibility the educational research community shares; we have made
it our business to develop new knowledge and products rather than to
think about the conditions necessary to implement and support the
knowledge and products we have or might have in the future.

more clearly the causal linkages between school organization and the
maintenance of innovations. If the speculations we make on the basis
of this preliminary analysis are accurate, we would expect to find a

difference between the structural factors that tended to predict educa-

tional change in the first wave (reported here) and the characteristics

necessary to support, maintain, and successfully modify the newly
adopted practices as measured in the second wave.

On the basis o." our theories and th® »~reliminary analyvsis, how-
ever, we would argue that the high turnc £ innovations may be
explained by the lack of necessary structural conditions in schools.
To some extent the public and the educational community have dis-
couraged such conditions by their emphasis on change for the sake of
change. School systems appear to lack the authority to manage or
coordinate complex instructional or organizational innovations at a
higher level, perhaps owing to the bad light in which coordination and
control are viewed in the present climate of innovation. But we argue
that some organizational coordination and control may be necessary to
support the more complex and sophisticated modification. in instruction
and in the organization of work at the classroom level that the climate
of innovation encourages.

The implications of this line of argument for schools runs some-
what counter to the recent emphasis on the creation of teacher centers
or other structural modifications that encourage the dissemination of
new educational practices. A segmented organization like that we have
described is not likely to provide support for any complex system of
instruction or teacher organization. Our advocacy of these linkages
in no way implies that we favor elaborating school bureaucracies to

reinforce the status quo. It does suggest that organizational change
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comes hard, and that to survive, alterations in either instruction or

organization must have the appropriate support from various levels in
the organization. In the long run, it is this kind of knowledge
about how to organize districts and schools for effective instruction

that educators are seeking.
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Operational Measures of

riables

Variable Measure Source

DISTRICT LEVEL
VARTABLES

Per Student
Expenditure

District Size

External Funding

Special Adminis-
tration Ratio

lThe

in which it was asked.

SEQ,i

5. 1.
.Q.:
i -

T2

Total budget categories

Number of schools

Amount schools receive in
external reading funds

none
£1-19,999
$20,000-39,999
540,000-49,999

= $50,000-=79,999

= $80,000-199,999
$200,000-499,999
$500,000-999,999
1 million +

7]

L TN I SR o T N I S o]
|

Number of Special Adminis-

Total District Staff
(all active at district
level)

Superintendent Questionnaire
Superintendent Interview
Principal Questionnaire
Principal Interview

9

6

California School District
Financial Analysis--agency
for research in education

alifornia Public School
irectory

S.Q.l: Arc there ele-
mentary schools in your
district which currently
receive special state or
federal assistance for
reading in grades 1 - 3
(like Miller-Unruh or
Title 1I)?

5.Q.: Administrators
with responsibilities
1or special areas like
guidance, special educa-
tion, multi-cultural edu-
cation, community rela-
tions, or coordination
of personnel in special
subareas. Does not in-
clude people who do not
supervise or evaluate
other professional or
certificated personnel.

abbreviation preceding the question refers to the instrument
There were four instruments:



Variable

Measure

Source

Formalization

ENVIRONMENTAL
MEASURES

Urban Location

Minority
Population

SCHOOL- LEVEL
VARIABLES

Open Space

Three-éoint scale:
explicit, general,
ad hoc.

Density of population
in San Jose, San
Francisco, Qakland,
S. San Francisco
equals urban

Percent nonwhite stu-
dents in district

Number of open-space
pods

Total number of
students enrolled

S.I1.: If a school

wished to adopt a reading
program, how explicit

are district policies

and procedures which the
principal would follow

in seeking approval?

Consensus: The school
districts were dichot=
omized based on informa-
tion obtained from the
Census; COonsensus was
obtained from 10 inde-
pendent raters knowledge-
able about the Bay Area.

California State Depart-
ment of Education--
Educational Statistics
Department

P.I.: Does your school
have any '"open-space
pods"” or other instruc-
tional spaces where two
or more teachers regu-
larly work at the same
time?

California State Depart-
ment of Education,
Educational Statistics
Department--Racial and
Ethnic Funding of Cali-
fornia Public Schools



Variable Measure Source

School Number of Specialist P.Q.: List certificated

Specialists FTEs evaluated at persons in your school,

Based at School school level excluding regular teachers
or teachers with special
classes (evaluated and
paid by district) based
primarily at school.

Number of Specialist P.Q.: List certificated
ecialists FTEs evaluated and persons in your school,
t paid at district excluding regular teachers
level or teachers with special
classes (evaluated and
paid by district) based
at district primarily.
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Evaluation Combination of two P.I.: 1In general, how

Structure variables frequently do you evalu-
ate how well or poorly
teachers are doing on the
task of teaching reading.
(7-point scale: very
frequently to never)

P.I.: How often do you
evaluate the success of
the reading program in

grades 1 - 3?7 (4-point
scale: yearly to daily)

Principal Comhination of two P.I.: Compared to all the

Leadership variahles other factors influencing
the situation, how influ-
ential are you as prin-
cipal? (5-point scale:
not at 11 to extremely)

P.1.: Rate yourself on

a scale from one to five
on how much time you are
able to spend stimulating
change within the school.
(5-point scale: almost
no time to a great deal
of time)

ERIC
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Measure

OPERATIONAL
MEASURES OF
INNOVATION

Differentiation
in Reading
Instruction

Compilation of the
following dichotomized
variables:

Materials variation

Pacing

Teacher choice

P.I.: Number of sets of
high phonetic concentra-
tion and number high

obtained from a coding

of the materials listed
by the principal. The
materials were rated by
people knowledgeable in
the field and consensus
was obtained by 10 inde-
pendent raters also
knowledgeable about the
materials.

P.I.: During reading in-
struction in most classes
in grades 1 - 3, how much
variation is there in the
materials used? (5-point
scale from all use same
to each uses different
materials)

P.I1.: Within most classes
in grades 1 - 3, how do
students generally work
during reading instruc-
tion? (4-point scale from
all work at the same pace
to each works at his/her
own pace)

P.I.: In your reading
program for grades 1 - 3,
how much choice do materi-
als provide the teuacher

in assigning students'
work? (3-point scale:

few, some, and many)
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Measure

Grouping of
Teachers for
Reading In-
struction
(percentage
in groups)

ERIC
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Extensity of
materials use

Number of teachers in
groups for reading
meeting criteria 1,

2, and 3, grades 1 - 3,
divided by total number
of reading teachers,
grades 1 - 3

6y

P.I.: Number of sets
used in half or more of
the classrooms obtained
by comparing the number
of classes listed for a
set reported used to the
total number of reading
classes in grades 1 - 3
and then totaling ror
each school those sets
used in more than half
of the reported classes,

P.I. Please tell me how
many groups of teachers
are in your school, how
many teachers are in each
group, and which of the
following criteria they
meet:

1. Meet and/or plan
together at least
once every other
week.

2. Jointly teach same

lesson to same group

of pupils.

Are collectively re-

sponsible for group

of students. '
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CHAPTER 4

ORGANIZATIONAL SUFPORT FOR INSTRUCTION AT THE
CLASSROOM LEVEL

With the incorporation of more complex instructional practices
into the typical Bay Area classroom, has there arisen the need for more
complex staffing patterns at the classroom level? Or, alternatively,

*  has the introduction of more complex staffing patterns altered concep-
tions of teaching so that new instructional practices follow? In
either case, we predicted, from the theoretical foundation underlying
our study, an observable association between complexity in organiza-
tional structure and complexity of instruction. In Chapter 3 we
examined the relationships between instructional complexity and patterns
of organization at the levels of the district and the school. 1In this
chapter we focus on the relationship of classroom staffing patterns to
the complexity of instructional practice (again, what we call the tcch-

nology of teaching). Using the data from a questionnaire administered

structure-technology hypothesis underlying our study. We predicted
that:
There is an association betwecen more complex
classroom or staff organization and more complex
We examine three distinct kinds of classroom staffing patterns:
the traditionally isolated classroom teacher, the teacher assisted by

the specialist or teaching aide, and the teaching team. We refer to

This chapter was written by Elizabeth G. Cohen and Eric Bredo.
It is based on "Organizational Support for Innovative Instructional
Prograims: Staff Level," presented at the Annual Meeting of the
American bducational Research Association, Chicago, April 1974.
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On the instructional (or technological) side we examine two dimen-
sions of complexity. One of these is instructional differentiation,
referring to the number and variety of classroom materials and groups
of students. Conceptually, this first dimension is identical to the
index of differentiation reported in Chapter 3. The other dimension
is '""nonroutinization" and refers to the timing and frequency of decisions

teachers must make with respect to students and teaching materials. A

about instructional tasks.
We made the following predictions:
Teaming is associated with more differentiated
and nonroutinized instructional practice. The

‘use of specialists is associated with more dif-

practice.

Carrying the analysis a step further, we divided teaching teams
into those in which teachers work together with a relatively rigid
division of labor and those that are more flexible. Generalizing from
studies of division of labor in other types of organizations, we de-
veloped the following proposition:

rigid division of labor are likely to have
routinized aspects of their tasks more fully
than teachers on teams with more flexible roles.

These analytic distinctions are illustrated in Figure 4.1. For
each pattern of staff organization we made predictions about the two
dimensions of instructional complexity.

The first major section of this chapter describes the conceptual-
ization leading to these specific predictions. Included in this sec-
tion are the general characteristics of the subsample of schools and

teachers. The second section presents the specific indices used to

G



Structure Technology

Differentiation Nonroutinization

High Low High Low

Traditional

— - — — = B - — = - . — T

Collaborative
Flexible Division

~of Labor

Collaborative

Rigid Division
__of Labor , BN - W
Staff-Line

Fig. 4.1. Predicted relationships between teacher work arrange-
ments and two dimensions of technology. (A cell marked 'X" indicates
a prediction of greater. frequency of cases at one end of the dimension.)

measure the concepts; and the third section defines the predictions
operationally. The fourth section presents the results: both the
analysis of the work arrangements of all the teachers in the sample and
the analysis by aggregated team reports on division of labor. Finally,
the last section presents the discussion and conclusions with special

reference to implications for the second wave of this study.

Conceptualization

Structural Change: New Staffing Patterns

As we have seen in the previous chapters, there has been a marked
change away from the traditional pattern of staff organization in
schools. In many schools in our sample, teachers no longer work in
isolation, each performing a separate task. To review some of the new

patterns, principals frequently report collaborative relationships
Fy
{
O
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between teachers; in addition, they often report the presence of non-
teaching school specialists, such as special reading teachers, librari-
ans, and school psychologists. Furthermore, in many of the schools,
particularly those with external funding, there are paid teavh;r aides;

and in some there are unpaid volunteers in the classroon.

In sociological terms, all of these changes may be viewed as
changes in specialization or in the traditional division of labor. In
organizational terms, specialists may be thought of as a staff comple-
ment to the line personnel, the teachers. Team teaching may represent
a change in the division of labor and/or the task interdependence among
teachers.  Aides represen nt an increase in the number of line personnel
per client (student) as well as the introduction of a hierarchical ele-
ment into the teacher's role as he or she becomes an organizational
superior to the aide. In sum, these changes indicate increased organi-
sational complexity over the traditional pattern of staff utilization

in schools. How does this organizational complexity relate conceptually

to the instructional diversity we also see in Bay Area schools?

P
s

tructural and °

]
I (T

echnological Complexity

It is possible at the classroom level to test the prediction made
at the other levels: 1i.e., that organizational and technological

jated. We are aware that some of

U.

anplgiltx will be positively assoc
the weakness of observed relationships in the general survey data may
be due to inaccuracies in the principals' responses. At the teacher

level, it is possible to reexamine more precisely the association of

teaming, the use of specialists, and the presence of extra adults in

the classroom with the instructional routinization (or nonroutiniza-

tion) and differentiation--our two indicators of instructional
complexity,

Technological Change: Differentiation and Routiniz

Instructional practices currently considered innovative can vary

immensely. Some of these are relatively simple; others are extremely

complex. There are at leust two dimensions on which the technology of
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teaching might vary in complexity. One of these dimensions, differ-
entiation, is the same as that used in Chapter 3 and refers to the
extent to which instruction is organized so that teachers treat students
differently. The other dimension, nonroutinization, is introduced now
for the first time and refers more to the mode of teacher decision
making than to the assignment of pupils and materials. Is the assign-
ment discretionary, or are there rules that the teacher should follow
in connecting pupils with learning activities? This dimension is an
important indicator of instructional complexity, but in the analysis
of principals' reports we were not successful in measuring the - de of
teacher decision making, possibly because we did not construct good
indicators and possibly because many principals do not have accurate
knowledge of instruction not direcrly involving material resources.

As we originally conceptualized the problem, traditional instruc-
tion is at the low end of both dimensions of technolngigal complexity.
It is relatively undifferentiated because it tends to use "large batch
processing" of pupils. As instructional practice becomes more differ-
entiated, the teacher may vary the number of groups of children and
the pacing and variety of materials for each group. At the highest
level of differentiation we have what is known as "individualization"
--i.e., each child works with materials suited to his own pace and
learning style.

Traditional “instruction also involves a routinized kind of decision
making based on covering curriculum goals for each elementary grade in
cach subject. Children who cannot keep up with the traditionally pre-
scribed pace arec either left behind in t;c grade or accepted as
failures on the grounds of their lack of ability. But traditional
instruction is not the only kind of instruction to involve routini:zed
decision making. Some highly innovative, highlyv differentiated pro-
grammed approaches contain built-in decisions about which lessons ecach
child must use, given routine scoring of his past performance. In
other words, the idea of differentiation is distinct from the mode of

teacher decision making in assignment of students and materials.

72



~66-

Examples of nonroutinized instructional practice are "open"
classrooms, where children are aliowed to make their own decisions

about learning tasks, and individualized programs, where reassignments

Modes of Team Organization and Nonroutinization of Instruction

izational terms has also sharpened the way we look at teaching ''teams."

Years of study of teaching teams have taught us to be very cautious
about concluding that we know what is meant when a principal or a
teacher says that he has a "team.'" This group may be little different
from a traditional teacher committee working on a curriculum project
in a series of after-school meetings. Or the "tean'" may not meet at
all. We are especially interested in collaborative teacher groups
representing significant interdependence between teachers. We have
defined this interdependence as working together on instructional
planning, teaching, evaluation, or discipline.

Even if we restrict our examination to teams that are interde-
pendent on onec or more of these tasks, there remains critical varia-
tion between teams in the way they organize their work. Teachers on
teams may divide their labor in relatively rigid ways--for example,
specializing in the teaching of particular subjects (''turn teaching'),
or tcaching strictly preassigned gfoupg of students. After a team
working in this manner has made initial decisions on Spcgializati@n
and/or pupil assignment, the members' interdependence may be limited

and they may meet infrequently. We have conceptualized such a team

In contrast to teams with this type of organization, some tecams
appear to work more flexibly, jointly teaching a singie group of
pupils. They may vary the assignment of tasks to team members ac-
cording to the requirements of particular situations. We have

characterized these teams as showing a relatively flexible division

of labor.

-3
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The literature on organizations suggests that the more flexible
division of labor is a necessity when the technology is complex,
necessitating frequent feedback and continual decision making. Soci-

logists have suggested that rigid role prescriptions are more likely

O

be associated with more routine or certain tasks and flexible role

r+
[e]

prescriptions with less routine or uncertain tasks. March and Simon
(1958), for instance, argue that relatively certain and stable tasks
can be coordinated through structured means (e.g., tules, schedules,
plans), whereas uncertain tasks require more immediate verbal communi-
cation to effect coordination. Similarly, Burns and Stalker's (1961)
study of organizational innovation suggests that a ''mechanistic'" form
of organization with considerable division of labor is most appropriate
under stable conditions, but that an 'organic' form with more flexible
roles is suitable when there is a high rate of innovation, that is,
when tasks change rapidly. Perrow (1970) has also argued that non-
routine tasks will be associated with a less rigid and tightly pre-

acribed division of labor.

The Subsample

The data analyzed in this chapter come from teacher questionnaires
administered in 16 elementary schools in the Bay Area. (As described
in Chapter 1, principals of 188 elementary schools were interviewed as
part of a large general survey. In 16 of these schools teachers were
requested to fill out questionnaires.) The schools selected for the
teacher questionnaires represent a deliberately nonrandom sample; the
selection was made on the basis of the principals' responses to the
general survey questionnaire. Schools were selected on a controlled
comparison basis in order to maximize variation in organizational vari-
ables such as teaming and the use of specialists, and to maximize
variation in instructional complexity. We selected schools where,
according to the principals, there was one of the following staff

patterns: (1) no teams or specialists, (2) teams but few specialists,

]
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(3) specialists but few teams, (4) both teams and specialists. For
cach of these four patterns we also selected schools with both simple
and complex instructional practices (again according to principals'
reports).

This sampling plan was limited by the nonoccurrence of some combi-
nations in our large random sample and by the crude nature of the
process for selecting schools on the basis of their technology before
the more refined index reported in Chapter 3 was devised.

Response to the teacher questionnaire was excellent {95 percent).
A total of 231 teachers filled out questionnaires. Of these, 103
teachers were classified as team members.

Only two of the 16 schools were largely open space (80 percent or

~Ietter). Scven more schools had some degree of open space (such as

having movable partitions). The remaining seven schools had completely
self-contained classrooms. In terms of individual teachers, 75 percent
(N=173) were in self-contained classrooms, while the rest were in some
kind of an open space situation.

The schools also represented a range of socioeconomic status (SES)
in the student population. In three of the schools, most of the
teacher responses indicated largely high SES students; in three other
schools, most of the teachers reported-low SES students. The remaining

medium and low SES.

Measurement

Technology
Nonroutinization and differentiation were each measured with a

set of items. In the case of differentiation, there were two indices:
the first referred to the extent of grouping used in math, reading, and
social studies, the second referred to the degree of variation in in-

structional materials in these subjects.
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(Q12) Grouping: Please rank the following four categories
for each subject, to show which way your students
are organized most frequently. Whole class grouped
together; two or three groups; four or ﬁaré groups;

students work individually.

(Q34) Materials Variation: 1In general, how much variation
is there in the materials your students usc in each
subject? All students generally use the same

materials; students are divided into 2 or 3 groups,

divided into 4 or more groups, each group using
different materials; each student uses different

materials.

There were three indices of nonroutinization: frequency of group

change, the granting of autonomy to pupils, and little importance of
sequencing in dictating student tasks. If student instructional groups
were flexible and membership changed frequently, we defined this
practice as nonroutinized compared to the case where there is a rigid,
caste-like system with stable group membership. Similarly, if students
were frequently given autonomy in choosing tasks, we saw this practice
given choice. Lastly, if the instructional program was not highly
sequenced and it was not important for one concept or topic to follow
another in a set order, this too was considered nonroutinized in
comparison to the class where instruction is highly sequenced. Teachers
were asked to report on these three aspects of their instruction,

scparately for reading, math, and social studies:

(Ql14) Group Change: If the class is sometimes broken

“ into groups for a subject, how often would you
say the membership of groups changes? Every day;
several times a weck; once a week; once or twice

a month; less than once a month.

[
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(Q35) Autonomy: How often are students in your class(es)
free to choose their own activities in each subject

area? Always; usually; fairly often; seldom; never.

(Q33) Importance of Sequencing: To what degree would you
say your instructional program--lessons or concepts
--has to be presented in a particular order in each
subject? Order very imﬁortant; order moderately
important; order slightly important; order not at

all important.

Staffing Patterns

Teaming We asked specifically about the way teachers worked

together: whether it involved such tasks as planning instruction,
evaluating student progress, teaching a class jointly, and/or co-
ordinating student discipline. Only teachers who could report that
they worked with other teachers in one or more of these ways werc
classified as '"team members' (Ql6). This definition of teaming was,
if anything, too broad. In addition, teachers were asked to specify

the subject areas in which teaming took place.

Specialists. There was a single item in the questionnaire

measuring the teachers' use of specialists (Q58). Teachers were asked
how frequently they discussed their teaching or students with a
specialist. Several things should be noted about this item. It does
not discriminate between district and school specialists. It does not

ask what kind of specialist is being consulted. Nevertheless, this

ist rather than the mere physical presence of specialists which the
principal interview investigated. Thus, there may be specialists in
schools where teachers report consulting specialists less than once

a month, but these specialists may not work directly with teachers.

Adults. Teachers were asked how many aides and adult volunteers

were in their classrooms during a typical instruction period in each

T
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subject (Q59). The data consisted of separate enumerations of aides

and volunteers for math, reading, and social studies.

Definitions of staffing patterns. In order to compare the tradi-

tional, collaborative, and staff-line modes of classroom organization,
the following operational definitions were used:
Traditional: An individual teacher reports no teaming and
infrequent consultation or no specialists in the school.
Collaborative Group: An individual teacher reports teaming
and infrequent use of specialists or no specialists in the
school.
Staff-Line: An individual teacher reports no teaming, bhut
consults a specialist once a week or more.
Teachers reporting other combinations of teaming and use of specialists
were not used in this comparison of pure types of teacher work rela-
tionships.

Tcam Organization

In the theoretical section, we distinguished between two types of
teams: those with highly differentiated roles and a relatively rigid
Jdivision of labor; and those with more flexible, undifferentiated role
structures. In the data analysis we use the frequency of 'cross-group-
ing'" us a measure of a less flexible division of labor and the frequency
of "joint teaching" as a measure of a more flexible division of labor.

Cross-grouping is a common team practice whereby teachers divide

up the students by ability and/or subject matter and use this pupil
assignment as the stable basis of what each team member is supposed to
he doing for each period of the day. After cross-grouping decisions
have taken place, scheduling can direct the teachers as to "who does
what with whom at what time." The level of interdependence of the team
members is relatively low. The teacher questionnaire included an

item on the frequency of cross-grouping for reading, math, and social

studies (Q10).

-
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When team members engage in joint teaching, they can be simul-

taneously teaching a common group of students in the same subject in
the same teaching space. They may rotate among groups or individual
students, helping and encouraging as they go, or they may take turns
introducing different concepts, even during the course of a single
lesson. Teachers' roles, in this case, are much less stable and clear.
In addition, a much higher level of communication and interdependence

is necessary in joint teaching compared to cross-grouping. A ques-
tionndaire item on the frequency of joint teaching in math, reading,

and social studies operationalized this concept of a relatively flcexible

division of labor (Q26).
Predictions

With these specific indices defined, the predictions used for

statistical analysis of the data are presented below:

1. The presence of tecaming will be positively associated with
more differentiated and nonroutinized instructional practice.

2. The frequent use of specialists will be positiveiy associated
with more differentiated and nonroutinized instructional
practice. '

There will be a higher probability of differentiated and
nonroutinized instructional practice for either the collabora-
tive group mode or the staff-line mode thar for the isolated
mode of classroom teaching.

ol

4. .Among teams, cross-grouping will be negatively related to
nonroutinized instruction. : :

5. Among teams, joint teaching will be positively related to

In reading the tables it should be noted that we have reverscd
the original question on sequencing, so thaﬁ teachers who give very
little attention to the sequence of materials, will be classified as
"high" on the index "Sequencing Unimportant.'" We did this so that the

sequencing measure, like the other measures of nonroutinization, would

79
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have a "high" value indicating "high nonroutinization” and a "low" vz

fod
L
s
L)

Before presenting the results of these predictions, we present
cvidence bearing on our assumption that it is possible to characterize

a classroom by its level of technological complexity. This cvidence is

w

ce
hased on an examination of the interrclationships of the indices of di
ferentiation and routinization by classroom.

Interrelationship of Instructional Indices

Underlying our conceptualization of the interplay between structure
and technology is a proposition concerning a changed conception of the
teaching task. Regardless of which change comes first, a morec complex
staffing pattern or a more complex instructional practice, the under-
lving conception of the teaching task is likely to change so that in-

stru

1

tional practices in all subject matter areas are likely to grow
more.complex in a given classroom. Despite the fact that the curricular
materials suitable for differentiated instruction are not cqually avail-

able in all subjcct areas, we wanted to be able to make a general

characterization of the teaching technology of a given classroom across
subject matter arcas

In addition, we planned on being able to characterize that class-
room technology separately for the dimensions of differentiation and

nontoutinization. In the conceptualization of these two dimensions

we $aw no necessary correlation between the scores on one dimension

the other. Whether or not our measurcs of the two

=]

and the scores o

‘g‘
2
Wi

dimensions showed this kind of statistical lack of associati was an
empirical question, answerable with these data.

In Table 4.1 one can compare grouping practices in one subject

matter area with grouping practices in another. The proportion of

teachers reporting a particular grouping practice varies markedly by

subject. [t secms that reading is likely to be conducted in small
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groups, whereas social studies is typically taught to the whole class.
Math shows the greatest variation; the most frequent patterns are

individualized and two to three small groups.

TABLE 4.1

Percentage of Teachers Reporting Various
Grouping Practices, by Subject

Type of Math Reading
Grouping (N=212) (N=216)

Social Studies

Whole class 26% 10% 74%
2 - 3 groups 32 35 11
4 or more groups 8 31 5

Individualized 34 24 [0

Despite these differences in the way each subject is taught,
Tiable 4.2 shows that there are moderately high associations betwecn a
teacher's report of differentiation and routinization in one subje.'t
and the same teacher's report in another subject. In other words,
feachers tend to be consistent across subjects, and there is a general
tendency toward more or less differcentiation and routinization or non-
routinization that is characteristic of a particular teacher and
class.

Not only is the relative complexity of instruction consistent
across subject areas in a particular teacher's practice, but, as
Table 4.5 shows, all five indices of instructional practice are
strongly intercorrelated. These interrclationships mean that teachers
who are high on one of the indices of technological complexity, tend
to be high on the others.

I't is not surprising that the several indices of routinization

and differentiation are intercorrelated within each of thesc two

Qo
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. TABLE 4.2

Correlation between Teachers' Reports on Instruction
for Different Subjects

(N=208)
Instructional e Sub]ezt . I
Pr4ct1c; Math Readlng SGClal étL‘L_;
Materials Variation
Math 1.00 WSEEE .20
Reading 1.00 L24HE*
Social Studies 1.00
Groun Change
tath 1.00 L60F LABExR
neading 1.00 Ch
Social Studies 1.00
Student Autonomy
Math 1,00 Sox*% L4L1EEE
Reading o 1.00 kY AL
Social Studies _ 1.00

dimensions, but we had not expected that there would be a significant
intercorrelation of indices between the two dimensions. According to
these measures, tcachers who do not differentiate their instructiom

are likely to have hlghly routine instruction. Conversely, those who

to have nonroutine instruction.
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Summarizing Tables 4.1 - 4.3, there is a positive association be-

tween indices of complexity across subject matter areas in classrooms;

teachers who report one innovative instructional practice also tend to

report others. These findings hold despite considerable d1ffereﬂﬁe-iﬁ

the complexity of typical practice in different subjects. Second,
there is a positive intercorrelation hetween the different indices we

have used for the complexity of each dimension of the technology:

co
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Intercorrelations of Instructional Indices,

TABLE 4.3

Collapsed across Subjects

(N=208)
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Differentiation Nonroutinization

Indices of — - - , . — e
Instructional Materials Student CGroup  Sequencing

Practice Grouping Variation  Autonomy Change Unimportant
tirouping 1.00 L56*** LAQFEER S ExE 20*
Materials
Variation 1.00 LQ2EEE FExEH L28FEE
Autonomy 1.00 L3TEE = 25FHE
Greup Chinge 1.00 11+
scquencing
Unimportant 1.00

routi..ization and differentiation. Finally, the two dimensions of the

technology are significantly associated,

Tcoming, Specialists, and Extra Adults

Table 4.4 shuws the associations betweecn different organizational

patierns and indices of differentiation and routinization. This analysis

does not take into account the interrelationship u: specialist usage,

teaming, and extra adults. It provides general evidence on the propo-

creased complexity in instructional practice--in this case measured by

tciacher report rather than principal report.

As can he seen in this table, there are significant associations

hetween all three types of staffing patterns and some of the indices

a3



TABLE 4.4

Relationship of Organizational Patterns to Differentiation
and Nonroutinization

(9]

Variables df X

Teaming and Differentiation

Tode

L]

o
5
+

Team x Grouping

[E%]
e
L%
wlt
o
e

Team x
Teaming and
Team X
Team X
Team x

Specialists

Materials Variation

Nonroutinization
Group Change
Sequencing Unimportant

Student Autonomy

and Differentiation

b

.

D e

1

4**—#

B
L]

Specialist x Grouping

[}
el
fo]
)

Specialist x Materials Variation

Specialists and Nonroutinization

Specialists x Group Change 1 5.9*%
Specialists x Sequencing
Unimportant

Tnd
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—
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o
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specialists x Student Autonomy

Adults and Differentiation

Kt
|
—
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*

Adults x Grouping
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—
[
T

*

Adults x Materials Variation
Adults and Nonroutinization
Adults x Group Change

Adults x Sequencing Unimportant

L B O
el
"l

Adults x Student Autonomy

*p < .05
**p < L0l
seap <001
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of routinic tion and diftferentiation. Teaming is related both to the

use of more complex grouping patterns and to a wider variety of teuaching

materials; the instructional practices of team teachers give more

autonomy to pupils and place less importance on sequencing of materials.
Teachers who consult specialists also appear to use nonroutinized

instructicenal practice, dccording to all three indices of this dimen-

=ien. There 13 no si Lbetween using morce complox

materials and consulting with a specialist.

The addition of adults to the classroom is clearly related to the
indices of ditfferentiation but not to those of nonroutinization. In
other words, cxtra adults are reported for classrooms using multiple

grouping or individualization. This result is similar to the finding

of Sabina Cohen (1973} that the presence of teacher aides was associated

with clussrooms where different children worked on different materiuals

at diftferent paces.

' Much to our surprise, given that we had selected the sample on

the basis of pure collaborative group schools in contrast to staft-line

schools, analysis of the teacher data revealed that members of teams

were more likely to consult with specialists frequently than were

teachers who were not teamed. The association was measured hy XZ

(X{ = 15.9) and was statistically significant bevond the 001 level.
This positive association suggests that in order to cstimate the

cfitects of cach type of division of labor, it Is necessiary to control

on specialists while csamining the association of teums with differ-

entiation and routinization. Likewise, it is necessary to control on

the teaming variable while examining the association of specialists

and indices technology. Table 4.5 presents these cross-tabulations,

allowing us to examine independent relationships.

assoviation between organitational modes and patterns of instructional

practice. The associations observed between the use of specialists

and indices of technology are very weak when the presence of teaming

is held constant.,  Once teaming is held constant, the use of specialists
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TABLE 4.5

Percentage of Teachers Reporting on Differentiation and Nonroutinization
by Tean Membership and Consultation with Specialists

Differentiation

“requency Grouping Materials Variation
of Con- e T -
sultation  Teun High  Med.  Low  N(173) High  Med.  low  N(I75)
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i= only associated with complex grouping if there is no team. Special-
ists are no longer associated positively with the unimportance of
sequencing and autonomy. Lastly, the use of specialists is only asso-
ciated with frequency of group change if there is also a team.

In contrast, teaming continues to show a consistent positive asso-
ciation with materials variation and autonomy when the specialist vari-
able is controlled. In addition, if a specialist is consulted, teaming

there is litt'. or

H

is u predictor of the frequency of group change. I
no use of a specialist, teaming is strongly associated with more  uplex
grouping practices.

There is also evidence of interaction effects in this table. The
results on grouping practices indicate that either teaming or the use
ol a specialist predicts individualization of four or more groups.
When hoth are present, the result is anproximately the same as when
cither is present. In contrast, when there are both teams and special-
ist vonsultation, there i the highest probability of frequent group
change and the lowest stress on sequenced instructional materials.

If we pull out of Table 4.5 those rows which represent a tradi-

tional school organization, a pure collaborative mode, and a staff-line

mode, we can contrast the association of different kinds of division of
labor with indices .of instructional practice. It should be remembered
that these are individual reports of staff interrelationships and not

chariacterizations of entire schools.  Table 4.6 reory . izes the data in

Iable 4.5 so uas» to present this contrast.

Tha only comparisons in Table 4.6 where the pure teaming situation
(collaborative group) looks like the specialist-plus-teacher situation
arc for grouping and group change. Either the collaborative group mode
or the staff-line mode appears to be associated with complex grouping in
comparison to the traditional mode. In the case of frequency of group
chanee, neither differentiated pattern appears associated with frequency
of group change. The staff-line model appears to be associated with
less materials variation and somewhat more sequencing than the tradi-

tivnal model. The collaborative group model is markgdly associated

o



TABLE 4.6

Percentage of Teachers Reporting on Differentiation and Nonroutinization
by Type of Staff literrelationship

Staff Pattern vs Differentiation
T Gl T Materials Variation -
High  Med. low X High  Med.  Low N

Col laborative 00 16 MW T N VA
Staff-Line 5o 5w wooou 8w

Traditional 19 o4 58 15 0 M M

~I8-

Nonroutinization

Group Change Sequencing Unimportant Student Autonomy

ez

Ligh Low ¥ Migh Med. Low N llgh Med. Low N

Collaborative 9% 015 23 Iy 7% 3% 38 4% 8% 2% 39
staff-Line W oob ) I A [ 17§ 3 2
Traditional Ho5 0 N4 3 W 15 4o 3 5
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with autonomy and with materials variation, in contrast to

the other two patterns.

These results should be interpreted cauticusly with regard to .a-
Ferring causal relationships, particularly since exogenous factor= may
be affecting both the structural and the technological variables. lor

example, if an economic factor were to account for a high level of

inferences concorning

—

materials variation and for teaming, then causa
teaming and materials variation would be.spurious. In the next section,
whure we introduce variation in how teams work together, we show why
there appears to be no simple positive association between teaming and
the frequency of group change.

One way to check for possible weaknesses in a functicnal connec-
tion between teaming and technology is to control for open .puace while
examining the association of teaming with indicators of technology.

1s more ch racteristic of suburban, middle-class

g
"'1‘
Fiel

Open space scho

a1
a-eas and may he taken as a rough indicator of a more well-to-do area
whnere there mav be more money for materials and where the parents may
suTo8s autonomy as a desired educational goal. [If there is open space,
there is almost invariably teaming, so there is littlec variation in

teaming for open space schools. Table 4.7 presents the level of asso

ciation as measured by Tau between teaming and instructional practice
cnly for ceaventional self-contained classrooms.
Teaming continues to be associated with more complex technology

even when it takes place in self-contained classrooms.

dtiOh

UlVl%lOn nf Iahar and NDnrouflnl

Team Analysice

To test the proposition on team organization and routinization of

iry to analyze the data at the tcam, rather

eaching tasks it was nece
than the individual level. Scores for teammates were averaged together
to obtain aggregate scores. Furthermore, Tables 4.8 - 4.10 include
only those teachers in the sample who were classified as team members,

This gave us a total of 46 tcams composed of a total of 103 teuachers.

ze, high levels of

Since this is an effective reduction in samplce 5

statistical significance are less likely to voeour.

e
et
[lpnam.
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TABLE 4.7

Relationships of 1..aming with Differentiation and
Nonroutinization for Self-Contained Classrooms

Tau N
Teaming by Differentiation
Teaming x Grouping . 20%* 147
Teaming x Material Variation L17EE 148
Teaming by Nonroutinization
Teaming x Group Change ©o16* 67
Teaming x Autonomy L24FEE 158
Teaming x Sequencing Unimportant -.11* 158
:!r'p £ ;
**p < .01
‘k**Ij L !QD]
" TABLE 4.8
Correlations of Cross-Grouping and .Joint Teaching with
Indices of Instructional Nonroutinization

—_— - Instructional Nenroutinization
[vpr=z of - )

Collaboration } - . - .
Giroup Student Sequencing
Change Autonomy Unimportant

Cross-grouping -, 257 -.16 .04

Joint Teaching .04 .16 -.11

tp < .10
*n oo 01

e

Lo
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In Table 4.8 the predicted association of flexibility in team
organization and routinization 1s clearly supported only for the item
measuring frequency of instructional group change. Tcuams using cross-
grouping are less likely to make frequent changes in instructional
groups than teams which do not c¢ross-group. Also, the report of joint
teaching by members of a given tecam is positively correlated with fre-

The relatic

I
el
r

wuenuy of membership change (r onship for autonomy
is in the predicted direction but does not reach statistical signifi-
ca- e, Team organization does not appear to be related to the stress
laid on sequencing.

Because of differences between subject areas, it is advisable to
the technology separately for math, reading, and social studies (Table
4.9). There is a4 marked puositive association between joint teaching
and Frequent group change for each subject area. The relationship

hetween cross-grouping and group change is negative, as predicted, but

.is considerably weaker when broken dewn by subject matter. The posi-

tive relationship of joint teaching and autonomy is stronger for math

than for rcading and social studies. Sequencing continues to show no

A

igynificant relationship to team organization. In general the pre-
icted pattern holds for frequency of group chuange and for autonomy.

It is important to cxumine the independent relations of cross-
grouping and joint teaching to routinization because some teams may

hoth cross-group and joint teach (in different subjects), with the

result that the relitionships may partially cancel each other out.
Table.4.10 shows the results of a multiple regression analysis, which
allowed us to separate the contributions of cross-grouping and joint
teaching to cxplaining variance in two indices of routinization
(sequencing was not included because the regression analysis results
wore not significant).

Cross-grouping is still négztivcly related to group change, and
joint teaching is positively related to group change. However, when

we cxamine the relationships with autonomy, it is apparent that whereas

93



TABLE 1.9

Correlations of Cross-Grouping and Joint Teaching with Indices
of Nenroutinization, bv Subject

Tepe of Group Change Student Autonomy Sequencing Unimportant

l‘%!'[i .tn ' Soctal ‘ Social Social
Pl Math  Reading  Studies | Math Reading Studies | Math Reading Studies

(ross-grouping

Math -, 09 =29 -2

Reading | - 18 - 351 -.003

E % .
social i W
Studics
|

Joint Teaching
Math AL  28% 0l
Reading ATHE A3 -, 03

Social
Studies L Jg* . A3 =25




TABLE 4.10

Regression of Cross-grouping and Joint Teaching on Twe Indices
of Nonroutinization: Group Change and Autonomy

Dependent ,
Variable Independent Variahle R Beta F
Cruss-grouping -7 15.4%*
Group Change .63
Joint Teaching . 06 8.0%*
Cross-grouping 05 .04
Autaonomy .33
Joint Teaching .57 6. 2*%*

joint teu:hing is positively related, cross-grouping is not related at
all. Together, cross-grouping and joint teaching account for 63 per-
cent of the variance in group change and 31 percent of the variance in

autonomy .,
Discussion

A review ot the results for the predictions with which we began
reveals considerable evidence for the central proposition of the study,
i.e., that there is an association between complexity of structure and
complexity of technology. At the teacher level, teaming shows par-
ticularly strong and consistent relationships with the use of four or
mofe groups in a class and with individualization; the simultaneous use
of a wide variety of teaching materials; the granting of autonomy to
pupils in choice of task; and little strass on u particular sequence
of teaching materials. The use of specialists also appears to be asso-
ciated with somec of these indices; however, when teaming is held con-

stant, the relationship of frequency of specialist consultation and
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ing practices and the use of multiple teaching materials.

e
relationships--traditional, staff-line, and collaborative--wec find that
the traditional pattern has the lowest probability of reporting complex
instructionual practices. Again, teaming--the collaborative mede--1is

n

o

clearly the most powerful and consistent in predicting differentiati
and nonroutinization in instructional practice. The use of specialists

--the staff-line mode--appears to he intermediate between the two other

s
‘r"*

equency of group change, i.e., change in the membership of instruc-
tional proups. This is accounted for by the predicted finding that

ation

[N
-3
L]

there are different types of teams, whose differing work organ
results in different types of instruction. We found that cross-grouping
in teams is nepatively associated with autonomy and frequency of group

change. The incidence of joint teaching, in contrast, is pasiti'cly

associated with these same two indices. 1In a regression analysis, wc
fourd that, together, cross-grouping and joint teaching account for 65
percent of the variance in the index of group change reported by

teachers in teams.

The analysis of the interrelationship of indicators of instruc-
tional technology suggests that it is possible to characterize class-
rooms in terms of level of differentiation and routinization. Despite
subject matter differences there is a strong correlation between rela-
tive level in one subject matter area and relative level in another.

In more concrete language, teachers who attempt one complex, innovative
instructional practicc also attempt others. Likewise, teachers who

usc traditional methods of grouping and routine decision making in

nne suhject matter area tend to use these methods in others.
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Measurement Problems

We did not expect that the indices of routinization would be posi-
tively associated with the indices of differentiation. We had thought
of a highly differentiated, individualized program as one that would
proceed on the basis of decisions built into some of the individuali:zed
programmed curricula availuble in the early grades. We particularly
Jdid not expect teachers who reported their grouping practices as "indi-
vidualized" to report that theyv extended considerable autonomy to the
children in choice of task, because we had associated "individualiza-

i

ve approach where the child is given

¥

ion'" with a diagnostic-prescript

[}

aptitude and performance.

As we have talked with teachers we huve come to realize that the
diagnostic-prescriptive approach to the teaching of reading is probuably
a4 rarity. The ideal may cven be impractical in light of the gaps in
knowledge of teaching reading and in light of the number of experts
and assisting adults necessary to use an individualized medical model
in a classroom of 25 children.

The observed association between differentiation and autonomy may
have been due to the too broad item measuring autonomy. Any kind of
choice given to the children may have resulted in a teacher's reporting
"autonomous' instruction. We feel that we do not understand what a
teacher meant when he or she answered our question on autonomy. Some
teachers give very minor and constricted choices to children, yet view
themselves as allowing genuine autonomy, whereas others try to build a
whole program around teaching :he child to be independent and autonomous
(as in the '"open' classroom). Our simple question did not distinguish
these two types.

A number of teachers who had no specialist available and no
teacher aides or volunteers reported individualized and autonomous
classrooms. We began to wonder how a teacher could concecivably run
such a classroom while providing students adequate feedback for learn-

ing. We suspect that some of these classrooms may be run in a loose

08



manner without the tecacher monitoring feedback as a source of successive

decisio

n making. Other teachers, using just as highly differentiated
materials and freedom of choice for the children might, by means of
proper planning and coordination, run a classroom where there was

adequate feedback {(and possibly desired student outcomes).

h..

The index of autonomy needs to include these issues and possibly
others. 1n order to improve this index we need further ohservation of
just how some of these complex autonomcus classrooms are run, how
teachers mansge the problem of coordination and feedback. After this
gbservation we should be able to refine the concept of autonomy and
its index in the questionnaire for the next wave of the study.

Similarly, some of the observed associations between differentia-
tion and group change may have been dug to the way we worded the ques-
tion on group change. By 2sking how frequently membership of instruc-

tonal groups changed, we may have restricted the '"frequent" alternative

only to tcachers who had many groups to work with in the first place.
Possibly with better measures of nonroutinization, we would not find
intercorrelation of the indices between the dimensions.

There may also be a measurement problem with our question on con-
sultation with specialists. We have spent many years studying teams
and now have a good understanding of how to ask questions about their
modes of working together, but we do not have a parallel understanding
ahout the use of specialists at the elementary school level. In the
principal questionnaire, we mistakenly mixed subject area specialists
with psychologists and librarians in asking for the number of special-
ists at the school. At the teacher level, we did not ask about the
basis on which the teachers were consulting the specialists, nor for
what subject area. Conversations with teachers in our sample reveal
that many specialists operate on a "pull-out' basis, working with a
small number of children with learning problems, while others work
closely with the teacher helping him or her solve classroom instruc-
tional problems. The specialist who works with one child or a few

children taken out of the classroom for this purpose is unlikely to
99
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have much effect on the complexity of classroom instructional practice.
In the second wave, it will be necessary to find out just how teachers

<

and specialists relate to each other. With a better index, we may

relationships and complexity of technology.

Probiems of Causal Inference

The relationship between the presence of extra adults and differ-
entiation is, in all probability, a clear case of the demands of the
program necessitating extra adult help. The direction of causality is
not so clear in the relationship of teaming to technology. One can
argue that teaming could be a response to the increased problems of
monitoring, guiding, and evaluating student progress in a highly dif-
ferentiated instructional program. Teaming can help reduce the burden.
For one thing, teaming can increase the available stock of instruc-
tional materials through sharing those on hand and through collective
efferts in acquiring or developing materials. Furthermore, the problem
can be simplified if team members specialize by subject area. Having
more time to prepare and develop activities for a single subject
lightens each teacher's load, even though the total number of pupils
receiving complex instruction increases.

One cannot, however, conclude from these data that the introduc-
tion of complex instructional practices will cause teaming to occur.
Several alternative explanations must be considered. One is that the
practice of teaming was introduced first and led to changes in instruc-
tionual prac¥icu. A second alternative explanation is that both teaming
and innovative instructional practice are characteristic of certain
schools where everything fashionable in education diffuses across both
structure and technology. It is true, however, that if we remove the
fashionable open space schools from the analysis, teaming and techno-
logical complexity continue to be adssociated in more conventional self-
contained classrooms.

We cannot eliminate either of these alternative explanations with

these cross-sectional data. The second wave of this study should help

e
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us determine the conditiens under which teaming may be required by the
technology and the conditions under which teaming may produce techno-
logical change.

When the analvsi- moves to the actual working relations of team
members, we have stronger grounds for arguing that some types of teach-
ing technology are not feasible without appropriate modes of organiza-
tion. The data provide strong support for the hypothesis that practices
such as flexible group instruction are unlikely to occur unless team
members work closely together with more flexible role differentiation,
as in joint teaching. Teaming by itself is probably not a sufficient
condition for nonroutini:zed techniques such as flexible group instruc-
tion. If the principals and teachere< wish to use such a technique, then
the way in which the team works together deserves administrative support
and attention.
should concentrate more of our efforts on collecting teacher question-
naires in the second wave. Even if we do not have the opportunity to

follow these new classrooms over time, we will be able to gather some
coordinate some of these highly complex classrooms. By discovering the
relationship hetween the adequacy of student feedback and the kind of
organizational support the teacher is receiving, we will have some
possibly vital information leading to a better understanding of student

outcomes in various settings.
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CHAPTER 5
THE STAFFING STRUCTURE OF DISTRICTS AND SCHOOLS

What kinds of organizations are schools? How different is one
school from another in terms of its curriculum and staffing patterns?
Are small school districts organized differently from large school dis-

tricts? Are school systems top-heavy bureaucratic structures in which
power is concentrated in centralized district offices? Are they highly
decentralized structures in which fundamental-educational decisions are
made by individual, professionally trained teachers? Or are they or-
ganized as "line" structures with "staff' resources located in the dis-
trict office to dispensec technical advice to individual teachers? These
illustrate the types of questions we address in this chapter and the next.
To render our list of questions more manageable we have attempted
ranging our data. Somewhat arbitrarily, we have distinguished between
three levels of organization in school systems: district, school, and
classroom. One way to pose our research questions is to ask at which
of the levels the teaching program is primarily organized. That is, do
school districts seck to plan, staff, and oversee an educational program
for the district as a whole? Or, perhaps because of the varied needs of
local clienteles, are decisions about the structure, content, and staff-
ing of programs made at the level of the individual elementary school?
Jdr, to pose yet a third possibility, are such decisions made at the
¢classroom level by individual teachers and teaching teams? In short,
at what level does the organization of educational activities take place?
Two important corrections of this formulation are required. First,
we must allow for the possibility of considerable diversity in school
organization and practice among districts. Second, we must allow for
the likelihood that organization occurs simultaneously at two oTr more

This chapter was written by W. Richard Scott, John W. Meyer, Jo-Ann
K. Intili, and Sally Main.
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levels, i.e., that while activities may primarily be organized at the
classroom level, schoolwide or district structure mav have some impact
on the way they are carried out.

In this chapter, we analyze staffing patterns at the district and
school levels as one basis for understanding the organization of elemen-
tary schools. Knowing the number and types of personnel available at
each level allows us to make inferences about the capabilities of each
level and the divisic: of labor among them. It allows us to look for
significant differences in the organization of school systems as a func-
tion of size. (Are big districts simply little districts with more
schools, or are they organized on a different basis?) And it allows us
to compare school systems and other types of organizations described in
a growing body of studies concerned with organizational structure; such
studies, in which the organizations themselves are the units of analysis,
are of relatively recent origin, but their number is now sufficient to
support some comparisons,

When we take up the question of the effect of organizational ar-
rangements on the educational program of schools, we focus mainly on
decisions about what curricula are adopted for use in the classroom, on
the level of both teacher and student morale, and on principals' efforts
to help teachers improve instruction. While other chapters in this re-
port are centered on the teaching of reading in grades one through three,
in this chapter we stay at a macro level, where we expect the effects of

district size to be manifest.

District Organization

The 34 school districts in our survey of Bay Area schools varied
enormously in size, financial staﬁus, and staffing characteristics, as
was shown in Chapter 2. To recapitulate, the districts ranged in size
from one school to 133 schools. And even in the small geographical
region encompassed by our research, we found wide variability in district

expenditures per student and in other measures of district wealth. 'In
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our sample financial status was related to size. We are, however, less
interested in the amount of money than in what it is used for in terms
of its effects on school and district staffing. We will describe these

effects at appropriate points below.

Staffing of the Central Office

Although there has been much public discussion of the alleged over-
,,,,,, of the
relative size of the administrative staff in the central district office
did not tend to support the allegation. The total number of professional.
staff in the centralloffices of the 34 districts in the sample ranged
from an average of four persons in the smallest districts to 53 persons
in the largest districts. By comparison, the total number of certifi-
cated personnel in the districts--regular and special classroom teachers
along with most nonteaching specialists--ranged from an average of 12
persons in the smallest distriets to . 112 in the largest. Thus, the
ratio of central office administrators to total certificated staff
within the district declined as district size increased, as the follow-

ing tabulation makes clear:

4
Proportion of central-
office administrators
District size to certificated staff
Small (1 to 6 schools) .075
Medium (7 to 14 schools) .073
Medium-large (15 to 24 schools) .072
Large (25 or more schools) . 055

These represent smaller proportions of central office administrators
than we had expected to find.
The composition of the district staff is also of interest. We dis-

tinguished among the following categories:

General administrators: the superintendent and the superintendent's

chief assistants or associates in charge of elementary instruction,
personnel, and business. |
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Special administrators: other district-level administrators who
have supervisory responsibility for such areas as guidance, special
education, multicultural education, curriculum, community relations,

and coordination of personnel in subject-matter areas

Specialists warklng directly with students: professional staff who
do not have supervisory responsibilities but work directly with stu-
dents in a non-instructional capacity, including counselors, psy-
chologists, and attendance personnel

§p€c13115t5 not warklﬁﬂ directlv w1th 5tudeﬂt%. professianal staff o
. rk
l\

dleCtly hlth studenz:S 1ng1ud1ng Currlculum Spéﬁlallstéj psy;ho
metrists, and accountants

District-level teachers: staff with direct instructional responsi-
bilities who usually provide services to more than one elementary
school, including music teachers, special education teachers, and
physical education teuachers

Support staff: nonprofessional personnel who work at the district
office, including secretaries, file clerks, receptionists, and key
punch operators

Figure 5.1 shows the uverage number of staff withi. hese categories
in relation to district size (i.e., number of elementary schools). The
number of general administrators remained low and relatively constant
across all size categories. Special administrators appeared to increase
at a relatively constant rate with increases in district size. With

only one excaption, all other staffing gategorieg increased at a de-

teachers, increased only for the two smaller categories of districts
and then declined in actual numbers, presumably because special instruc-
tional personnel were more likely to be employed at the school than at
the district level in luarger districts. (Note that within school staffs,
as displayed in Figure 5.3, the category ''special teachers" behaved in a
manner similar to total certificated staff, increasing with district size
at a decreasing rate.)

Having examined the relation of district size to staff "y patterns,
let us consider briefly the effect of district income (measu~ed, as be-

fore, as average expense per elementary student, the number oI students

10v
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obtained from ADA records). As Table 5.1 reveals, holding size constant,
district wealth was used to purchase more of all tvpes of personnel, but

especially more special administrators, district-level teachers, and sup-

port staff. Again, it appeurs that there is little evidence to sustain

office staff at the expense of school-level personnel (represented in

Table 5.1 by '"total certificated personnel').

TABLE 5.1

Correlation between District Wealth and Types of Staff,
Controlling for District Si:ze

Central Office Staff Pearson r
General administrators .24
Special administrators L B9
Specialists not working with students .16
Specialists working with students .45*
District-level teachers L57**
Support staff L52**
Total certificated personnel in the district .44*
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The stuff categories in the central office may be examined in
another way. If we take total central office professional staff to
equal 100 percent, then we may ask what percentage of the staff of dif-
ferent sized districts constituted th various staff categories. The
results are described in Table 5.2,

These percentages indicate even more clearly than the information
summarized in Figure 5.1 what a large proportion of the central office
staff is composed of personnel who do not have supervisory responsibili-
ties, or even advisory responsibilities, but work directly with students,

Thus, specialists working with students, such as counselors and psychol-
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education teachers, constituted 44 percent of the staff in small district
offices and 33 percent of the staff in large offices.

TABLE 5.2

Percentage of District Staff Types

by District Size

Districts
Type of Staff Medium-
Small Medium large Large Pearson T

.
2

]
i
1%y

10%

(3%
Loy
ot
-
'S
ﬂl,‘u
[

General administrators

(%]

Special administrators 21 17 14 26 .23
Specialists not working
with students 9 14 23 35 .44
. Specialists working with
students 9 7 4 9 =.05
District-level teachers 35 48 49 24

"
M
o

[ O

Figure 5.2 shows the same staff categories but standardizes them
on a per school basis. Note that the line for general administration
now has a negative slope, while special administration is basically a
flat ‘line, constant regardless of the.number of schools per district.
The staff groups who work directly with students--total certificated
staff within schools and district office speéialists working directly
with students--are the only categories that tended to increase as dis-
triﬁf size increased. This suggests that the average size of the schools
was somewhat larger in larger districts--other data reveal that this is
in fact the case--and/or that the ratio of staff to students is some-
what higher in larger districts. All other central office staff cate-
gories declined proportionally as district size increased, suggesting

the operation of economies of scale in administration.

Comparisons between School Districts and Other Organizations

We can better assess our descriptive data on district organization
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ganizations. let us deal first with the relation hetween the size of
the organization and the relative size of the administrative component.
Most previous organizational research reveals a slight negative correla-
tion between size of éiganization and proportion of-staff devoted to ad-
ministration (sce Melman, 1951; Bendix, 1956; Anderson § Warkov, 1961;
Rushing, 1967; Blau § Schoenherr, 1971).

We used as our primary measure of the size of school organization
the number of elementary students in the district_l As may be inferred
from figures 5.1 and 5.2, our survey revealed a slight negative correla-
tion (-.16) between the total number of elementary students in the dis-
trict and the ratio of total central office staff to studentsi2 As
noted, this finding is similar to that of most other studies that have

exanined the relation between organizational size and the ratio of ad-

ministrators to other personnel. Such a correlation is consistent with
an economy-of-scale argument:. larger districts require proportionally

We may also ask about the relation between organizational complexity
and the administrative ratio. Previous research suggests that as orgeni-
zations become more complex (i.e., develop a more differentiated struc-
ture), the relative size of the administrative component will increase
(sce Anderson § Warkov, 1961; Hall, Haas, § Johnson, 1967; Rushing, 1967;

Blau § Schoenherr, 1971). Differentiation can occur either along vertical

1In systems in which the organization has no choice but to render
services to all who meet certain criteria (in this case, age and resi-
dence), size of clientele should be a good indicator of the scale of the
system. That this is indeed the case is indicated by the very high posi-
tive correlation found between the number of students in the district
-and. the number of certificated district employees (r = .98). For employ-
ment security agencies, somewhat comparable public service organizations,
of number of employees with (a) number of clients claiming unemployment
benefits (r = .98) and (b) number of persons applying for cmployment

2 , , I , , . e
Freeman and Kronenfeld (1973) note that such negative correlations
between size and a special component taken as a ratio to size may have
an artifactual element.
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{(hierarchical) lines or along horizontal lines, including increases in
the number of types of specialists and the number of places at which

work is carried out. Theoretically, it can be argued that increases in
coordination and that this in turn leads to increases in the relative
number of administrators, since they are expected to perfoin coordinative

tasks. .

The most obwvious type of differentiation present in school district
organization is the treatment of schools as separate administrative sub-
units--""branch offices," so to speak, within each district. As might be
correlated with the number of elementary students in the district (r = .98).
This relation is sufficiently strong to prevent us from examining the
independent effect (if any) of number of schools, in contrast to number
of students, on the administrative ratio. In one of the earliest studies
relating size to administrative ratio, Terrien and Mills (1955) reported
a positive relation between district size and proportion of administrators.
Anderson and Warkov (1961) suggested that this unusual finding might be
due to the complexity of administration arising from the number of dif-
ferent locations at which work is carried out. The Terrien and Mills
finding was not replicated by our study. While it is true that our mea-
the individual school level (an average of 1.1 per school), this is not
viewed as a defect, since we would expect the burden of coordination to
fall on the district, not the school administrative staff.

On reflection, however, it is not at all clear why the créaticn_nf
new subunits should pose additional administrative burdens of the type
that would require the continuing attention of district officials. Many

types of interdependence can be handled with the use of rules, schedules,

1962, pp. 176-186; Thompson, 1967, pp. 54-56). Most interdependence
among schools--for instance, movement of students from grade to grade
and school to school, or rotation of special teachers on a regular sched-

ule--would seem to fall into these categories. Even more to the point,

v
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the Creation of gybunits like schools may not increase interdependence
at 211, and may, in Sope situations, reduce interdependence and hence
demandg on the central office for coordination.

To understanpd how this might happen, we must distinguish between
two types of difgerentjation: functional differentiation and segmenta-

tion. Functiongy differentiation refers to the creation of new struc-
e . — =

tural ypits, such as nev leadership positions or new work specialties
that djffer in their fynttional role from previéusly existing units.

By ¢Ongrast, the develpgpMent of new subunits that do not differ appre-
ciably in structyre or function from existing units represents a com-

pletely differeng process, which is usefully termed segmentation (Durkheim,

1947) . Most schgel distTicts create subunits by segmentation; as the
number of studen¢s to pe Served increases, new schools similar in struc-
ture to eXisting schools are added. Elementary schools in particular
tend not to becape Specidlized or functionally differentiated one from

anﬁtherj but rather to mirror existing units in staffing patterns and

servVices foéfeﬂg :

Functional jpterdepéndence tends to generate a higher demand for
adminig¢rative serviceg 2imed at coordination. If elementary schools
wer€ to become fypctionpally differentiated so that each school could
handle only ceTtyin types of students--for example, one specializing in
espeCially talented children, another in children with a learning de-
fiEiEﬁzyf*theﬁ district administrators would need to devote considerable
attéNtion to the selectjon of children for the various specialized pro-
grams, ghe transger of children from one program to another, and the
seléCtjion, placepent, %;d transfer of staff. Such problems do not arise
if all schools ape Carbon copies of one another and there is relatively
little jnterdepepdence gmong the operating units.

While a segpented structure dﬁeglnot require heavy coordinative ef-
fortS from a cengral office, it is possible for organizations of this
type to be highly centyglized. Central offices sometimes impose uniform
ruleS apd standayds on 3 System of segmented units, permitting little
discTetjon to logyl offjcials. However, there is little in our data on

the Strycture ang coMpgsition of district staffing to suggest that this
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pattern characterizes the relation between the central office and the
individual school,

As revealed in figures 5.1 and 5.2, neither the absolute numbers of
central office staff nor the size of the staff relative to all district
employees or students is large. Furthermore, most central office
staff are not even administrators; they do not have supervisory responsi-
bilities, but work directly with students in an instructional or support
capacity. Also, our view of school organization as highly segmented and
decentralized received some éupp@rt from superintendents themselves, who
were asked in our interview: 'Do you see yourself more as the coordina-
tor of the activities of separate and relatively autonomous school units,
or more as the head of an integrated organization with schools as subunits
of the larger whole?" More than 60 percent of the superintendents in our
sample viewed themselves as coordinators of relatively autonomous units.

We will return to this question of the extent of coordination and
we describe the staffing of individual schools. Chapter 6 is also de-

voted to this topic.

School Organization

The school staff categories we have used are as follows: adminis-
trative staff, regular classroom teachers, special teachers, nonteaching
specialists, paid aides, clerical staff, and adult volunteers. Figures
size of school (i.e., number of pupils).

Figure 5.3 shows that total administrative staff is relatively con-
stant across all size categories. In the typical elementary school,
there is only one administrative officer, regardless of school size--the
principal. Other paid staff, such as clerical assistants, nonteaching
specialists, special teachers, and paid aides, increase slightly with
increases in school size. Only classroom teachers, however, appear to
be a regular functicn of size; this category exhibits a positive and

regular slope with increases in numbers of students. Obviously, then,
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a5 a measure of school size, there is a negative relation between size of
school and proportion of administrators, The proportion of administrators
to classroom teachers declines from .078 in small schools to .057 in
medium-sized schools to .049 in larger schools.

In Figure 5.4, staffing patterns as affected by size of school are
described on a per pupil basis. The figure clearly shows an economy-of-
scale, although for most categories of staff, the greatest effect is on
medium-sized schools Capproximately 500 students). With the exception
of special teachers, and perhaps regular classroom teachers, larger
schools were no more "efficient" in their use of staff than medium-sized
schools,

These two figures do not describe a highly differentiated organiza-

.tion. Excluding administrators, volunteers, and clerical personnel,

there appear to be four basic types of staff members: two types of
teachers, regular and special (e.g., teachers working with handicapped
Students); nonteaching specialists (e.g., counselors); and paid aides
usually working in classrooms under the direction of regular teachers.
The emergence of these specialized roles represents some functional dif-
ferentiation within the school and can be expected to increase the inter-
dependence of staff activities and the coordinative tasks of administra-
tors. But as Figure 5.3 makes clear, the numbers of such differentiated
staff other than regular classroom teachers is quite small, even in the

largest schools in our sample.

are regular classroom teachers. Chapter 7 of this report describes the
extent to which teachers in our sample organizé'themselves into more com-
Plex patterns for collaborative teaching. At this point, we would ob-
serve that such differentiation, no matter how extensive, has not yet
become institutionalized into a set of positions or titles or roles that

allows for recognition or accountability beyond individual school, Jet

alone district, lines.
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Evaluation and Influence: Two Links between

District and School

Subunits of organizations may be more or less closely coordinated,

more or less centralized in terms of their decision-making structures.
In this section, we briefly consider two possible modes of linking the
district office with schools: evaluation and influence. Although our
evidence at this point is not definitive, it suggests that the linkages
among units are neither strong nor highly centralized, at least with
respect to the operation of the elementary school reading curriculum.

Previous theoretical work Suggests the relevance of appropriate
and frequent performance evaluations as a mechanism of organizational
control (Scott, Dornbusch, Busching, § Laing, 1967; Dornbusch § Scott,
1975). Preliminary results from our study suggest that performance
evaluations of schools by district personnel are typically either rare
and diffusc or nonexistent. For example, approximately 69 percent of
the superintendents in our sample reported that school principals were
evaluated annually or less frequently. Eighty-seven percent reported
that overall evaluations of school pPerformance in their districts were
conducted annually or less frequently; 37 percent reported that such
evaluations were never conducted.

Focusing specifically on evaluations of the reading program within
elementary schools, both superintendents and princi: “iewed such
evaluations as primarily a school-level responsibil. . (80 percent of.
both samples). And, even within schools, both types of respondents (56
percent of the superintendents and 53 percent of the principals) viewed
program evaluation as primarily the responsibility of the teacher. Only
35 percent of our sample of principals reported that reading teachers
were evaluated 'frequently' or "'very frequently," while at the other end
of the scale, 29 percent reported that reading teachers were never evaluated.

Influence on decision making is another possible link between the dis-
trict and its schools. We may examine data relating to the distribution
of participation in and influence on decisions made within school organi-

zations. Principals were asked to identify the likely participants in

122
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decisions over a wide range of topics. By summing for each group of
participants the number of instances of '"usually" or "always" involved,
we calculated mean total decision participation scores (see Table 5.3).

TABLE 5.3

as Reported by Principals

Participant Group Mean Score Range (0-50)

Principals 49 35-50
Teachers 44 27-50

10
b
L
I
i
Lo

Faculty groups 3¢

District office

L% B %]
[ e T
b
? 7
[ |
fa e
B3

Community groups

Assuming that we may place some faith in these reports by a set of
interested participants, there is a striking decrease in average score
as we compare within-school to outside-school participants. District
office influence was not perceived to be much greater than that of com-
munity groups. Principals clearly perceived the school district as de-
centralized, with much higher involvement of school personnel than of
district personnel in decision making. '

The conclusion that school-level pa~ticipants have more influence
on decisions than district-level staff is reinforced when individual
decision areas are examined. We asked principals at what level a de-
cision would typically be made for a number of areas. In general, we
found low reported involvement of district offices. The highest value
reported was for a decision regarding the use of paid aides; 18 percent
of the principals reported that such a decision would typically be made
.at the district level. Virtually all other specific decisions were re-
ported by principals to be made most often by themselves together with
teachers. These included assigning pupils to classes, setting school

schedules, adopting new teaching methods involving more than one class-
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and establishing school policies about the use of equipment, buildings,
and grounds. In only two areas did the principals claim that decisions
would typically be made by themselves alone: setting the agenda for
faculty meetings (70 percent) and handling serious disciplinary problems
(66 percent). No decision areas were reported (by principals) to be

typically decided by teachers alone.

pals describing their own participation--49 out of a maximum possible
scorc of 50--led us to wonder whether principals also perceived them-
selves as highly influential across particular decision areas. The re-
sponses to a separate question on principal influence permitted us to
identify those areas in which principals saw themselves as highly in-
fluential (see Table 5.4). What is perhaps most interesting about this
influence profile is the sharp drop in the principals' reported influence
ment, teacher improvement, or teaching methods, from rather high influ-
ence on administration of policies and establishing a proper school
climate.

TABLE 5.4

Principals' Self-reported Influence by Decision Area

Percentage Reporting Self
Area as Extremely Influential

Carrying out board or district policies 44%

Maintaining or achieving good teacher morale 40
Influencing parents' attitudes 35
Influencing pupil morale or behavior 34

Developing or adopting improved curricula or

programs 18
Helping weaker teachers improve 14
Raising the level of achievement of pupils

weak in reading or arithmetic 10

Determining methods used by teachers in
their daily classroom work 4
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W rh respect to the patterning of participation and influence on
decislons, we may tentatively conclude that the district office does not
loom as a powerful presence in the eyes of the principals in our samplc,
themselves as having considerable influence, but most decisions are
shared with teachers, not made independently. And the nearer a decision
area is to matters affecting the form or substance of instruction, the
or groups of teachers, These few findings suggest that not only are
school districts segmented and decentralized organizations in which much
autonomy is exercised by individual schools, but individual schools are
also characterized by considerable decentralization. Individual teachers
appear to participate in many types of decisions and to exercise consid-
erable influence on the instructional program of the school.

It is p@ssible that there are other types of linkages between dis-
tricts and schools than evaluation and influence processes. For example,
in the second wave of the study we will want to examine financial con-
It is also possible that linkages which are missing in such arecas as
curriculum supervision may be operztive in others, such as personnel
matters. However, on the basis of our examination of staffing patterns
within the district office and individual schools, we are willing to
entertain the proposition that elementary schools exhibit a highly seg-
mented, decentralized structure that places much power with respect to
educational decisions in the hands of individual teachers or teacher

groups.
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CHAPTER 6

THE DEGREE OF LINKAGE BETWEEN DISTRICT, SCHOOL, AND CLASSROOM

Schools as Organizations

In what respects are schools and districts coordinated organiza
tions, and in what respects are they not? In this chapter we examine
the degree of coordination within districts and schools by showing the
extent to which these organizations exhibit internal consensus among
subordinates and agreement between subordinates and superiors on their
policies and practices. We thus see how much the activities and pro-
grams of schools are coordinated within district organizations and how
much the activities of classrooms are coordinated within schools.

Let us outline the possibilities. Schools and districts could be
(a) functionally differentiated coordinated organizations, (b} seg-

mental cocrdinzied organizations, or (c¢) segmental decentralized

Functionally Differentiated Coordinated Organizations

In this case, the components of districts (i.e., schools) and of
schools (i.e., classrooms) would be highly specialized and independent
of one another. Internal coordination and consensus on the operating
rules would have to be high. Further, as districts or schools expanded,
they would add new subunits that were increasingly highly spegialized!
This picture is clearly inappropriate in the main, as discussed in
Chapter 5, although larger schools and districts may in fact have a
little more specialization, and a few may create--for whatever reasons--
a certain amount of coordination. Typically, as districts grow they
add more schools much like the ones they already have; and big schools

arc much like smaller ones, but with more classrooms. Specialization,

This chapter was written by John W. Meyer, W. Richard Scott,
Jo-Ann Intili, and Sally Main.
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coordination, and interdependence are minimal. Schools and districts
are not made up of specialized, functionally interdependent segments,

hut of relatively distinct dnd functionally similar ones.

Scemental Coordinated Organizations

.Schools und districts could, like hamburger chains, be made up of
almost identical subunits, all subject to the same policies and pro-
cedures. The classrooms in each school and the schools in each dis-
trict would be alike, not because thev were coordinated and inter-
dependent,; but because they were almost identical--doing the same work
and controlled by the sume central authority and the same policies.

* This picture of schools and districts as segmental clearly makes

some sense. The question is, how similar are the segments--classrooms
within schools, and schools within districts? Before examining the
data bearing on this question, let us briefly sketch the tvpes of
forces that might foster consistency. Four types of forces may be
distinguished:

1. If each school or district adopted particular binding tech-
nologies of work, consistent patterns of work and structure in each
subunit might follow. We mean by technology not "hardware' but what-
cver curricular materials and instructional practices are used in
teaching. Technologies that are highly developed and consistently
efficacious in producing desired outcomes are likely to be Qidgly
adopted; as a consequence they are likely to impose consistent patterns
on the activities of performers and on related work arrangements.

2. If cach school or district adopted an educational ideology,

4 consistent pattern might be imposed on the activities and structures
of its subunits. Ideologies--elaborated belief systems reluting to the
proper role or functioning of a system--can ﬁrovidé normative support

for particular work arrangements even in the absence of clear evidence

~that structures are producing the intended effects. Were a school dis-

trict to embrace a well-developed educational ideology, we would expect

to sce consistent patterns of organization in the schools within it.
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f each school or district had a central point of organiza-

o]

3.
tional authority with the right to decide educational policies and to
specify procedures for implementing them, we would expect to sec high

4. Finally, if each school or district were confronted by distinct

~environmental pressures that selected out given structural patterns for

survival, we would again expect to see some consistency within districts

1

or within schools.

None of these conditions seems to exist for elementary schools in
the United States at the present time. The technology of teaching is
notoriously unclear. [ducational ideologies certainly exist, but none
scems powerful or pervasive enough to dominate public school education.
[t does not appear that authority to deal with important educational
matters cxists in any centralized organizational location, whether
school or distriet-wide. (In many countries, a great deal of cduca-
tional authority is vested in a ministry of education--France is often
cited as an example. We have made some observations of Israeli educa-
tion that also seem to show this type of pattern, as does the English
school system, where a great deal of authority is vested in the head-
master or hcad teacher.) Finally, while environmental pressures may
he great in the sense that finances or some idiosyncratic issue may be
highly salient, they do not seem to determine particular classroom or
school organizational patterns. Thus schools are segmental, and likely

to be decentralized.

Scgmental Decentralized Organizations

Perhaps in many important respects, the segmentation of school
districts permits each school--and even each classroom within each
school--to go its own way. In the absence of shared technologies,
widely embraced ideologies, centralized legitimated authorities, and
determinant environmental pressures, we would expect to find little
consistency. Basic educational decisions may be delegated to schools

and ultimately to classrooms. This is the hypothesis we examine in
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this chapter: Districts and schools are highly segmental and decentral-
ized in many critical educational respects. We are interested in dis-
covering the extent to which schools vary within districts, and class-

rooms within schools. -

Measures of Coordination and Consensus

By means of the analysis below, we want primarily to answer four

specific questions:

1. Do principals and superintendents agree in their description
of policies and practices?

LEN]

Regardless of their agreement with the superintendent, do
principals in the same district report similar policies and
circumstances?

3. Do teachers and principals agree in their description of

Regardless of their agreement with the principal, do teachers
in the same school report similar policies and circumstances?

e

Since our answers to these four questions tend to be '"No," we will con-
clude that we have evidence supporting the view that the school system
is highly segmented and decentralized as an organizational structure.
Two possible objections to this conclusion should be dealt with
at the outset. First, it is possible that heterogeneity of school and
classroom structure is cvidence not for decentralized segmentation but
for coordinated and planned diversity. While this situation is cur-
rently advocated by some educators, nothing in our data suggests that
the diversity that exists is centrally managed. Superintendents Té“
sponded to a question concerning the relative value they would place on
having schools in their district use the same or different reading
programs. Sixteen of those responding indicated that they placed high
value on heterogeneity; nine placed some value on it; and four placed
high value on homogeneity. Educators do seem to value diversity; but

a diversity that is neither planned for nor coordinated. Responding
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to a question regarding where decisions are made, 27 superintendents
reported that decisions on such issues as staff reorganization, choice
of reading program, and pupil grouping were made at the school level;
and 29 said they preferred it that way. Thus, although heterogeneity
may be the ideology of some educators, in our observation this fre-
quently meant autonomy rather than institutionalized coordination of
diversity.

A second possible objection is that the lack of consensus and con-
sistency we report may reflect, not real differences between teachers,
principals, and superintendents, but simple unreliability in our data.
Random unreliability would explain many of our findings. We do not
accept this alternative interpretation. Our respondents were not asked
to discuss subtle aspects of attitudes or values. We treated them as
informants on dayv-to-dav organizational matters, and our questions were
usually formulated in language thev themselves might use. If in fact

they interpreted these questions very differently from each other, we

school system itself--its rules, policies, and definitior of its own
activities. Gross and Herriott (1965), in a study of principal leader-
ship in public schools, report that although the unreliability of re-
spondents is usually assumed to be the cause of variance within a class
of respondents, they believe that variance among teachers' descriptions
of their principals' behavior results from genuine variation in the

performance of the principal.

Agrecement between Superintendents and Principals

intendents and principals in the same district on a series of issues.
We do this by showing the correlation between the superinténdEﬁt‘é
response and the mean response of the principals in that superin-
tendent's district (four districts have only one principal, whose
response is used directly). In one respect, this procedure overstates

the level of agrecement. As we show extensively in the next section,
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principals disagree a great deal within districts. When we relate the

super.nteondent's answers to thos- of his individual principals, this

lack of internal consensus lowers the correlation. However, in this

tion, we are concerned, not with the reliability of the answers of

.
LS

one of the parties, but with the agrecment between parties, and

+

or this

superintendent's response.

One of the most direct means of unifving the programs and struc-

tures of schools within a district is evaluation. The right to evaluate
d

schools, and to hire, ecvaluate, transtfer, and fire principals is vested

in the district office {(und the school board). How clear-cut are these
controls and their effects?

Wo asked the superintendents how frequently they evaluated the
elementary schools in their districts. We asked the principals how
irequently their schools were evaluated by the districts. For 30 of
our 34 districts, we have both parties' answers to this question. The
correlation between their answers was .45, which implies that onl
about 20 percent of the variation uamong principals' answers could be

accounted for by the superintendents' answers. The two partices, in

other words, have little agreement iabout the most ohvious aspect of the
evaluation process. Moreover, this was one of the highest correlations
t. be found in our data.

We asked both parties how many tvpes of information were gathered
on schools by the district oftice for evaluation purposes. In only 18
cases do we have information from both, which itself indicates very low
organizational clarity. The correlation between the two parties’
answers across these cases was an insignificant .17. We asked both
principals and superintendents whether changes in the procedures for
cvaluating tcuchers were required by the Stull Act, passed by the
Lalifornia legislature in 1972, Many principals and superintendents
said they had changed their procedures, but the correlation hetween
the two scts of answers was only .51 (34 zgses).

We also asked principals and superintendents parallel questions

about the existence of district policies in certain arcas. Two of
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these areas were quite specific: we asked, To what extent does the
district nave formalized pelicies about (a) pupil grouping and (h} team
teaching? We did not ask what these policies were, but simply whether
the district had explicit policies in these areas. The answers showed

a good Jeal of variation among districts, and little consistency between

principals and superintendents. For pupii grouping, r = .40 (29 cases);

for team teaching, r .53 /50 cases). We also included a more genersl

question of the same sort: Does the district have formal policies in
regard to the elementary school curriculum? We might expect less
agreement .n such a general item, but the level we actually found was
extremely low (r = .14, 30 cases) and in fact indicated a statistically
insignificant correlation between the answers of principals and super-
intendents to the same item--whose meaning we still regard as reasonably
clear.

We have, in short, no evidence for substantial consensus between
principals and superintendents on any of the policy and procedure
questions we asked. We should note that the correlations tend to be
slightly higher when we consider only principals who have held their
positions for more than two years. Principals with more experience in
their school agree slightly more with the superintendent's answers--
but only slightly. We do not interpret the lack of consensus as re-
rlecting a high level of conflict. Rather, we believe these data
reflect low levels of central coordination and/or homogeneity in school
districts. Districts =~xercise very limited controls over the schools
within them on matters closely related to instruction, and such con-

trols as they create are undoubtedly applied unevenly.

Consensus among Principals

We can consider the question we have raised in a broader way:
Regardless of their agreement with the superintendent, to what extent
do the principals in a district report similar organizational wor.ds?
We can examine the variation in the answers of the principals in our
sample to sce how much of this variation is to be accounted for by

working in a given district. Of _ourse, if district location does

—
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account for much of the variation, many explanations beyond organi:za-
tional consistency are possible, as we have already suggested. Perhaps,
for instance, principals in a given district face the same environmental
pressures, which lead them to report similar organization. But this
procedure at least enables us to get a picture of the extent to which

any factors, including organizational ones, generate homogeneity within

—_—

districts.
We performed a series of one-way analyses of variarce using data
from principals. For each variable (a school characteristic), we re-

port an F-ratio which defines the statistical significance of the

that to be expected on the basis of the total variation (see Table 6.1).

Given our large sample, if the between-district variation is insig-
nificant or marginally significant, we can conclude that we have very
étrong evidence that school districts are segmental, decentralized
organizations--with each school more or less going its own way.

Table 6.1 also shows the eta-squared value--a measure of the

proportion of variance in principals' answers that can be accounted for

by the district in which the principal works. This measure of associa-
tion can vary between zero and one: a value of one would indicate that
all the variation among principals is accounted for by district member-
ship, while a value of zero would suggest that none is. A value of
zero, however, is unlikely. Even if principals' answers were randomly
distributed among districts, some variations among districts would
occur and would appear to account for part of the variation in prin-
cipals' answers. Given our data, a random distribution of principals
among districts would produce an eta-squared value of about .15. We
examine the data, therefore, to see how far above this level are the
values of the observed coefficients.

Two results shown in Table 6.1 are striking. First, on only 17
of the 33 variables, or about half of the time, did variation among
districts significantly account for variation among principals’

responses. (If we considered all such data that we have examined,

134



I
-
Ik
—

I

TABLE 6.1

Analysis of Variance for Principals' Responses

e ———— R i} - —
Variable Source® F-ratio Etassquaredc

General school characteristics

School =ize
Percentage of nonwhite students
Percentage of teachers with
tenure PQ
Principal’s tenure in district .
Number of open space pods PI
Percentage of teachers
teaching jointly PI

[xy ey’
oL
[
A
ol
pm
\m
=

.30
.32
.20

"
fe
[« i
e B i
e P =Y
R e ]

I
s
o
n
Ll

T
o

Centralization and the distribution
of influence

L]
]
L

"

Decisicn-making level: personnel PI 1la
Decision-making level: major

curriculum changes . PI 11b 1.29 J1E
Decision-making level: reading

materials, grades 1-3 PI 28 .99 .14
Formalization of district

policies on team grouping PI 14 1.63 .21
Formalization of district

policies on pupil grouping PI 15 3.00 .33
Total district influence on

decisions PT 11 4.62 .44
Total principal influence on

decisions PI 11 .89 .15
Total faculty decision

participation PT 10 1.29 .18
Total teacher decision

participation PI 10 1.79 .23
Total community decision

participation PI 10
Teachers' organization influ-

ence: curriculum PI 20a .89 .30
Frequency of faculty meetings PQ 10 4,32 .42

b
v
]
[
<

[ %]

Evaluation patterns
Frequency of district overall
cvaluation of school PI 64 3.66 .38
Frequency of reading teacher
evaluation, grades 1-3 PI 58 1.27 17
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TABLE 6.1 (Continued)

Variable Source® Feratiob Eta=squaredc

Curriculum (grades 1-3 only)
Amount of choice provided by ‘
reading materials PI 43 3.23 .35
Variation in pacing (within
school) in reading instruction PI 31 1.71 .23
Variation in reading materials
and methods PI 29 1.68 .22
Special training for reading t
materials PI 46 .70 © .10

Financial matters

reading given to school PQ 14 1.70 .22
Number of specific district

fundings of school programs PQ 14 3.26 .35
Number of new positions created

with special funds PQ 16 .69 .11

Staffing

Number of paid aides PQ 4 2.66 .31
Number of adult volunteers PQ 5 1.47 .20
Number of special teachers (FTE)

based by school PQ 1 .94 .14
Number of special teachers (FTE)

based by district PQ 1 2.58 .33
Number of specialists (FTE)

funded by school PQ 1 1.04 .15
Number of specialists (FTE)

funded by district PQ 1 1.92 .26

Note: The results are for about 150 principals in 25 districts.
Districts with only one or two schools in the sample were eliminated
from the analysis.

a . . .. T . . .

PQ indicates the Principal Questionnaire; PI indicates the
Principal Interview; ES indicates a state document (External Source).

bAn F-ratio value of 1.9]1 is significant at the .01 level.

°A value of eta-squared of about .15 is to be expected by chance.
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the proportion would be even lower.) Second, even when the between-
district variation was statistically significant, it almost always
accounted for a minor proportion of the variance in principal answers.
Only three of all the eta-squared values indicate that 40 percent or
more of the variance was related to district variation--in analyses in
whigh 15 percent of the variance is accounted for by chance. We con-
clude that the principals in each district were reporting fundamentally
different structures--which seem to vary more within districts than
between them.

Consider some of the findings in greater detail:

1. Several of the variables that do show significant between-
district variation seem to reflect environmental, rather than organiza-
tional, patterns. There was more homogeneity within districts on the '
proportion of a school's students who were nonwhite than on any other
variable we examined--evidence that school district boundaries capture
a good deal of de facto.racial segregatignil School size, on which
there was also some homogeneity, is shown by other analyses to be re-
lated to the urban context of a district. Principals in the same

district tended to give similar responses to questions about open

space, but this reflects an economic fact (that, in the Bay Area, sub

urban districts have more often built new, open space, schools) rather

than an organizational one. The lack of agreement on the presence of
teaching teams--the educational rationale for the construction of open
space facilities--shows clearly that the open space finding does not
reflect an cducational policy commitment of school districts.

2. District funds vary a great deal, and those variables directly
related to the district's capacity to buy staff and materials show
higher levels of agreementi Thus, tenured teachers and experienced
principals were likely to be concentrated in districts with more funds
and better pay. Wealthy districts also can pay for more reading

muterials as well as for aides, special teachers, and specialists.

school.
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It is noteworthy that special teacher positions funded at the district
level were more likely to show conscnsus within districts than those
funded at the school level.

3. In only a few areas do district policy variations show up.
Districts apparently vary .in the frequency of faculty mecetings they
prescribe; in their rules about grouping pupils, which has lately been
the subject of tension in some racially mixed communities; in their
frequency of evaluating schools; and in their willingness, or perhaps
ability, to fund special school programs. Districts may also vary in
the amount of influence exerted on poulicy decisions by teachers'
organizations and community groups.

4. School characteristics such as degree of group influence on
curriculum and staffing did not exhibit significant differences among
districts. Nor do principals' reports on the participation of various
groups in school and district decisions, though districts did vary in
the extent to which major curricular decisions were influenced bg
teachers. Most items show small or insignificant variations among
districts. In a few cases, variations in specific district rules, such
as hiring and pupil assignment, show up in the data.

5. Despite the fact that consensus within districts is generally
low, districts do seem to vary in their participation in and influence
level of consensus (44 percent of the variation is accounted for by
district) than any other such variable in our data. This finding leads
us to consider two questions: What factors affect district power over
schools? And do districts which have higher levels of power use it to
create highgé levels of consensus among principals within the district?

Strong districts. In an effort to see which district character-

istics led principals to report higher levels of district influence on

their decision making, we carried out a series of regression analyses.

of the influence .of the district. From a battery of items asking

principals about the influence of various parties on a series of
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school decisions, an index was created. We analyzed each principal’s
score on this index, rather than aggregating these scores by district,
though the results would not differ greatly.

istics that exhibited interpretable, significant effects on principals’
perceptions of district influence. We report below several other vari-

ables that did not show such effects,

TABLE 6.2

~Multiple Regression Analysis of Principal Reports of
Total District Influence o. School Decisions

R

F-ratio
.05 level)

]

L Y- | .
Variable Source Beta (4.2

District context

]
(]
o
ol
el

Percentage of nonwhite students ES

Urbanness (dummy variable:
central cities coded high)

eyl
7]
[l
Ll
L
=
g

District resources
Size of district special
administration 5Q 5 .46 5.7
Total district current expendi-
Lture pegp.student, o . ...

m
L
¥
N
b
(o
Lol

District authority

Superintendent's tenure in

district 19.6

L
(o]
S
ot
(73]
ot

Frequency of school evaluation
by district ST 11 -.21 7.

[%3]

Note: These results are based on 148 cases for which all
variables were reported.

F- i . , . . . -
"SI indicates Superintendent Interview; 5Q indicates Superin-
tendent Questionnaire; ES refers to state documents (External Source).
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The results in Table 6.2 defy any simple description of the school
as an organization. Consider the measures of district resources. As we
ex; 2cted, districts which had more special administrators--a category of
administrators we previously reported as linking districts and schools
(see Chapter 3)--were more likely to be located in districts that prin-
cipals reported to be more influential. But a more obvious resource
measure--district funds, higher levels of which must certainly be re-
lated to district discretionary power--showed a negative effect on
reported district influence. Next consider two measures of ﬁistrizt
authority. If a superintendent had been in the district longer, the
district was reported to be more influential. This makes some sense:
superintendents who have held administrative positions in the district
for longer periods probably do have more power. But when we examine
the frequency with which the district evaluates the school--a more
direct link--we found again a negative effect. Does this mean that
more formal evaluation is associated with less control? In this con-
nection note the variable we have called "urbanness,'" which also has an
apparently negative effect on district power. It may be that larger,
more ''bureaucratized" districts develop sets of rules and procedures
which actually limit discretionary district power over schools. The
only variable of this kind which showed a positive effect on district
power was the propertion of nonwhite stugdents. It may be that dis-
tricts with many nonwhites are going through changes which lead them

to exercise more direct controls over schools.

affect a district's capacity to influence its schools are organiza-
tional in character. Other variables we have considered support this
conclusion. We included in our analyses two variables which we ex-
pected to express the district-school link directly: (a) the fre-
quency with which principals were evaluated by the district, and (b)
the reported number of written directives sent by the district to the
school. Neither variable showed a significant e%fe:ti Here again are
two bureaucratic links that apparently have little impact on school
decisions.
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District-school consensus in influential districts. Do districts

that are reported to have more influence create more district-school
consensus? The analysis above suggests that reported district power

is not a highly organized, bureaucratic phenomenon, and that it is

We turned again to our data on superintendent and principal agreement
to determine whether agreement was higher among principals who saw the
district to be more intluential. The data offered no support for this
hypothesis. In fact, most of the correlations were higher (though not
significantly higher) among principals who reported low district influ-
ence. This was true, for instance, for all three of our indicators of
formalized district policies: team téachiﬂgjicurriculum, and pupil
grouping.

How are we to make sense of these findings? We can dismiss the
principals' reports of overall district influence as meaningless, but
doing so disregards the answers of the best informants we have to a
rather straightforward set of questions. It makes more sense to assume
that district influence, in the main, is exercised through channels
that are not standardized and codified, and is not built into the
nominal system of formal evaluation. The district is a segmental, de-
centralized organization--its influence on educational matters is
exorcised idioswncraisically. We c# assum®-that pedple”in the district
office--Table 6.2 calls our attention to special administrators--have
a number of specific themes and programs in which they are interested
and can offer special help. When the opportunity arises, they aid (or
perhaps restrict) a given school in creating or altering a program, '
operating more through personal contacts than through regularized and
standardized channels. They do not act to create a district-wide
reading program, preferred set of materials, or preferred set of
methods, but rather offer suggestions and help on a particularistic
basis in an effort to fit a particular local situation.

The comments of experienced educational administrators who insist

that their appropriate role is that of a 'chaupe agent" who '"works
pprog B g

-
N
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with people' rather than that of an administrator who applies a set of
rules should perhaps be taken more seriously. . Such a role implies that
administrators have little substantive educational authority to direct
educational programs. If they are to be effective at all, it is
through specific interpersonal skillé rather than through administra-
tive, or even professional authority. In a decentralized, segmental
educational system, fundamental educational decisions are under the
jurisdiction of teachers and, perhaps, principals. The district is
there to help, advise, or set limits on the autonomy of schools, but

not to administer a standardized educational program.

Agreement between Principals and Teachers

We turn now from a consideration of the relation of principals
with their districts to analyze the relation of teachers with their
schools. To a large extent, the same intellectual images apply--
teachers may be as autonomous within schools, in central educational
matters, as schools are within districts. However, for several reasons
we might expect a somewhat higher level of coordination within the
school than within the district. The teachers are all located on the
same physical site and interact with each other and the principal with
some frequency; they tend to face the same environmental context both
in the outside community and in thé physical layout of thé school. In
addition, it appears that principals, more than district officials,
have a certain amount of legitimated educational authority, and may
therefore produce a more integrated program.

Using as our source of data the responses of 232 teachers and 16
principals from 16 schools, we examine first the level of agreement
between the principal and the average response of teachers in the same

o . 2
school to similar questions. To aggregate the responses of teachers

0f our 232 teachers, 201 reported teaching in grades 1-3. Only
data from these teachers are reported below when we are comparing
teachers' and principals' answers to questions about grades 1-3. It
should be noted that all these comparisons are between aggregated
teachers' reports on their own classrooms and principal reports about
grades 1-3 generally.

‘
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in this manner produces higher correlations than would be found between
individual teachers and their principal because, as we show at length
in the next section, there is great variation among teachers within
schools. However, in the present analyses, we are concerned with the
overall agreement between two organizational positions: principal and
teacher. '

The pattern of results follows that of the principal-district
analysis, although some of the correlations are higher,3 It should be
noted that the results of this analysis are less stable because they
are based on a much =mller number of cases (16 schools, as compared to
34 districts). Although we would have more cases and, hence, more
stability were our analysis to be based on individual teachers, this
épproach would mix principal-teacher disagreement with teacher-teacher
disagréément; and we seek to avoid this source of variation in the
present analysis. .

The results can be readily summarized:

There is a fair amount of agreement about the characteristics of
the environment. The correlation between the average response of
teachers and the response of their principal to a question about the
economic level of the pupils’ familiesvwas .50. This figure is not
high, compared with our expectations for agreement on this typeﬁgf -
item, but it is one of the highest values observed in our measures gf,,
agreement.

Issues involving money reveal greater agreement‘betwegg teachers
and principal, presumably because the principal tends to find out what
teachers are doing thréugh budget-related processes. We asked both
teachers and principals how many paid teacher aides were present in a
typical instructional period in grades 1-3. The correlation was .93.

In contrast, their agreement on the number of adult volunteers typi-
cally present for reading instruction in grades 1-3 was only .21. The

difference may be that adult volunteers are, of course, unpaid, and

With 16 cases, a correlation of .42 is significant at the .05 level.
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their presence is (a) less likely to be standardized across the school
and (b) less likely to be of intimate concern to the principal.

The same theme comes up throughout our data in connection with
educational materials. Principals know a good deal more about materials
used in their schools than about teaching methods or forms of classroom
organization, pfesumably because materials are purchased from the school
budget and are typically obtained through requests to the district of-
fice, channeled through the principal's office. Thus,'for example, the
agreement between teachers and principals on the extent to which pupils
used different materials in a typical reading instruction period was
.63. In contrast, agreement on classroom organization in a question
asking how often reading group membership changed over time was only
.09. And agreement on teaching methods in a question asking who gener-
ally decided what methods to use in teaching reading was only .09.

As a more general measure, we combined several of the principals'
answers to questions about reading materials into an index of materials
differentiation (discussed in detail in Chapters 3 and 4). The object
of the index was to measure the extent to which the available reading
materials offered complex alternatives to teachers and students. The
teachers were asked a somewhat similar set of questions about their

own materials. The two sets of answers are correlated .41, again

' . . - - - B ws g me ]
suggesting at least some correspondence between the two parties on a

matter in which funds are involved. . _
Apart from items related togenvircﬁmént and funds, agreement
between principals and teachers was very low. The principals' reports
on overall parent participation in decision making was correlated only
.20 and -.20 with two items asking teachers about parent influence on
lesson content and discipline. Teacher reporfs of the principal's
helpfulness with generating new teaching ideas was correlated with
principal reports of influence on curriculum .50 and on teaching
methods .29. And, as with the district-school data, agreement on the

evaluation system within schools was low (.21].

4Prin§ipals were asked how often they evaluated reading teachers in
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When we consider principal and teacher reports of influence on
agreement. Agreement on the principal's influence on pupil assignment
and handling of serious discipline problems was only .28 and -.08.
Agreement on the teachers' influence on pupil assignment was higher,
.67, but for discipline it was only .13.

Overall, these findings are quite similar to those relating the
answers of principals to the answers of superintendents. The general
level of agreement between principals and teachers on educational
matters is low, although higher than principal-superintendent agreement.
Again, it would be a mistake to regard these data as suggesting a high
level of conflict--we have no evidence for this interpretation. Rather,
our findings are consistent with the suggestion that principals and
teachers are separated by jurisdictional boundaries. They agree in
general on their roles, but they seem to have little agreement on
specifics within each school. They also apparently agree that what
each one does within his jurisdiction is by and large not the other's

business. And, they apparently agree that their jurisdictions do not

Consensus among Teachers

Leaving aside their agreement with the printipal, do teachérs in
the same school report the same organizational world? In order to in-
vestigate this issue, we performed a series of one-way analyses of
variance to see if variation among schools (N=16) accounted for a sta-
tistically significant proportion of the overall variaﬁce among the
232 teachers, and also to see what proportion of the variance could thus

be accounted for. To deal with the first issue, we report the F-ratio

grades 1-3. Teachers were asked an overall question about the fre-
quency with which the principal evaluated their subject matter
teaching. Perhaps because the two questions differed, the correlation
between the principal answers and the averaged answers of the teachers
was =.20. ;
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associated with between-school variation.”™ To deal with the second
issue, we report values of eta-squared. Again, the reader should bear
in mind that this is a biased measure of the variance accounted for by
the school, since even if our teachers' answers were randomly distributed
among schools, a typical cta-squared value of .08 would be broduced.

The results shown in Table 6.3 conform to the familiar pattern.
Between-school variation (or within-school consensus) is greater, in
general, than the comparable measures at the district level shown in

Table 6.1, but in most respects it is quite low. 1In only one in-

e

stance is the proportion of variance among teachers accounted for b
their school as high as .50. More uften, the value is extremely low.

The specific interpretations that can be made generally conform to
our earlier findings: 7

1. Agreement about environmental features was faifly high.
Sixtyv-six percent of the variation in teacher reports of open space
clussrooms was accounted for by school membership. Twentyv-nine percent
of the variance in reported pupil family economic level was shared
within schools.

2, Variables that reflect funding differences among schools had
fuirly high agrcement. There was some agreement on the amount of

variation in materials for math, reading, and social studies, pre-

" sumably because richer districts or school® can buy®™more. Similarly,

there was considerable agreement ameng teachers on the presence of
aides for reading--more agreement than on the presence of unpaid
volunteers.

3. For the first time in our data, we found clear examples of

explicit interdependence within schools. The teachers, to some extent,

5The numbers of teachers answering the questions varied, from 180
to the maximum of 232, because some questions were inappropriate for
particular groups of teachers. Conscquently, the level of statistical
significance indicated by a given F-ratio varies slightly. We use a
conscrvative definition in Table 6.3: an F-ratio of 1.98 is significant
at the .05 level for any of the analyses reported here. In some in-
stances with more cases, .. F-ratio of only 1.74 would be significant
at the same level.

‘ 14606



TABLE 6.3

Analysis of Variance for Teachers' Responses
(N=232 teachers, 16 schools)

Variable Source F-ratio® Etaésquaredb

characteristic

Teach in an open space classroom TQ 6 23.18 .66
Number of aides in a typical

reading class TQ 59 13.88 .50
Number of voluntecers in a

typical class TQ 59 6.04 .30
Family economic level of pupils TQ 72 5.93 .29

[nterdependence within school

Frequency of cross-grouping

pupils in math TQ 10 9.17 .40
Frequency of cross-grouping

pupils in reading TQ 10 5.84 .30
Frequency of cross-grouping

pupils in social studies TQ 10 2.8
Member of a teaching team TQ 16 12.83 .47
Degree of teaching collaboration TQ 15 10.07 .42
Team meeting frequency TQ 23 2.73 .29

2.84 .17

Curriculum and methods

Most frequently use wholg-clasg - i D -

method: math TQ 12 3.65 .31
Most frequently use whole-class

method: reading TQ 12 3.01 .32
Most frequently use whole-class

method: social studies TQ 12 .99 .07
Frequency of ability grouping

in math TQ 13 1.22 .09
Frequency of ability grouping

in reading TQ 13 2.02 .14
Frequency of ability grouping

in social studies TQ 13 1.73 .15
Amount of variation in math

materials TQ 34 5.03 .27
Amount of variation in reading

materials TQ 34 6.65 .32
Amount of variation in social

studies materials TQ 34 3.37 .21




TABLE 6.3 (Continued)

Variable Source F-ratio? Etaésquaredb

Curriculum and methods
{continued)

Frequency students choose
materials: math TQ 35 1.19 .08
materials: reading TQ 3

Frequency students choose
materials: social studies TQ

L]
[r

.94 12

Ll
o
P
ot
Ll

2. 07

Influence and evaluation

Influence of district policies:

discipline problems TQ 46 1.57 .19
Influence of district policies: : :

lesson content TQ 44 2.12 .26
Principal's influence on lesson

content TQ 44 2.43 .16
Principal's influence: pupil

assignment TQ 49 3.25 .19
Faculty's influence: pupil

assignment TQ 49 4.26 .24
Teacher's influence: pupil

assignment , TQ 49 4.84 .27
School policy influence:

student conduct TQ 50
School policy influence:

- curriculug. .- . v = e e JQ 51

School policy influence:

evaluation of students TQ 52
Parent influence: lesson content TQ 44
Principal's evaluation frequency:

teaching subject matter TQ 62 2.39 .15
Principal's evaluation frequency:

class control TQ 62 1.96 .12
Principal's evaluation frequency:

record keeping TQ 62

Tud %]
sl 28]
L -~
¥
f-—w [
o wn

~J
[

.05
.29 .15

T

LN ]

.13 .13

bA value of eta-squared of about .08 is to be expected by chance.
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agreed on whether they were tcam members, how much teacher collaboration
there was, how frequently teams met, and how frequently they cross-
grouped Studéntsi

We also found some agreement on whether the whole=classbmethod of
instruction was used in math and reading. This finding may reflect
school policies, but may also reflect the fact that some of these
schools are open spacc, while others are not. The whole-class method
is less commonly employed in open space schools, and is in some respects
ill suited to them. , _

4, On most organizational and educational matters, there was

little agreement. Even given some agreement on variation in materials,

there was little agreemcnt within schools on whether pupils chose their -
materials. There was also little agreement on the practice of ahility
grouping. And agreement on the whole battery of measures of influence
and power within the school was very weak, considering that the teachers
are here reporting, not their individual practices, but schoolwide
patterns, as they see them. In most of these instances, agreement is
statistically significant (in part because of the large number of
teachers and the small number of schools), but substantively unimpres-
sive. Weo can note, finally, that agreement on patterns of teacher
VaplaAtdoRwputat izgsly a main method. of gondrol--wag almost Dol- . -
existent within schools.

The results of these analyses conform to our earlier findings about
agreement among principals. Agreement was highest!in response to
obvious environmental circumstances or funding arrangéﬁentg. Although
teachers did agree in describing a few areas involving interdependence,
by and large each teacher seemed ic experience the organization from
the viewpoint of an autonomous agent.

Consensus among interdependent teachers. Do interdependent

teachers show more consensus? The finding that teachers tend to agree
in describing areas of obvious interdependence suggests an additional
hypothesis. Perhaps teachers who work interdependently show more

within-school agrcement than other teachers. Interdependent teachers

s,
a
{‘;m
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are more involved in the school organization as opposed to the
world uf the classroom, and might routinely be able to describe consensu-
ally some processes that are irrelevant to other teachers.

As a simple measure of interdependence, we divided the teachers
into two groups depending on whether they reported being 2 member of a
team.  Eighty-tive teachers in 13 schools reported being on teams, and
110 in 13 schools said they were not. The analyses of variance reported
above were repeated separately for the two groups. In this way, we
could determine whether more variation was accounted for by school
membership among teamed teachers than among unteamed teachers.

The results offer some encouragement. On a number of items,
teamed teachers showed higher levels of consensus. They agreed more
than independent teachers on the . degree of school influence on disci-

7 as compared with .07) and curriculum

M.I\

pline patterns (ecta-squared =

(.50, .09); on the degree of influence of the principal (.31, .21) and

n
the community (.36, .24); on the sharing of materials (.53, .25); and
on the cross-grouping of pupils for reading (.45, .15). On most other

n
items, however, differences were smaller or nonexistent. By and large,

When we classified the schools hy the frequency with which the
principal reported that teachers engaged in joint teaching, however,
these effects did not occur: schools reported as collaborative showed
little more teacher agreement than noncollaborative schools.

We also entertained the hypotheses that more agreement within
schools might be found if the school organization was stronger in cither
of two respects: (a) the principal reported himself to be influential

in many aspects of school life, or (b) the principal reported high

levels of participation in school decisions by both himself and the

teachers. Schools high on these variables, we thought, might have more
explicit and better enforced rules with which every teacher would be
familiar. Consequently, we repeated our analyses of variance separately

fur schools clussified as low and high on these variables.  Foew
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nsistent differences were found when schools were distinguished

]
o]
w

according to "principal power." When schools were distinguished by

&

o

levels of teacher participation in school decisions, those with more
teacher participation showed some tendency to have more policy agree-
ment among the teachers, though the differences were not large.

ence among schools that have more teacher participation and more teacher
interdependence. However, even the most positive of these results do
not show high levels of agreement among teachers in describing the facts
of organizational life. Even the most interdependent schools rarely
as much as 40 percent of the variation among teachers' responses to our

questionnaire.

Conclusions

We can summarize our findings very simply:

1. Overall agreement between principals and superintendents in
describing district organizational and educational policies
is quite limited.

(8]

a. Agreement among principals in describing district rules
or educational policies is very low.

b. The more influential district offices do not exercise their
influence through regular vertical bureaucratic channels and
do not imposc greater uniformity on their schools.

5. Overall agreement between teachers and principals in de-
scribing district policies is usually rather limited (though
higher than that between principals and superintendents).

4. a. The teachers within a given school agree relatively little
in describing school and classroom policies (though more than
principals within districts). Agreement is somewhat higher
in reporting on the environment, matters connected with fund-
ing, and areas of obvious interdependence.

b. Teachers who are more interdependent agree somewhat more
than independent teachers in describing school policies and
practices.
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These findings are surprising because they concern reports about
organizational rules and practices, not private attitudes. The school
system as an organization appears to have extremely weak links in many
areas. We interpret these results as shcwing the extent to which both
district and school organizations are not only highly segmented, but
also highly decentralized.

discussion above and cur major findings apply to the central
educational activities of schools. In other areas it may be that
schools and districts are more consistent in their organizational pat-
tern. The environment creates clear tfiscal constraints, and pressures
exist for the equitable distribution of resources among schools and
teachers. The technology of education is limited, bhut children can be
counted and must be kept track of. Children can be evenly distributed
among teachers and authoritatively assigned to particulur teachers.
They can be classified by age, and must usually be processed through
the school in a definite age-related sequence of grades. Similarly,
the maintenance of buildings and the keeping of records can be stuandard-
ized. Thus in many aspects--mostly peripheral to the main work of in-
struction, though perhaps impinging on it--districts and schools are
similar in their organizational characteristics.

Consider the things we did not ask, on which we would capect to

find high agreement within school systems. Among principals within

districts and between principals and superintendents there should have

been high agreement on:

--the school and district per-student budget

--the principal of a particular school

--the geographical lines defining the
attendance area of a particular school

--the pay of a tcacher with given experience
and credentials

--the number of pupils assigned to each teacher

--the number of grades taught in a given school

. --the number of schools in the district.

The district system effectively organizes the existence of each school

and the allocation of pupils, teachers, principal, and funds to it.

152
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The district organizes funds, personnel, and buildings, and delegates
education to the intersection of these categories.
In the school, similarly, there would be great agreement on ques-
tions we did not ask:
-Who is and is not a teacher?
--Which teacher is assigned to each room and grade?
--Who is or is not a student, and to which grade
and teacher is a given student assigned?
-Who is the principal?

Schools, like districts, organize personnel and classrooms. The central
educational activity is delegated to these subunits.

This discussion suggests that in regard to personnel, buildings,
boundaries, and funds, school systems are indeed explicitly organized.
In these respects they appear to be segmented but coordinated organiza-
tions.

Nevertheless, in important respects the school system is not an
organization at all, as that term is traditionally defined. The bulk
of the educational work devoted to the main purposes of the system is
apparently decentralized beyond the system's purview. Many observers
have noted the inattention to educational matters and the focus on
peripheral "bureaucratic" sues which seem to characterize school and
district organization. This could reflect, not a process of goal
displacement, or even a distinction between the ''real' and the pro-
claimed goals of educational organizations, but a situation in which
the organization qua organization is limited, with some activities
organized and others decentralized or delegated. In short, the school
system is not only segmental and decentralized, but is a partial
organization. It is an organization that only partially structures
activities related to its main goals.

How does the educational system legitimate the delegation of its
main activities to only partially controlled subunits--in practice,
tecachers? And why is it that we have no sense that the entire enter-
prise is near to collapse? Although the organization of the school is

only partial organization, and although we have observed great

o
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variability = educational procedures and arrangements even within the
same school, let alone the same district, we have not noted high levels
of conflict or disorganization. How can this be?

We can only hint at the direction in which answers to such ques-
tions may be sought. It must be the case that important components of
the school system rest on social understandings which themselves rest on
a set of widely recognized and, hence, highly institutionalized social
roles. Competent members of our society "know" what a school, a stu-

dent, or a teacher is, and what are the appropriate purposes of each.

Competent members also know the age-grading and subject-classification
procedures of schools. These and similar understandings are, in a
sense, a given in the school context, and these definitions of social
reality must greatly stabilize and justify the operation of the school.
The school also functions on the basis of other agreements among a more
narrowly defined set of participants that include school administrators,
board members, teachers, and some highly involved and supportive laymen.
These agreements are related to the necessity of employing certificated
personnel, the importance of proper credentials, the prerogatives of
teachers in their own classrooms, and the role of principals in parent-
teacher conflicts. These definitions of social reality are also widely
shared by the most interested and involved participants in school
systems.

Much ¢! the everyday functioning of schools as organized (but not
nccessarily organizational) systems is supported by such widely shared
undérstandings among the relevant participants. Third graders study,
and are taught by tcachers, subjects like math and reading. These are
activities which everyone knows must go on. Thus even though nobedy in
the superintendent's or principal's office directly enforces these
activities, they go on anyway. (Presumably, the organizational system
would rumble into action if it should be alleged that such activities
were not in fact going on.)

The segmental, decentralized, partial organization of school

systems is thus made possible by societal definitions of reality.



Other kinds of organizations must also Tely to an enormous extent
is

on their environments for many elements missing from their structures.
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CHAPTER 7

ORGANIZATIONAL SUPPORT FOR THE TEACHER'S ROLE

Introduction

The Environment for Teaching Program has long been concerned with
the lack of organizational support for the elementary teacher's role.
Several of the program's studies have provided empirical confirmation
of the common sociological generalization that elementary school teach-
ers function in isolation from each other and from the principal
(Magnani, 1970; Meyer & Cohen, 1971; Marram, Dornbusch, § Scott, 1972).
The Meyer and Cohen study of teamed teacners in open space schools in-
vestigated whether or not these organizational and architectural fea-
tures would produce changes in the work and the isolation of the class-
room teacher. The present study allows us to explore additional aspects

of this question.

+

Consequences of Teacher Interaction and Interdependence

Meyer and Cohen found that team teaching in open space did indeed
represent a marked increase in coll.gzial interaction. Teamed teachers
in open space schools interacted with each other much more than the
comparison group of non-teamed teachers in conventional classrooms;
they were also markedly more satisfied with their jobs. It is, however,
critical to point out that the increased interaction did not relate
directly to teacher satisfaction. Only those team teachers whe reported
a high degree of influence over other teachers (on their teams), in addi-
Even in this first study we began to see that the increased inter-
dependence brought about by teaming carried with it a special set
of problems; some team interaction was not at all satisfying, and some

This chapter was written by Elizabeth G. Cohen, Anneke E. Bredo,
and Kenneth Duckworth.
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tcam members felt neglected or taken adv.ntage of by their teammates.
Many of tne interaction-related problems we suspected in this first
study were confirmed by Molnar's systematic observation of teacher team
meetings (Molnar, 1971).

The data gathered in the present study allow us to pursue the
question of the effects ot increased collegial support for the class-
room teacher. The earlier study of interaction in open space and self-
contained classrooms was Iimited by its design, which confounded the

effects of open space and the effects of teaming. In the present study

rooms a4s 111 open space settings. Moreover, the earlier study was con-
fined to middle-class suburban schools; the present sample contains a
much wider range of socioeconomic status. Finally, at the time of the

carlier study, open spacc schools were still relatively new, causing us

in this setting was due to being associated with an exciting educational
innovation. The passage of time has undoubtedly diminished the 'inno-
vation effect" of working in open space.

On the whole, our studies of teaming in open space led us to con-
clude that reducing the isolation of the teacher could lead to favorable
working conditions. towever, we were quite aware that we did not under-
stand the difference between the circumstances in which greater col-
legial interaction and interdependence could lead to tcacher satisfac-
tion and those in which they would lead to unhappiness. Practitioners
commonly explained the critical difference as the personalities of
team members, but our more sociological approach to the study of
sci - 15 led us to hypothesize that the critical features lay in the
way the teachers worked together and the nature of the tasks they
undertook together.

Our sample allowed us to pursue the question of the relation of
teacher satisfaction to changed working relationships between teachers
with a design and a questionnaire that provided data especially rich

in information on how teams work together. In this analysis we dcan

-
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separate the effects of teaming from the effects of open space.
Furthermore, we can see whether patterns of collegial interaction are

related to teacher satisfaction in lower SES scheools in the same manner

as in higher SES schools.

Previous research nrovides more grounds for the importance of
collegial relationships as a source of teacher satisfaction than for
the importance of a close working relationship between teacher and
principal. However, if the traditional isolation of the classroom

if
certain conditions, be changed satisfactorily through
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t may be argued that changes in the role of the

=

collegial support,
principal can also serve to support the role of the classroom teacher.

Although some previous organiczational studies have suggested that close

tension and lack of satisfaction of workers (e.g., Gouldner, 1954), most
teachers are much more isolated than the average worker, and they may
therefore be much more likely to welcome any form of adult contact;. in-
cluding contact with the principal.

The present study offers specific indicators of ways in which the
principal may attempt to control, guide, and support the classroocm
teacher's role. He may exercise impersonal contact by means of school
policies, or more personal supervision through frequent observation or
evaluation of teachers; he may also support teachers in various task-
related areas. Using these indicators of the principal's role, we
can examine the association of what we loosely call 'vertical integra-
tion" in the organization with our measure o teacher satisfaction.

In review, this chapter focuses on the conditions under which
intensified relationships among teachers and between teachers and the
principal are associated with teacher satisfaction, or, to put it
another way, on the cxtent to which variation in satisfaction responds
to variation in organizational conditions in the school. In presenting
the analysis of the data we will first examine the unconditional asso-

ciation of the collegial relationship of teachers and teacher
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ction. Similarly, we will look at the association of the degree

""ﬁlw

satis

isfaction. Follow-

"'1
i
[

of vertical integration of the school and teacher

t
ing these simple analyses we will move on to the conditionalized form

of our hypotheses, where we examine the same relationships under condi-
tions of more and less task interdependence. Lihewise, we will examine

these same relationships for schools varying on socioeconomic status.

Because of a persistent interest in what happens when teachers work more
closely together, our interpretation will focus on organizational pre-
dictors of high faculty morzle under conditions of increased task inter-
dependence of the teachers. We will speculate on why teacher morale
appears Lo have different sources in low socioeconomic status schools.

ed task interdepen-

‘M

Finally, we will summarize implications of increas:

dence tfor the principal's role.

Reducing the Isolation of the Teacher and Staff Moruale

Building on what we have learned about the beneficial effects of
diminishing the isolation of the classroom teacher, we propose to test
1
lationships and close working TElltluﬂHh]p% with the principal will be
more satisfied with their schools thun thosec who experience weaker re-
lationships. We have two unconditionalized propositions:

Closer collegial rclationships umong teachers will be positively
ssociated with satisfaction with the school.

The reported level of vertical integration hetween tcachers and
principals will be positively associated with satisfaction with
the school.

Indices of Collegia. Relationships

We will use collegial interaction and the informal system of

teacher evaluation as indices of collegial rclutionghips.

Interaction. There is marked variation in the collegial relation-
ships among teachers. Some tcachers are so isolated that they do not

even report talking frequently to other teachers about professional

..—,,I‘
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matters. We include two indices of collegial interaction: the fre-
quency with which teachers discuss their teaching, and the frequency

with which they share instructional materials.

Evaluation. We are concerned not only with collegial interaction,
but also with the way in which teachers evaluate each other. In
earlier studies we found that under conditions of increased inter-
action, some team members frequently evaluated each other's performance
anc came to favor the development of a formal system of teacher evalua-
tion (Mever & Cohen, 1971; Schiller, 1972). If there were to develop
a formal system of teacher evaluation (which is rare in cur experience),
the eclementary school would be characterized as showing increased lat-
eral integration. In the case of this ample, however, we are only
examining an informal svstem of teacher evaluation, possibly as fore-
runner of the potential lateral integration of the elementary school
staff. Indices of teacher eviluation include its frequency and help-
fulness.

In revicw, the indices of collegial relationships arc as follows
(question numbers in parentheses refer to items in the original ques-

tionnaire}:

Collegial Interaction

Frequency of tecacher discussion (Q53)
Frequency of sharing materials (Q53)

Teacher Evaluation

Frequency (Q63)
Helpfulness (Q67)

Indices of Vertical Integration

Chapter 6 of this report has drawn a picture of the elementary
school as an organization with relatively little vertical integration,
Past studies have shown that teachers report principal cvaluation in-
{requently. ’

There are several different wayvs principals can play their role

50 a5 to supervise and control teachers. The first way is through the

o
o~
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relatively impersonal method of administering a general policy on stu-
dent discipline, curriculum, and student evaluation. The policy might
originate with the principal or it might be developed jointly by the
teachers and the principal. Second, principals can personally supervise
and evaluate teachers. Third, principals can support their teachers in
such task-related areas as special projects, discipline, and parent re-
lations, and by providing opportunities to develop new teaching ideas.
vertical integration of the school as "Impersonal Control,' "Personal
Supervision,' and "Principal Support."

The questionnaire includes several items measuring each of these

three facets of the integration of the teacher-principal relationship:

Impersonal Control

Degrec to which school policies govern discipline, c..rriculum,
and student evaluation (Q50, 51, 52)

Personal Supervision

Frequency of principal observation (Q56)
Frequency of principal evaluation (Q62)

Principal Support

Helpfulness of principal in providing opportunities to develop
new teaching ideas, e.g., through in-service training or
visits to other schools (Q61)

Helpfulness of principal in backing up the teacher on disci-

Helpfulness of principal in supporting special projects (Q6l)

Helpfulness of principal in parent relations (Q6l)

The Sample of Teachers

For the analysis in this chapter, we are using data from question-
naires given to all teachers in 16 elementary schools in the San Fran-
cisco Bay Arca. As noted before, these schools are part of our larger
stratified random sample of schools and principals. These 16 schools
were selected from the larger sample on the basis of the principals’
responses to initial questionnaires in an attempt to maximize variation

in teaming, in the usc of specialists, and in reported instructional
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practice. Only schools with a grade range of K-6 were considered.
There were 46 self-proclaimed teaching teams in both self-contained and

open-space schools. A total of 252 individual questionnaires were re-

turned by teachers, a response rate of about 95 percent.

Teacher Satisfaction

=2
m

nt

i

It is dangerous to assume that teachers look at schools

same way sociologists do. In the preceding chapters we have emphasized
1

pha
schools and districts are not integrated organizations. n doing

+
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so, we are implicitly comparing schools with other organizations. When
teachers evaluate their satisfaction with the schools in which they
teach, they probably compare their school with other schools rather
than with hospitals or businesses. Unless we remember this, we are
likely to conclude that working in an organization as poorly integrated
as the school will result in low staff morale. Our analysis of the
responses to the questionnaire item on satisfaction with school shows
no such effect.

Most of the teachers in our sample are quite satisfied with the
school in which they work. 1In response to the question: 'In general,
how satisfied are you with the school in which you presently teach?"
(Q74), 67 percent of the sample chose '"extremely'" or "very'" satisfied
as their answer; 26 percent were ''moderately' satisfied; and only 6.6
percent were ''slightly" or '"not at all" satisfied.

Satisfaction with school is strongly associated with satisfaction
with teaching as an occupation. This means that the variable we have
chosen to analyze has many global and diffuse elements connected to
the concept in the respondents' minds. Previous studies of the job
satisfaction of teachers have shown that the level of satisfaction is
‘generally high and that the satisfaction of female elementary school
teachers is particularly high. This last finding may well be a func-
tion of the tendency of women teachers to compare themselves with
other women of equal education who have had restricted employment

opportunities, rather than to compare themselves with men of equal

O
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education who may hold higher status jobs (Cohen, 1967). 1In the present

sample of 232 teachers, all but 31 are women.

Collegial Relationships and Satisfaction

If we examine zero-order correlations between indices of collegial
relationships and teacher satisfuction, we find some significant rela-
tionships of both degrec of collegial interaction and helpfulness of
teacher evaluation with satisfaction. Table 7.1 shows that the fre-
quency of teacher discussion and the frequency of sharing materials are
correlated positively with teacher satisfaction. Although frequency of
as a whole, the perception of the helpfulness of those teacher evalua-

tions is related to satisfaction with school.

TABLE 7.1
Correlations between Collegial Relationships and
Satisfaction with School

Indices of Collegial Relationships v (N=232)

Interaction
Frequency of talking with other tecachers
Frequency of sharing materials

Informal Evaluation by Teachers

Frequency .09
Helpfulness ) .

A multiple regression with thesc same variables shows a very low

el

&

percentage of variance explained: r” = .06. The only significant

predictor of satisfaction is frequency of sharing materials (beta .19,
p < .01). Helpfulness of teacher evaluation also has som¢ independent

effect, but.it is not strong enough to reach significance (beta = ,12).

1614
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Vertical Integration and Satisfaction

It is clear from Table 7.2 that teachers who report more frequent
principal evaluation and observation are more likely to report being
satisfied with their school. Even more powerful is the observed asso-
ciation between reporting that one's principal is supportive in a wide
variety of tasks and satisfaction with one's school. The only school
policy that is related to satisfaction is a schoolwide policy on

discipline.

TABLE 7.2

Correlations between Vertical Integration and
Satisfaction with School

(ndices of Vertical Integration r (N=252)
(Principal-Teacher Relationship)

Impersonal Control
School Policies (composite score)” .06
Discipline ) < 19%*
Evaluation of students .03
Curriculum -.06

Personal Supervision

Frequency of principal observation L 18**
Frequency of principal evaluation .26%%*

Principal Support
Principal Support (composite SQDTE)a LA6FF*
Teaching ideas . 38k
Discipline back-up J41EE*
Special projects ) YA Es
Parent relations L 3Qk*%*

< .01
< .001

=

)

“Composite scores were calculated by averaging the normalized
component scores.
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A multiple regression analysis shows that about 25 percent of the
variance in teacher satisfaction is explained by the variables in Table
7.2. As might be expected, the variables measuring principal support
arc the strongest predictors of teacher satisfaction. The two most
important are the perceived helpfulness of the principal in back-up on
disciplinary matters (beta = .24, p < .0l) and the perceived helpful-

ness of the principal in providing opportunities to develop new teaching

ideas (beta .18, p < .01). The indices of impersonal control and of
personal supcrvision show no significant independent effects, except for
a negative effect of curriculum policies on teacher satisfaction

(beta = -.15, p < .0l), which suggests that curriculum policies may be

thought to interfere with teachers' professional autonomy. The weakened
effects of discipline policies and frequency of principal evaluation and
observation in the multiple regression may be due-to-their correlation

with the variables measuring principal support (r = .30), which may
) :

have a confounding effect.

Conditionalizing the General Prediction

[t would be naive to think that closer working relationships will
predict teacher satisfaction under all conditions. Our past studies
revealed that collegial relationships with other tecachers are sometimes
unwinted, as when teaming is forced upon the staff. Some teachers seem
to prefer the isolated classroom and some teuchers are clearly unhappy
with thelr particular tcams. While teaming may bring about increased
collegial intecraction, having to take each other into account in their
daily activities can generate new problems and staff needs that may or

may not be met.

1, , \ - R .
When the control and supervision variables are analyzed separ-
atcly, without the principal support variables, the betas are

(beta = .20, p < .01), school policies on discipline (beta = .21,

p < .01), and curriculum policies (beta = .23, p < .01).
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Similarly, we are aware of the general feeling of suspicion and
fear concerning formal evaluation by principals. Many teachers feel
that the principal's evaluation is not based on important samples of
their teaching skill but on peripheral matters such as the bulletin
teacher's record keeping. Marram's study (1971) reveals that the per-
ceived legitimacy of the evaluation system in schools is weak compared
to that among nurses in hospitals. However, it also shows that the
legitimacy of the school evaluation system is markedly improved in the
view of teamed teachers working under conditions wﬁeré the pr ncipal
can readily see them (as in the open space school).

There are two major conditions under which we hypothesize that the
relation between increased staff relations and satisfaction will vary.

The first condition is task interdependence among the teachers, and the

second is the socioeconomic status of the school. The specific hypo-

thesized effects of these conditions are explained below.

Theoretically, the concept of task interdependence refers to the
degree to which one worker has to take another into account when doing
a job. In the case of the traditional structure of the elementary
school, there is an extremely low level of task interdependence. When
teachers are formed into teams, they meet occasionally, at a minimum,
and do some joint planning, thereby increasing their task interdepen-
dence relative to non-teamed teachers. However, Bredo's analysis of
teaching teams has taught us that there is wide variation in task in-
terdependence among tcachers who call themselves ''teams.'" Some actually
teach jointly, conducting lessons for a common group of students.
Others merely divide up the students by ability and send some or all
of them to another teacher for a particular lesson. This is referred
to as '"'cross-grouping” and once the initial decisions about grouping
and scheduling are made, the teachers do not have to take each other
into account very much. Thus we see cross-grouping as indicating

iU



less task interdependence than joint teaching when we analyze data from
teamed teachers. '

ln addition to teaming and the manner in which teams work together,
still a third index of task interdependence is working in open space vs.
working in a self-contained classroom. Teaming in open space neces-
sarily involves considerable interdependence. First, there is the
come noisy or to move about the open space pod with great freedom, the
teaching space of other teachers is invaded and disturbed. Second,
where such disturbance is consciously kept to a minimum, teachers will
heed to take other tecachers and their student groups into account in
planning and conducting their own group's activities.

In review, we will use the following indices of task interdependence:

Teaming (Q16)

Frequency of joint teaching (Q26)
Frequency of cross-grouping (Ql0)
Work in open space vs. self-contained classroom (Q6)

Why do we feel that increased task interdependence constitutes such
an important organizational change in the work of teaching? ~In the
first place it bears an important relationship to complexity in instruc-
tional practice; more interdependent teams are associated with more
complex forms of instructional practice (see Chapter 4). Second, in-
terdependence 1is not an unmixed blessing from the worker's point of
view. At the same time that it brings more potential support to the
teacher's role from colleagues, it makes extra demands on the teacher's
time, increases the risk of unsatisfying interpersonal interaction, and
increases the need for coordination and .onsensus.' Thus we did not
predict that increased interdependence would bear a direct relation-
ship to satisfaction; there are too many new ways in which teachers on
teams could become dissatisfied. Highly interdependent teams may re-
quire some additional support in order to function smoothly. The ele-
mentary school organization may have to become more tightly integrated

in order to provide the needed support for interdependent teaching

[
G
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teams. If this is the case, then organizational measures of integra-
tion should relate to measures of staff morale very differently when
teachers work more interdependently; tﬁéfishculd take on greater
importance for teacher satisfaction than in the traditional work
structure.

Two ways in which the school staff could become more integrated
are through the informal method of collegial evaluation that we some-
times find in schools and through a change in the principal's role
owing to vertical integration. We predict that the original proposi-
tion examined above concerning vertical integration and satisfaction
will hold more strongly for interdependent teachers; likewise the above
proposition concerning the informal evaluation system among teachers

teachers work interdependently.

Under conditions of increased interdependence, the importance of
teacher evaluation and vertical integration for teacher satisfac-
tion will increase.

The reasoning behind this hypothesis is that informal teacher
solve the problems that arise from interdependence. As long as
teachers function in isolation, these variables are not highly im-
portant to their satisfaction; but if they are interdependent and the
problems of integration are not solved, then there should be major
grounds for dissatisfaction with the school.

This hypothesis is tested using three different sets of variables
to measure interdependence: teaming versus no teaming; teaming in open
spaée versus teaming in self-contained classrooms; teaming with a high
frequency of joint teaching versus teaming with a high frequency of

cross-grouping.

Socioeconomic Status of the School

The socioeconomic status of the students in a school should
t

affect the way collepial relationships and vertical integration reclate
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0 satisfaction. We do not know specifically how this relationship

iffers between lower and higher SES schools, but we'do have some
empirical grounds for suspecting that lower SES schools represent a

ifferent kind of organization with respect to our antecedent and con-

[ a

scquent variables. For example. only 58 percent of the teachers in low-
SES schools in the sample describe themselves as "extremely" or ''very
safisfied” with their schools, whereas 77 percent of the teachers in
high-SES Séhools describe themselves as satisfied to this degree. It
also appears that higher status schools show more vertical integration
on many indices than do lower status schools.

Because lower SES schools exhibit lower levels of teacher satisfac-
tion and vertical integration, we supposed that integration and satis-
faction might be related differently in schools with different socio-
cconomic class composition. Furthermore, higher and lower SES schools
face different tasks in terms of the learning problems of their clients.
The greater difficulty of the teaching task in lower SES schools may
also be a reason for different relationships between organizational
variables and teacher satisfaction. However, our analysis of such re-
lationships under different SES conditions is, on the whole, frankly

exploratory.

Interdependence: Effects of Teaming

I't will be recalled that teaming is considered an index of inter-
Jdependence among teachers. We predicted that indices of both teacher
evaluation and vertical integration would be more closely related to
sutisfaction when the teacher reporting was a team member, because
sources of support and coordination become more important when inter-
dependence increases. Table 7.3 shows that helpful evaluation by other
This finding supports the hypothesis. In addition, Table 7.3 shows
that more discussion with other teachers does not predict satisfaction
for teamed teachers (as it did not in the previous Meyer and Cohen

study), but it does predict satisfaction for non-teamed teachers.
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Sharing materials predicts satisfaction for both teamed and non-teamed

teachers, but is stronger for teamed teachers.

TABLE 7.3

Collegial Relationships and Satisfaction with School,
by Teaming

i o Correlation with Teacher Satisfaction
Indices of (N=232"

Collegial (N=232)
Relationships

Team Member Non=Team Member

Interaction an
Frequency of talking
with othe teachers
Frequency of sharing
materials L3h%*E

Informal Evaluation by Teachers

Frequency
Helpfulness

*p < .05
‘p < .001

There is a considerable difference in the importance of collegial-
relationships to teamed and non-teamed teachers: sharing materials,

frequency of teacher evaluations, and helpfulness of teacher evalua-

teamed teachers, as Table 7.4 shows. -

The difference in the betas and the considerable difference in
the amount of variance explained suggest that once teami;g is intro-
duced, collegial relationships in general are much more important for

2
teacher satisfaction.

esting for interaction effects between teaming
relationships revealed a significant inter-

1
and the indices of gial
en teaming and sharing materials.

[
action effect only betw
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TABLE 7.4

Regression of Satisfaction on Collegial Relations,
by Teaming

T - Team Members Non-Team Members
Indices of )

Sy . , ;o2 ,
Collegial Relationships Beta Total r~ Beta Total r

Frequency of sharing ( )
materials L28%* .11

Frequency of teacher
c¢valuation

-

[ X"
s
[

"

o

Y

Helpfulness of teacher
evaluation et .08

Frequency of teacher
discussion -.02

—
(%)

.10
.05
.01

M,

pendence. Principal support remains an important predictor of satis-
faction, regardless of teaming, and the frequency of principal evalua-
tion and observation maintains its positive relation to satisfaction,
regardless of teaming. Only in the area of school policies is there
evidence supporting the hypothesis: the existence of school policies
is more important to the satisfaction of teamed teachers than of.non-
tcamed teachers, especially in the areas of discipline and student o
evaluation.

A multiple regression, using all these variables, sheds some
further light on the analysis (see Table 7.6). Once principal sup-
portiveness is taken into account, frequency of principal evaluation
remains important only for teamed teachers (beta = .33, p € .01); for

g
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TABLE 7.5

Vertical Integration and Teacher Satisfaction™ .
with School, by Teaming

s g Correlation with Teacher Satisfactiun
Indices of . | Jead
Vertical Integration (N=232)
(Principal-Teacher Relationship)

Team Member Non-Team Member

Impersonal Control
School policies (composite
score)? . 20% -.05
Discipline L29%* .09

Evaluation.of students .18+ -.07
Curriculum -.02 -.07

Personal Supervision

Frequency of principal
observation . 20* .19*
Frequency of principal
evaluation el L26%**

Principal Support
Principal support (composite
score) T LA2FEE
Teaching ideas L3R L40***
Discipline back-up LA2% k% LAQFFF
Special projects LAGEE* oo L2g%EH
Parent relations Lder** L34

p < .05
**p < .01
***p < ,001
3Compasite scores were obtained by averaging the normalized com-
ponent scores.

non-teamed teachers it becomes in51gnifican£ (heta = .01). This sug-
pests that beyond a supportive principal role, teamed teachers also
value some form of personal supervision. School policies also show
much stronger effects on satisfaction for teamed teachers: positive

in the case of student evaluation policies (beta = .27, p < .01) and
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TABLE 7.6

Regression of Satisfaction on Indices of Vertical Integration,
by Teaming

Team Members Non-Team Members

Indices of 2 -
Vertical Integration Beta Total r~ Beta Total r”

Frequency of Principal Evaluation L33 .01
Frequency of Principal Observation -.09 .04

School Policies
Discipline .16 -.01
Evaluation L 27** -.09
Curriculum -.26%* _ -.08"
Principal Support
Teaching ideas -, 09 .538**
Discipline back-up .09
Special projects L27x* -.11

Parent relations .18 .01
.41 .27

negative in the case of curriculum policies (beta = -.26, p < .01).
The comparable betas for non-teamed teachers are not significant (-.09
and -.08, respectively). Thus, in addition to having a supportive
principal, it is apparently also important for teamed teachers to have
some general school policies on student evaluation. School policies on
curriculum seem to be a source of dissatisfaction to teachers generally,
and espegially“for teamed teachers. Although discipline policies are
more important for teamed teachers, the effect is greatly reduced by
the strength of the principal support variables, and the betas are not
significant. ,

The total variance explained by the variables under discussion is
quite different for teamed teachers (r2 = .41) and non-teamed teachers
(rg = .27). When we tested for interaction effects, we found that

teaming and school policies, particularly in the area of student
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cvaluation, showed significant interaction effects in addition to their
independent effects. On the whole, the multiple regression results
give considerable support to the hypothesis that vertical integration

is more important for teamed teachc:.:; than for non-teamed teachers.

Interdependence: Effects of Teaming in Open Space

In this analysis we shift to data for team members only (N=102).
Virtually all the open space teachers are on teams, so we divided
teamed teachers by whether or not they taught in open space areas. =
Among teams, we assumed that those working in open space were more in-
terdependent than those working in self-contained classrooms.

Informal teacher cvaluation indices show the same relationship to
tcacher satisfaction for teams in the two settings, contrary to our
prediction of a strengthened relationship between teacher evaluation

and satisfaction where teams are more interdependent. The frequency

and .12 in conventional classrooms. Neither correlation is statisti-
cally significant. The correlation between the helpfulness of teacher
evaluation and satisfaction is equally strong, and statistically sig-
nificant, in bhoth physical settings (.31 and .30).

The original proposition that vertical integration becomes more
important to teachers when interdependence is' increased is supported by
the data on open space (seec Table 7.7). This expected relationship is
further supported by a different line of evidonce. Since previous
research had shown the importance of visibility for the perceived
legitimacy of formal evaluation systems, we had strong theoretical
grounds for expecting evaluation by the principal to be more strongly
related to teacher satisfaction for open space teams. Table 7.7 bears
out this prediction. In addition, Table 7.7 shows the extraordinary
importance of a school policy on discipline for satisfaction in open
space. Also indicative of the importance of discipline in open space

is. the correlation of principal support for discipline with satisfac-

tion in open space (r = .5Z). The increased interdependence of open
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space appears to make scverul of the indices of verticul integration

more important for satisfaction.

TABLE 7.7

Correlation of Vertical Integration and Satisfaction of
Teamed Teachers, by Setting

Indices of Open Space Non-Open-Space
Vertical Integration Team Team
(Principal-Teacher Relationship) (N=52) (N=50)

Impersonal Control

School policies (composite score) .15
] ' PHkx .02

3

Discipline , .52

Evaluation of students .07 L2T7**
Curriculum 13 .08

Personal Supervision

Frequency of principal observation L3l .03
Frequency of principal evaluation 4B .01

Principal Support
Principal support (composite score) L58*** BN
Teaching ideas LAgrE* .30*
Discipline back-up L59FFE .25%
Special projects L34%* .58%*
Parent relations L 5O*** L34rx

p < .05
**p < .01
p < .001

A multiple regression analysis, using the same indices of vertical
integration, permits us to take a closer look at just which variables
are important in the two settings. The importance of discipline for
open space teams is confirmed, particularly with respect to school

.31, p < .01, for open space teamed

policies on discipline (beta
-.36, p < .01, for teamed teachers in self-contained

teachers; beta

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

lassrooms.” Frequency of principal evaluation and principal support

L}

in parent relations are also important as predictors of satisfaction in
open space. The indices of support more directly related to the teach-
ing task (tcaching ideas and special projects) show stronger effects in
conventional settings. This is also true of school policics op student
evaluation. On the whole, the analysis suggests that managcement-related
and control-related variables are more important for teams in open
space, while variables rclated to instructional practices are more im-

portant for teams not in open space.

'nterdependence:  Types of Teaming

One solution to the problems of high interdependence in teams,
cipecially in teams in open space schools, might be to cut back on that
interdependence through cross-grouping. By dividing up the children
according to decisions made early in the year, the need for further
decision making and coordination would he reduced. We do find that
reports of cross-grouping are somewhat more common in open space
schools than among teams in sclf-contained schools. (It is not true,
however, that joint teaching is significantly less common in open space
schinols.) We find a corrclation of .42 between cross-grouping and
sutisfaction among tecams working in open space settings; thus, it
appears to be a satisfactory arrangement to open space teachers. Team
members who frequently engage in joint teaching are more interdependent.
Such teams also tend to engage in less routine instructional practice,
as was shown in Chapter 4.

Unfortunately, we do not have enough schools to control open
space and cross-grouping or open space and joint teaching Simulpanecuélyg
Therefore, in the next two tables we disregard open space and simply
look at teams high and low on cross-grouping and joint teaching. In
Table 7.8, we examine the relationships between teacher evaluation and

satisfaction in the two types of teams. For teams whosc members often

There was also 2 strong interaction effect of open space and
es on discipline.
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TABLE 7.8

Correlation of Informal Teacher Evaluation and Satisfaction
among Teamed Teudachers, by Cross-grouping and
Joint Teaching

Cross-urouping Joint Teaching

Measures of
Teacher (Collegial) High Low High Low
Evaluation (N=50) {(N=46) (N=46) (N=46)

Frequency -. 00 .20 .25% .09

Helpfulness 257 .30 .22 LAgFFE

*n o~ .05

£**p 2,001

tecach jointly, the frequency of collegial evaluation is positively re-

lated to teacher satisfaction; while for teams high on cross-grouping

e

the opposite, though weaker, pattern holds. Team teachers who report
frequent joint teaching and frequent evaluation by other teachers are
more satisfied than teachers working in the same way who do not fre-
quently evaluate cach other. Thus the informal system of teacher
cvaluation appears to function as a satisfactory method of lateral inte-
gration only under some very special working arrangements. The help-
Fuﬁngss of teacher eva..ition does not become any more powertul as a

analysis. 1t shows marked increascs in the relationship between
vertical integration and satisfaction for teams reporting frequent
Juint teacling, Correlations between teacher satisfaction and school
policies (composite score: 1 = .32}, frequency of principal evaluation
(r = .42), and principal support (composite score: T = .70) are all
considerably higher for team members high on joint teaching than they

are for team members low on joint teaching. On the other hand, when
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cross-prouping is used as an index of interdependence the relationship
of vertical integration to satisfaction is considerably stronger for

teachers who do less cross-grouping.

TABLE 7.9

Corrclation of Vertical Integration and Satisfaction
among Teamed Teachers, by Cross-grouping and
Joint Teaching

Joint Teaching

Cross-grouping

Indices of Vertical =
Integration (Principal-
Teacher Relationship)

Low

High C
(N=46)

(N=46)

High Low
(N=50) (N=46)

Impersonal Control
School policies (composite .
scorc) -.11 L21* L32* .11
Discipline .05 LATEEE LAEFFF L27*
Evaluation of students .05 .22 .15 . .19
Curriculum -.27* .01 .05 -.15
Per=onal Supervisicn

L4 2EE .22

J
-
T
el

evaluation
Helpfulness of principal

evaluation L

. SS*«#*

. 38%*

Principal Support [composite

*
#*
*

LETEE LT0%%* Y

bl
o
<
+
Ly
L
ey

Teaching ideas
Discipline back-up
Special projects
Parent relations

[N AN ]

+

B Rard Tl Tod
e
R -
*

]
*

‘9*#*

R 40***
L 56***

L42x*t

LSOFH
.SG*’**
LG5 *

GFEE

I7**
.29*
L27%
. 267

*hEy,

Sociceconomic Status of Schools

The 16 schools were dichotomized intu high and low SES, depending

on the rank order of the school mcan of individual teacher SES ratings

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



of studernts,  Thus there are cight high-SES schools and eight low-SES
schools. There are several organizationul differences between these

1

chuols.  Flrst, teaming is much more common in high-SES schools:

14

sots of
ot percent of the teachers in high-SES schools are teamed, compared to
21 percent of the teuachers in low-SES schools.” Second, teaming and
satisfaction are related somewhat positively in high-SES schools

-.11). Third, the

(Tau = .12} and negatively in low-SES sciools (Tau
proportion of teachers reporting high levels of collegial relations

tended to be higher in high-SES schools, as Table 7.10 shows.

TABLE 7.10

eachers Reporting High Values on Indices of

Percentage of T
Collegial Relations, by School SES

School SES

Indices o — e Significance
Collegial High Low of Kendall's
Relations (N=111) (N=121) Tau

Frequency of teacher

evaluation 36% 26% p .0l
tlelpfulness of teacher

evaluation 39 24 p < .001
Frequency of teacher

ohservation 33 22 p < .01
shiaring of materials 40 20 p o< .00l

Table T7.11 shows that teachers in high-SLS schools also reported
higher levels of vertical integration on a number of indices. The
higher level of reported discipline policies and of principal support

for discipline in high-SES schools seems particularly surprising in

view of the usual concern over student discipline in low-SES schools.

4. . U . . . . . .

This SES difference in teaming is not accounted for by the over-
representation of open space in high-SES schools: in both high and low
SES schools about half of the teams were in open space settings.

180
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TABLE 7.11

Percentage of Teachers Reporting High Values on Indices of
Vertical Integration, by Scrool SES

School SES

Indices of —
Verticul High Low of Kendall's
Integration (N=111) (N=121) Tau

5% N.5.

10
4%

L]

Hed
— o L
. el
S
e
.
41
=
o

Tl

L]

A o
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o

,
o]
L%

L]

Frequency of principal evaluation

Frequeney of principal observation

i
)
e
o]
o
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o
o]
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e
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ja
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e
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School policies, curriculum

Principal support

e

el
=

" \13

)

—

Teaching ideas 62

Discipline 41

Special project 44
ion

Parent relations 41

P2 Y]
el M
3
w
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s

Since we have already shown that teaming changes the way in which
organizational conditions relate to satisfaction, and since téamiﬁgrand
school SES are positively associat: |, we will move directly to an
analysis of collegial relations and satisfaction in the two SES sct-
tings, holding teaming constant. Table 7.12 shows the correlations
between teacher satisfaction and some indices of collegial relations in
the two social class settings. Tt rcveals that among teamed teachers
in low-SES schools more intense collegial relationships are associated
with less satisfaction. The opposite 1s the case for high-SES schools.
Despite the small number of teachers on teams in low-SES schools in
this sample, the results indicate that “teams in this setting are ex-

pericncing some special difficulties.
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TABLE 7.12

Correlation of Collegial Relationships and Teacher Satisfaction
for Teamed Teachers, by School SES

Indices of
Collegial
Relations
Interaction
Frequency of sharing materials LJEEEH .25
Interdependence
Frequency of team meetings S R .01
Frequency of joint activities L28xx -.35%
Teacher Lvaluation
Frequency of teacher observation L29%% -.32%

Discussion

Qur data contain ample evidence of positive associations between

closer teacher relations and teacher satisfaction; there is even more
consistent cvide of the relation between vertical irtegration and

teacher satisfaction. Even our initial zero-order correlations show
significant results. Uowevgr, these cero-order correlations must be
interpreted with ca ution. When interdependence of teachers is intro-
duced as a control, the pattern of assrciation changes, and the change
varies according to the index of interdependence used. 1In general, it
appears to be the case that interdepeindence makes hoth collegial rela-
tionships und vertical intcgration more important for teacher

faction, and the stricter the criterion of interdependence, the

ronger this result appears.
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If the measure of interdependence is simply teaming, we find that
several aspects of collegial relations are more important for the satis-

‘action of teamed teachers than for non-teamed teachers: sharing

L]

materials, helpfulness of tecacher evaluation, and frequency of teacher
evaluation (Tables 7.3 and 7.4),3 The relatively weak effect of fre-

quency of teacher evaluation on satisfaction suggests that
<pecial conditions does informal teacher evaluation become a source of
<atisfaction, even on teams. This interpretation is supp~ited hy the

tinding of a significant correlation between frequency ¢ teacher

evialuation and teacher satisfaction for teamed teachers who often teach

-

jointly (Table 7.8). Thus, as the index of interdependence becomes more

rigorous, more frequent collegial evaluation is more likely to become a
source of satisfuction for teamed teachers.

Indices of vertical integration become even more markedly important
to satisfaction when interdependence increases. When teaming alone is
taken as the measure of interdependence, school policies on discipline
and on student evaluation arc morec important to the satisfaction of
teamed teachers (Table 7.5). In the multiple regression analysis, fre-
quency of prinqipal evaluation also remains more important to the satis-
faction of teamed teachers than to that of non-teamed teachers once the
principal support indices are taken into account (Table 7.6). When the
level of interdependence is higher, as when we compare teams worhing in
open space to teams in self-contained classs  ms or when we compare

team members who often tecach jointly with those who do not (Tables 7.8

and 7.10), we find the relationships highly intensified in a number of

[

areas, particularly discipline policies and frequency of princinal
cvaluation. The importance of the principal's evaluation for tcacher

satisfaction in open space had teen cxpected fron studies of the

effects of visibility which showed that visibility increases the per-

ceived legitimacy of the evaluation system (Marram, 1971). Our results

SAlthnugh the direct correlation between frequency of teacher
evaluation and satisfaction is not significant for teamed teachers,
muitiple regression shows that frequency of evaluation has a direct
effect on satisfaction as well as an indirect effect through greater

. perceived helpfulness.
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sugpest that because the principal can and does observe a much wider

ampling of the team's activities under conditions of open space, the

principalts evaluntions can become ¢ morve valued source of support tor

teachers
Our analysis of teams in open space suggests that they do not
always represent the most 'advanced" examples of work arrangements or

«hing methods. They are much more likely to use cross-grouping thun

TSTOOmS, moreover, cross-grouping by open

"’u

teums 1in self-contained cla

J

y associated with teacher satisfaction with

s
ot

spave team members is stron

qool. lowever, it does not seem to be an indicator of a well-func-

tioning team: the relation between satisfaction with team (rather thun
overall school satisfaction) and cross-grouping is negitive for open
space tcam teachers. Morvover, cross-grouping tends to be related to
relatively routine technology, as discussed in Chapter 4. It may be
that the increused interdependence of open space teams generates special
problems; cross-grouping may represent a satisfactory solution to these
problems by reduciag the need for communication and coordination. The
importance attached to student discipline policies for satisfaction of
tedachers on open space teams may also indicate a desire to reduce the
pussible intrusiveness of other classes on one's work space due to the
high interdependence in this setting.

In general, the picturc emerging from this analvsis can be summed
np in two bricf statements:

I.  Interdependence increasecs the importance of both collegial

relationships and of vertical integration for teacher
satistacvtion,

L]

As the criterion for interdependence becomes more rigorous,
the importance of vertical integration for teacher satisfac-
tion increases.

of School SES

When the socioeconomic status of the school is taken into account
in addition to interdependence, the results are quite provocative.

Giiven -eaming, as interdependence increases, so does teacher
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there is some evidence of a regative relationship between increased
f1

interdependence of teamed teachers and teacher satisfaction. Far from
representing a conclusive result, with only eight schools in each SES
category, this finding suggests the nced for a closer cxamination of

t i his setting there is

Tl
[l

ES schools. [t may be th

o]

teaming in low-

nce in the efFicaay of teaching. Teachers may be dis-

-
_"'l
C’u 7y
>|"J

much less
couraged because the children do not Iéarﬁ very rapidly, no matter what
technique they use. When one is not seeing satisfying results, the

time and trouble of joint teaching may not seem worthwhile.

Implications for the Principal's Rolc

Let us examine the results from the point of view of what princi-
pils might do to improve teachers' satisfaction. Most important is the
warning to use caution in interpreting a result such as the obscrved
association between individual reports of principal evaluation and
teacher satisfaction. This result should not bé i zerpreted to mean
that principals who evaluatc every -eacher in the school regularly have
the highest staff morale. The observed association is based on indi-
vidual data, and it can be taken to mean that some teachers on a staff
have a satisfying relationship with the pflﬂL ipal from whom they rececive
frequent cvaluat ion. Other teachers on that same staff may report in-
frequent evaluation. We found that in some schools teachers gave widely

varyiag rcpnrts of the Fr&quency of the prinﬁipal'g evaluation. Although

trequency of priﬂcipal evaluation and.teacher satisfaction for the

sample of individual teachers, when we look at the correlation hetween

”‘I

the teachers' mean

[_‘;w

-esponse in each school on frequency of principal
cvaluation and satisfaction the correlation is insignificant.
The finding that principal evaluation in open space is an important

predictor of teacher satistaction gives an important Clue Probably,

6 .

“In fact, in the two schools where teachers rather uniformly re-
ported a high frequency of cvaluation, staff morale was rclatively low
when we calculated a mean level of teacher satisfaction.

iopox
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the principal’s evaluation becomes a source of general high morale when

"

the teachers feel that the evaluations are legitimate and helpful.

Perceptions of legitimucy are more likely to occur when the principal

4\“'“

can see a fair sampling of teacher performance, as in open spu-e

schools

I.

The strength of the association between individual teachers® re-
ports of principal evaluation and teacher satisfaction may even come

about because teachers who like the principal often seek him or her out

for cvaluation and remain in close contact. Those who are not satisfied

with the school and do not like the principal may successtully avoid
frequent evaluation. As one of the principals in our sample reported,

4 teacher in his school, upon finding the principal out ide the cluss-

room door, opuns it a crack and says, "May I help you?'™

An importunt general finding with implications for the principul's
olce 1s the strength of the relationship between teacher satisfaction
and the perception that the principal supports teachers' ideas, disci-

pline, relations with parents, and special projects. Support from the
principal gencrally remains a strong positive predictor of teacher
satisfaction, regardless of teaming, open space, or school SES. This
support becomes cven more importaat when team members engage in joint
teaching. Attempting to provide support for teachers in these areas
appears To be a constructive goal for principals.

There are some interesting suggestions for the principal's role
with respect to general school policies in schools that have teaming.

For team members, policies on student evaluation and student discipline

"It should not be inferred from this result that the evaluations
of principals in open space are more likely to be perceived as soundg
They are not (r .01).

BOur assertion that the relationship between frequency of principal
cvaluation and teacher satisfaction has different meanings in tradi-
tionally organized schools und in teamed schools is supported by the
multiple regression analysis In non-teamed schools, once principal's
support variables are entered, frequency of uwrincipal evaluation is no
longer a predictor of teacher satisfaction. In contrast, in teamed
schools frequency of principal evaluation retains its power to predict
teacher satisfuction after the supportiveness is taken into account.
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appear to have special importance in predicting teacher satisfaction,
In open space, a general pulicy on student discipline has an especially
strong relatienship to teacher satisfaction. These results suggest that
principals should give particular emphasis to developing such policies
when there are teacher teams, especially in open space schools.

Our final suggestion for the principal working in open space
aschools is that if he or she wishes to introduce a technology such as

g, it may first be necessary to improve the communica-

flexible grouping
tion and interaction among team members so that they will be willing
and able to handle the possible frustrations of a task requiring in-
creasced interdependence. Many open space teams seem to adopt and be
satisfied with cross-grouping; yet this often does not represent very
sophisticated instructional practice and is not related to satisfaction
with teaming.

If open spacc teams are moving to cross-grouping because high
interdependence is espccially frustrating in the open space setting,
then the principal may have to look for ways to provide more support
for teams in this setting. 1If teams do develop to the point that they
arc willing to increase their frequency -f joint teaching, the role of
the principal appears to be more important than ever as a source of
evaluation, an administrator of genecral policies, and, above all, a
supporter of the teaciher's role. "

In conclusion, this investigation into support for the teacher's
role through collegial relationships and vertical integration has been
able to suggest ways in which the general propoesition that organiza-

tional changes may increase teacher satisfaction are conditional upon

[nd

the level of staff interdependence. Although we did not develop the
questionnaire specifically to study the integration of the school
organization in its relationship to the role of the teacher, we have

:iisticated picture of the

[ty

been able to draw a more complex and so
working conditions of teaching than have any of the Environment for

Teaching studies up to this time,
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CHAPTER 8

STUDENT JOB SATISFACTION

Introduction

Throughout the preceding chapters we have been interested in the
organizational structures of classrooms, schools, and school districts,
and in the impact of these structures on instruction and on the work and
orientation of some of the participants. We have not emphasized the

etftfects of organizational patterns on ''student outcomes''--the primary
goals of t

he system--becuuse several substantial research traditions
deal with these variables. In this chapter, however, we discuss several
aspects of the impact of the school on the pupils, whose learning,
socialization, and adjustment are of particular concern to practitioﬁcfs
wvho uare responsible for operating schools.

Most resecarch on student outcomes treats students as objects or

clients of the school, considering whether the school is able to alter

them according to its aims. Researchers examine whether schools in-
crease the knowledge and aptitudes of the child; whether they affect
the child's goals, aspiraticns, and self-concept; and sometimes whether
they have long-run cffects on the child's values or social skills and
attitudes. We have, ourselves, inquired into the relationship between
classroom organication and the formation of students' perceptions of
their academic ability (Simpson, 1975).

For the most part, the starting point for research on student out-
comes is-the conception of the school as an organization working its
purposcs with greater or lesser effectiveness on student targets. This
conception has been modified as the research tradition has developed,
hecause it has become clear that students may be affected in ways

hroader than those defined by the organization's purposes and techniques

This chapter was written by John W. Meyer, Sus:« ‘e
Robbins, and Carl Simpson. T
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--by their personal relationships with peers and teachers, for
and by their overall experience in the school us a community,
Put it is possible to shift completely away from the conception ot
stuc ts oas clients of the scheol, even thoue . th' ix an interesting,
legitimute, and successful orientation, and to c¢.iceive ot the as

s of The school org:  carion who participate quite actively in

and whose daily work occur. under its jurisdiction. This per-

[

spective is simply a matter of choice, though it may provide some ad-
vantages in thinking about the school as an orgunization. The conception
of students uas members of the school may become more common in the
future; in our society interest seems to be shifting from the. future
benefits children may derive from childhood and school to a considera-
tion of the satisfuctions and well-being of the children in the present.
Teachers and administrators are even now highly sensitive to students!
affective respon:es to the school and the classroom.

Once we decide tu consider students as members of the school

organization rather than as client =, further choices must be made,

We might. for example, consider students ag part ~f the school

whose¢ members share interpersonal relationships, a sense of solidarity,
and broad satisfactions and dissatisfactions. We have chosen, however,

to look at students as doing jobs in a work orpanization, focusing on

their work at assigned tasks in this organiczation. This cheice, unlike
the decision to consider students as mombers rather than as clients, 1s
not simply a free intellectual choice. In taking this perspective we
may be right or .e may he very wrong. [f neither the children nor
those who work with them organize their lives in the school as if it
wore a task-oriented work oruanization, but instead relate to each
other as members of a broad community, our data may show that our de-
cision to focus on students as workers was a mistake. (Or perhaps
teachers and students share an understanding that the school is indeed
work urganization, hut that the students arc merely clients of the
teachers, who do the work--in which case we are still wrong.) Never-

theless, we argue that students approach the school as workers with

IR
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jobs to do (though without thinking of it in tlat way), that they arc
oriented toward doing these jobs, and that they derive their satisfac-
tions trom their performance of these work activities (rather than, for
instance, from their broader soclal relations within the school as a
community). We will examine our data below to see how much sense this
overall hypothesis makes.

if students have "work' roles in the school, we are, of course,
interested in the way the classroom, school, and district organizations
affect these roles. As witk any studv of the relation of workers to
their jobs, many dimensions could be picked cut for analysis. We
selected three that are analogous to dimensions commonly studied in the

sociology of work roles: whether students like their jobs; how well

they think they perform them; and how much autonomy they have in their
lob performances. We then asked the following questions about these
Jimensions.

(1) What factors affect student job satisfaction--i.e., the degree
to which pupilis "'like" school? We were especially interested in any
evidence on whether structurally complex classrooms and complex in-
structional arrangements in one way or another expand the roles and the
satisfactions of students; but we report also the effects of other
factors often discussed in the literature on job satisfacti-m (e.g. in
Tannenbaum, 1966).

(.} What factors affect student autonomy in classroom wo:r', and,
in turn, what effects does autoncmy have on other aspects of the class-
room? Again we were especially irterested in whether classroom com-
piexity offered more alternatives to students; we hypothesized such
cffects on both teachers and students. The analyses below suggest that
this variable has different meanings for students than we imagined. In
addition, our analyscs suggest that student autonomy is much more
complicated than we had assumed. With more sophisticated conceptualiza-
tion and measurement of student autonomy, we would expect to see very
different results. Some of our measures in this regard, therefore, are

not very useful.
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students' conceptions of their zccademic

{3) What f¢
ability? This gquestien, which concerns an intervening variable very
commonly evoked by educational theories, was ¢f great interest. 1t is

examined in & separate monograph (Simpson, 1975). Simpson’s study shows

that students' self-perceived ability tends to derive directiv from

classroom experience and peer evaluations, and indirectly (through thesc

variables) from teachers' evaluations and test scores. It is further
b

assrocms tend to

iy
—

shown, as we would have expected, that complex

o]
up the simple "ability" stratification of the class, and thus reduce the

tnequality among students in self-perceived ability.

Who Likes School?

We report belcw on the facters that affected the cxtent to which
the children said thev liked school \s stressed earlier, we conceive

o
o
’J"l

uctlion study--students arce members,

¥
|..~
”‘h

of this as essentially a sat

as well as clients, of the school organization, and mav find their role
in it more or less satisfuctory. Their satisfaction, like that of all

worhers, may be independent of the kind and amount of work they produce,
which in this case is the main goul of the organization. We are especi-

or classroom organizaticn on

o

ally interested in any effects of =choo
satisfaction, but consider a wide range of hypotheses, as is necessary
in all job satisfaction studies. And, as is usually the case with such

studies, we are investigating the meaning to the children of their role

tisfaction with it as much as we are the factors that cause

’J’\

and the

their satisfaction. We suspect that a child might be quite unhappy in

" the wider world of the school and yet report that he "likes school'--

meaning his own particular work rolc in the organization. And the re-
verse scems equally plausible.

The hasic dependent variable is the response to the guestion,
"How much do you like school?" Despite a healthy myth which indicates
otherwise, most children said they liked school. Almost all the
children answered the question. Half said they liked school "a lot,

and the rest of the answers were spread out among four other answer
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categories. Fifteen percent expressed dislike for school. It should be
noted vhat these answers are not strikingly different from those re-

about their own satisfaction (see Chapter 7).

some initial evidence supporting the view that
children approach school in terms of its work, rather than in broader

sciool" question and answers to questions about liking specific activ-

ities.  Liking schoel was closely und positively correlated with liking

.29}, math (.38), and social

the main academic Sgbjsctsi reading (r

studies (.40). And in multiple regression analysis, each of these three

items independently contributed a good deal to the explanation of the

meaning of the "liking school” quzsticﬁil In contrast, liking athletics
1

(r = .11} and liking drawing (r = .i0) were much less closely relared to
liking school. However important and satisfying these activities may
he to chiidren as people, they are not central to the work of the

school. And children apparently perceive this and choose to focus their

=y

orientation on the satisfactions to be derived from the main topics o
work.

As one might expect, several background factors affected whether
or not the children reported liking school, but none of them have large
cffects, and consequently they are not included in our later analyses.
Boys liked school less than girls (beta = .12, p < .05). Also, students
with lower socioeconomic backgrounds liked school less well than others
(.16, p < .05). These findings are pretty much what might be expected
on the basis of the literature on the subject, but it should again be
noted that none of the relationships are large.

What about the satisfaction of minority students? Black (beta =
.08, p < .05) and Chicano students (.12, p < .05) liked school even
better than others. Although this finding is contrary to many popularly

held beliefs, similar results have been duplicated in a few recent

1 .. : . : ) - s .

‘Standardized regression slopes (or betas): reading (.24), math
(.30), and social studies (.32). In this analysis, for reasons to bhe
made clear below, self-perceived ability and sclf-csteem were included.

Qo
[
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studies which show relatively high academic self-esteem and high in-
volvement and faith in school on the part of Black and Chicano students
(Fernandez, Masseyv, and Dornbusch, 1975). One interpretation is that
minority students place nmuch more importance on school and the work thev
do in school for their success than do other students. Another involves
the revolution in the speciul consideration and positive treatment of

minority students.

Methods

We studied 354 third-grade students from 17 classrooms in Six
schools. The schools were selected from among 16 chosen for cur in-

ensive work with teachers to provide a good deal of variation in

4

organization and curriculum. The classrooms in each which contajned
third-grade students werc the focus of the study. Of the 17 classrooms,
five were multigraded (with from five to twelve third graders), and one
was a combined or teamed class with a total of 50 students. The other

had from 25 to 33 students.

classes

Since the schools selected were part of our larger surveys, we

‘W

had district and school data of the sort discussed earlier in this répﬁrt
curriculum from the teachers. Further, for this stu::lyi the teachers in-
volved were asked to rate each student's performance in three subject
areas; to describe each student's membership in ability groups, if
present; and to estimate the extent to which they tended to provide
feedback of various kinds to the students. School records provided
information on the stundardized reading test scores the third graders

had received as first graders.

A questionnaire was prepared for the students. It was pretested
extensively and was very short. In order to make sure the students
understood the questions, the test administrator went through the entire
questionnaire with the students, leaving time for them te answer ecach
question after it was read aloud. The students reported how they per=

ceived their own abilities in various subjects and their beliefs about
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the abilities cf their peers. They also reported how much thev liked

the several academic subjects as well as school as a whole. They de-
scribed the amount of choice they had in their academic work and responded
to a series of self-esteem items,

In addition, five of the third-grade classrooms were observed and
described on a systematic cobservation form. In these classrooms, we ob-
corved one period each of math, reading, and social studies instruction.
rouping practices, varicties of available materials, the uses of these
waterials, the degree to which the children could choose what to do, and
the degree of student and teacher physical movement were observed and
recorded. Three separate observations were made during each observed
period; thus, each classroom was observed at least nine times during

cur visit.

Hvpotheses on Student Job Satisfaction

Liking school seemed to mean liking the work of school. We thus
turned to the job satisfaction research tradition for some plausible
ideas about the factors involved. (This literature is reviewed by
Tannenbaum, 1966, and by the authors of a number of papers in Scott and
Cummings, 1973.) 1In this way, we arrived at six lines of explanation,

or =ix hypotheses,

Abilitv and rewards. [People tend to be more satisfied with work

they and others believe they can do well. One might organize a separate
srgument about tewards, but in the school situation, the student is re-
warued in the currency of grades and approval, which are themselves
evaluations of the student's performance. Thus, translating this hypo-
thesis into the school situation, we can make a distinction between the
student . satisfaction with his own feelings that he is good at his
work and the rewards he derives from others who believe he is good at
his work. This produces two specific hypotheses:
la. A student's own conception of his ability to do schooiwork
contributes to his satisfaction or dissatisfaction with
school.

i85
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Ib.  The assessments by others of a student's wor k contribute to

his satisfaction or dissatisfaction with school.
Self-concept. OCver and above a persen's sp fic assessment of

his ability to do certain work, he mak 1
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having generally valued abilities for the academic task at hand might

Za. A student's general self-con cept contributes to his satis-
faction or dissatisfaction with school.

“eption of his intelligence contributes
issatisfaction with school.

of 4 worker's

iy

Broader, more affective aspect

role may satisfaction more than the specific task activitics
do. ships and the ability to participate effectively in
socially desirable vities contribute to school satisfaction. The
school day, even more than the ordinary workday, allows fcr a gr
deal of socializing. There is recess, lunchtime, physicul education,
art classes, and after-school interaction,

3. A student's social success contributes to his satisfaction

with school. .

Autonomy. An issue that flows through the literature on teacher
satisfaction (and the literature on 1ub satisfaction in general) is
work autonomy. Discretion in choosing and scheduling activities is

thought to be an important source of work sat tisfaction.

rl'",'d

3. Th
hi

_..w \m
&5
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J’u

gre QF k autonomy 2 student is allowed affects
tisfact

e
sfa on with school.

Uu

Classroom complexity. An argument running throughout this report

relates the complexity of the elassroom situation to the effective

tegration of the child into the classroor work situation. Complex

Lie]
[

lassrooms offer the teacher and the student more ways to fit the latter
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effectively into the work situation. These expanded possibilities

should increase the work satisfaction of the student--partly through

the variables discussed above, and partly independently of them.

Vertical integration. Effective involvement in schoolwork ordi-

n effective working relationship between student

fwg

narily seems to require
and teacher. In any classroom--perhaps especially in a complex one--
higher levels of work-related contact (that is, more frequent and indi-
vidualized interaction) between teacher and student are crucial to the
student's involvement and satisfaction, and mayv, in addition, increase
the rewards the situation offers.

6. Higher levels of contact with teachers increases students'
satisfaction with school.

liking for school: the child's conception of his ability to do the
work, and his general self-esteem.

items: (1) Compared to the other kids in this class, how good are you
at schoolwork? (2) Compared to all third graders, how good are vou at
schoolwork? (3) Compared to all third graders, how good are you at
arithmetic? (4) Compared to all third graders, how good are you at
reading? (5) Compared to all third graders, how good are you at social
studies?

To items 1 and 2 the student could answer: (1) I'm one of the
best, (2) 1'm better than most, (3) I'm about in the middle, (4) I'm
not as good as most, (5) I'm one of the worst. To items 3, 4, and 5,
he could answer: (1) I'm a lot better, (2) I'm a little better, (3)
I'm about in the middle, (4) I'm a little worse, or (5) I'm a lot worse.
The most positive response was scored as 5, the most negative as 1.

A mean score on all the items was computed (for item int. —orrelations,

sce Simpson, 1975).

19
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steem was measured by combining seven items in which the child

|
i
!

é,
ed to rate himself on whether he was more hardworking or la:zyv,

(]
o

Wis 4

[}

happy or =2d, kind or mean, unsuccessful or successful, a leader or a
follower, . ird to get along with or edsy to get along with. There were
five possible answers, ranging, for example, from very luaiy to very

hardworking. The most positive response was scored as 5, the most nega-

e}

tive as 1. A mean score on the items was computed.

Results

Factors Affecting Liking for School

Table 8.1 shows the effects of self-esteem and perceived ability

on "iiking school.” Both variables have si ignificant effects. Perceived

K

ability and self-esteem are positively correlated (.40), but have inde-
pendent effects. It could, of course, be that the findings of Table
8.1 reflect a general halo effect; a child who rates himself high on
some other variables may also rate himself high on liking school. Some
of our results below cast doubt on this idea. It seems more likely

‘that Hypotheses la and 2a are supported.
YP Pl

TABLE 8.1

Regression Effects of Perceived Ability and Self-Fsteem
on Liking 5chool .
(N=292)

s Standardized regression e
tariable coefficient (heta) Frratio
Perceived Ability .21 12.05%*
Scelt-Esteem .24 16.15**
**n oo 01
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But let us consider Hypothesis 1b. Other people's ratings of the
child's ability, over and above his own, might reasonably be expected to
affect the rewards he receives, and hence his satisfaction with school.
That is, the evaluation of his work by others shou ‘! work independently
to some extent. In fact, however, it does not. Of course, these ratings
might partiy be 'captured" by the child's rating of himself, and thus
when others' ratings are added to the analysis in Table 8.1 no results

from each indicatoer are as follows:

Ul

are added. The result

a. The teachers were asked to rate each child's overall perfor-
mance in math and reading. When this variable was included in
the analysis of Table 8.1, an utterly insignificant beta weight
of .03 resulted. Teacher rating did not correlate with self-
esteem (.06), but did with perceived ability (.36).

b. Each child was asked to list the best and worst students in
nis class in math and social studies. A peer rating index was
created by counting the number of times each child was chosen
as best in math. This was divided by the total number of good
choices. From this number was subtracted the number of times
each child was chosen as worst in math divided by the total
number of good choices. The same procedure was followed for
social studies. The final index was obtained by adding the
resulting figures for math and social studies together. A high
positive number therefore would indicate that a student was
often thought of by his peers as best in math and social
studies. A high negative number would indicate that a student
was often thought of by his peers as worst in math and social
studies. Any number approaching zero would be about average.
When added to Table 8.1, this variable showed an insignificant
effect of -.05 on liking school. The peer rating measure
correlated only slightly with self-esteem (,15) and more
strongly with perceived ability (.39).

c. The first-grade reading test score of each child is recorded
in the school office. It might be thought to affect in subtle
ways how the teacher and others treat thc child. When added
to Table 8.1, it shows an effect of .00, which is naturally
insignificant, This measure did not correlate significantly
with self-esteem (-.02) or with perceived ability (.06}).

d. In many of the classrooms, some sort of ability grouping is in
effect. The teachers were asked which math and reading ability
group each student was in. These reports were combined into
an index, which was then entered into the analysis of Table
8.1. It showed an insignificant effect of -.01 (3 = fast
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group, 2 = medium group, 1 = slow group). The correlation

between this index and selt-esteem was -.05; that between the
index and perceived ability was .20.

[

8]

sdyv that

(e

Hypothesis 1b is eliminated by the data. This is n

97

o~
ot

)
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teacher and peer ratings are unimportant to the child. Simpson's
analyvsis of these data shows that these variables have substantial ef-
fects on the child's conception of his own ability. Our point here is
that they apparently do not indicate a set of rewards that affect the
student's satisfaction directly; they operate only through their ef-
fects on his own perception of his uhility. Over and above this, having
his ability respected by others may please the child, but it apparently
does not make him say he likes school more.

Hvpotheses 2b and 3 fare ne butter. Hypothesis 2b argucd that

bevond high self-csteem, high and generalized academic self-esteem would
produce satisfaction with school. Along with the other sclf-esteem
items the children were asked to rate themselves on how "smart" theyv
were. These ratings were correlated with the other self-esteem items,
but showed by far the lowest individual corrc ation with liking school.
And when included in the regression analysis of Table 8.1, the item
showed an almost significant negative effect of -.13 (beta); '"smart"”
correlated with self-esteem .45 and with perceived ability .47. Think-
ing well of oneself and thinking onc is good at schoolwork improves
one's satisfaction. Believing one hus high eapacity in the ahstract
does not help.

Hypothesis 3 (the social success idea) was tested in two ways.

First, the children were asked how good they thought they were at
athletic activity. We believed that even among third graders, such
success might be valued. When added to Table 8.1, however, thec item
showed no independent effect (beta = .04). The correlation is .21 with
self-esteem and .25 with perceived ability.

Second, more powerful evidence is provided by a sociometric ques-
tion: The children were asked to name three friend , and the number of
nominations received by cach child was scored and divided by the total

number of choices. ilere, the correlation with self-esteem is .07 and

’?;,a.,.‘D
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with perceived ability, .20. This variable, when added to Table 8.1,

has an insignificant (.06) effect on liking school.

success hypothesis is that whether students think they have

[

s0c¢i

‘riends or not does not affect their liking school. When the perceived

sociometric choice item was added to the items in Table 8.1, there was

il

no significant effect (beta .00); perceived friendship was correlated
with self-esteem and perceived ability .20 and .16, respectivelyv. The
students were asked to '"circle the drawing which shows how many kids in
this class like you and want to be vour friend." The five answer cate-
geries ranged from a picture with one face to a picture with fifteen
faces. This is very surprising. When students are asked how much they
like school, they just are net thinking about how many friends thev have
or how popular or socially successful they think they are. They are
thinki».z about how competent they are at doing schoolwork and how they
think of themselves generally. Hypothesis 3 clearly fails.

These data make very clear what children mean by "liking school."
Having friends who rate one highly and thinking oneself socially suc-
cessful must add to the satisfactions of a child's litc considerably,
as must being athletically skilled or having one's abilities admired.
But this turns out not to be the question the children were answering.
The children, much like the adults who answer job satisfaction questions,
were literally telling us whether they liked their schoolwork. They

liked it more if they felt they were good at it (but not if they thought

respect. The point is, however, that they were telling us about their
fcelings about their work, not their school life in general.
We turn now to examine the specifically work-related hypotheses:

4, 5, and 6. Hypothesis 4, the idea that work autonomy should affect

job satisfaction--an idea with substantial support in adult popula-
tions--fails:
a. The children were asked how much they could choose which

activities they did, and when they did them. When added to
Table 8.1, these variables have completely insign ficant



effects (beta = .03 and .04, respectively). Student autonomv/time
correlated .14 with self-esteem and .16 with perceived ability.

With student autonomy/activity the correlations were .18 ard

.08.

b. We asked the teachers how much choice they permitted the
children. The effect on students' liking for school was com-
pletely insignificant (beta = .05). The correlations with
self-esteem and perceived ability were near :zero.

¢. From our direct classroom observation, we categorized the
classes by the amount of independent choice the classroom
structure (in five classrooms) allowed the child. We have
data for only 63 of the children, but an insignificant beta
of .06 resulted when this variuble was added to Table 8.1.
The correlations with self-esteem and perceived ability are
.02 and .11, respectively.

Also from our direct observations, we classified the class-
rooms by the amount of physical movement among the children
which could be observed, on the grounds that in u sense this
reflects child autonomy (Lueders-Salmon, 1972). "An insignifi-
cant beta of .06 resulted (based on only 63 cases in five
classrooms). The correlations with self-esteem and perceived
‘ability are near zero. (Intercorrelations between the threc
sources of data on student autonomy--teacher, stud at, and
observation--will be discussed in the autonomy subsection of
this chapter.)

[

We believe our measures of autonomy have many weaknesses, as men-
tioned previously. Nevertheless, it is astonishing that five different
ones fail to show significant effects. This contrasts greatly with most
surveys of adults. Apparentiy our measures were so broad as to include
in "autonomy' classroom situations which provided so much uncertainty
and lack of structure and guidance that the net cffect lucked satist g
qualities. If so, the result is reminiscent of our previous data on
teachers (Meyer & Cohen, 1971), which suggested that some types of
autonomy for teachers, particularly those in self-contained class-
rooms, are s0 isolating as to be dissatisfying. In any event, these
data on autonomy seem important and even mor striking given that more
than a decade of educational innovations in oth the United States and
Great Britain under such names as frec schoc (s, open education, demo-

cratic teaching, and informal education have been built on the assumption
&
2000
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that students are happier, more motivated, and more apt to achieve in
school if they are given some degree of freedom to learn what they want,
when they want, and in their own way, and for their own purposes. Whole
schools, both public and private, have dedicated themselves to . 5 as-

sumption. The open space ;thools have actually committed themselves

structurally to this bEllEf, Qur results, or rather, our lack of re-
sult suggests that this process of student autonomy is not sufficiently

understood. Further research seems necessary in order to bhegin to
identify the specific conditions under which student freedom is indeed
both meaningful and satisfying to the student.

We will return to this issue of student autonomy in the next sec-
tion of this chapter.

The same tailure confronts [ypothesis 5--the idea that complex class-

rooms increase student satisfaction. We had imagined that these more
complex settings provided enough features of interest--more materials,
more possibilities for work and satisfaction--to show at least some ef-
fects. But data from our survey of teachers is convincing:

a. Open space classrooms show no effects on students' satisfaction
(beta = -.04).

b. Teamed teachers do not have more satisfied students (-.09).

Wider variations in instructional style and materials show
insignificant effects in reading (.12) and in math (-.09).

(In this case the teachers were asked how often their students
engaged in using manipulative and audiovisual materials.)

o]

The teachers were also asked how much variation there was in the
materials their students used in each subject. Again-there is no effect

(beta = .00). As a final, and crushing. test of the relationship of

&

G. H. Bantock, a popular critic of the British informal education
movement, offers a possible “explanation for the o+igin of these move-
ments. He suggests that this belief in the virtue of student autonomy
is really based on philosophical assumptlons about the nature of the
child, dating back to Rousseau's writings, rather than on any empirical
data. Bantock expresses no surpr1%e that so many teachers sympathetic
to the idea of student freedom, have failed to implement it 'in its
true state in the classroom' (Bantock, 1965).
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satisfaction and complexity, we condi'cted a one-way analysis of variance
to see if the satisfaction of the 320 students who answered the satis-

faction question was significantly affected by which of the 17 classrooms

they were in. This was a fairly loose test, since any classroom property
(including some we have no measure of, such as teacher competence) could,
if it were operating with some force, produce a significant effect. And

there are enough cases for a significant result to occur. The aﬁalysis'

of variance showed insignificant classroom differences (F = .146, d.f. =
163515).3

We have gone to some trouble to study, in this special investiga-

tion, schools that vary to an exceptional degree in structure and cur-
ricular organization. And the result is an insignificant difference in
student satisfaction with school. The point bears repetition: despite
our efforts to violate the principle of random sampling and to find
schools that varied sharply in curricular organization, we were unsuc-
cessful in finding systematic between-classroom variance in student
satisfaction.

The finding that variations among our classrooms in pupil satis-
faction are not significant does not completely eliminate the possibility
that a more exact examination of the effect of a particularly strategic
classroom characteristic will show a significant result. 1In fact, below

we examine a general classroom property--student-teacher contact--which

does seem to have an effect. But an analysis of variance tells us that

however statistically significant such a result can he, and however
interesting intellectually, it is not likely to account for much of the
overall variation in pupil satisfaction with school.

The finding, however, reminds us of a weakness in our data. These
data are drawn from very young children, who do not have well-developed

frames of reference from which to make comparative judgments. They can

Schéverj one of the five schools in which we collected these data
does tend to receive high satisfaction scores. It is represented by
two of our 17 classrooms. OQur analysis of variance provides no reason
to believe this is not an accident.
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report their ability or social success with some accuracy--because they

are within the classroom surrounded by more and less able and popular

peers. But they have very little between-classroom experience. And if
asked whether they like school (or, later, how much autonomy they have
in the classroom), they may have difficulty making a comparison. They
know little about other schools and had typically only been in two other
classrooms before the year in which they were questioned; thus it is
perhaps to be expected that comparisons of their answers between class-

rooms would show few results. How were they to decide whether this

classroom was satisfactory or unsatisfactory if they could recall few

comparisons, and if they lacked the social maturity to have acquired

5 1
bases for comparison by talking with others (or by even more indirect
means)? Perhaps, in other words, our data are not adequate for the

problem we are approaching.
' Hypothesis 6 (vertical integration--i.e., communication with the

teacher--produces satisfaction) returns our analysis to the individual

ures we use (feedback, grading, teacher

L]

level, in part. But the mea
physical movement, collective teacher responsibility) are derived from

our teacher questionnaire and thus give the same score to all the stu-

u-«

nts in each classroom. And.while we already know that no single

ﬂ.

e
lassroom variable is likely to produce substantial results, it is ex-

Lo

tremely interesting that our data produce encouraging findings.

(1) Our simplest measure is the teacher's report of how often

feedback is provided to the students. (Teachers were asked: '"In gen-

eral, how frequently do you give your students feedback regarding their
performance in each subject below?"” There were six possible aNsSwWers:
daily, several times a week, about once a week, once or twice a month,
once or twice a year, and never.) This measure--a classroom character-
istic in our data--showed significant effects on student satisfaction

in our regression analyses. When added to the two basic¢ variables in
Table 8.1, it produced a beta of .15, and an F-ratio of 6.8, with a
significance level of .01 (see Table 8.2). The effects of perceived
ability and self-esteem remained significant. Feedback did not signifi-

cantly correlate with self-esteem (-.11) or perceived ability (.01).
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TABLE 8.2

Regression of Effects of Frequency of Feedback
and Grading on Liking School
(276 cases)

L Standardized regression .
Variabl . = : =rati
variable coefficient (beta) F-ratio

Frequency of feééback .15 6.99**
Frequency of grading .05 .95

1 1

4 15.4 **

o

Perceived ability

¥ ude

Self-esteem

**n < 01

Interestingly, frequency of feedback is essentially uncorrelated
(-.04) with the frequency with which the teacher reports grading the
child. Grading, in the teacher's definition, has no significant effect
on student satisfaction and does not alter the effect of reported feed-
back (see Table 8.2). This means that the teachers are reporting to us
a kind of contact with the child's work that is removed from the stan-
dardized evaluation system and unrelated to it. In sum, frequency of
feedback significantly contributes to students' liking for school.
Frequency of grading does not.

(2) A second indicator of vertical integration derives from our

observational data. We scored the extent of teacher physical movement

in the classroom. We reported above that pupil physical movement is
not related to satisfaction with school. But in our limited observa-
tional data (63 cases), teacher physical movement, when added to per-
ceived ability and self-esteem, shows an interesting, though insignifi-

.22, F = 1.95). Our interpretation is simple: if

cant effect (beta
teachers move about the classroom, it is to maintain contact with the
diverse student activities and to provide control and meaning to these

activities.
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(3) A third indicator has to do with collective responsibility for

the progress of the children. We earlier reported that teacher teaming
has no effect on the satisfaction of the children. But within teaching

teams, when we isolate the property of genuine complexity in relation

to the child, we find that within the teaming situation, this variable
shows a significant effect (N = 155, beta = .20, F = 7.3, p < .01). The
teachers were asked, "Which most accurately characterizes your team?:

(a) Tt is collectively responsible for a common group of students in all

subjects, (b) It is collectively responsible foga common group of stu-

dents in one or more subjects, but not in all subjects, (c¢) Students

are really assigned to individual teachers who are individually respon-

sible for them. The answers were scored as follows: nswer 1 = 3;
answer 2 = 2; answer 3 = 1.

(4) A fourth indicator is even more indirect. We asked the teach-
ers to rank which way their students were organized most frequently in
reading--whole class, two or three groups, four or more groups, or stu-
dents working individuallyQ (Reading was the most important subject

taught in the third grade in terms of time and energy devoted to it.)

of teachers to the particular performances of the child. Its effect

on child satisfaction in school, when added to the basic variables in
Table 8.1, is barely significant (beta = .14, F = 3.02, p < .10). We
would emphasize this result even more, especially because of the absence
of generalized grouping effects as shown earlier, were it not that the
same variable for grouping in mathematics shows an insignificant nega-
tive effect (beta = -.11, F = 1.9).

Overall, it seems that those aspects of classroom organization

which produce direct contact between the teacher and the student may
increase student job satisfaction. In this respect, the school differs
from a modern technical system, such as a factory, in which satisfaction
derives from completely impersonal factors. The chiid is, perhaps, too

dependent on the teacher's definitions of what constitutes adequate work

and behavior to formulate his own independent picture of the progress

297



of his work. It is certainly true that the student is in a dependent
situation (as in a familial, or perhaps even a feudal, social system),
for in most schools the main educational goals are set by other people,
as are the standards of evaluation. If learning is an insufficiently
integrated technical activity for the child, he cannot establish his
overall position.

Thus, like people everywhere who occupy highly dependent work
roles, the child obtains satisfaction frem (a) a general knowledge of
his moral werth, (b) a sense of ability equal to the tasks at hand, and
(c) direct personal contact with the center of authority in his world.
This makes a great deal of sense, in view of the picture of schools we
have developed elsewhere in this report. The feeling of succes: or
failure is not organizational or broadly interpersonal in character.

It derives from the private activities and feelings concerned with indi-
vidual production, and from the moral authority (the teacher) tnat
decides on the meaning of this individual productioni4

To sum up the results thus far, we find that pupils' perceived
ability, general self-esteem, and teacher contact are related to satis-
faction with school. Rewards from others, general academic self—canéept,
autonomy, general classroom characteristics, and social success have no
effects that we can find.

What does this mean? In our view, it means that the students are
more simple and direct than either we researchers or the contemporary
educational system properly comprehend. They form their own impression
of where they stand vis-a-vis the day-to-day requirements of the school
system and their authorities (i.e., teachers), and they disregard what
the rest of us think of as considerations for manipulation (their dif-
fuse ability, their arbitrary standing, their social success, and their

complex classroom circumstances). They see, perhaps because of general

‘The only fly in this ointment is, so far as we can see, the fact
that the teacher's evaluation (specifically, grading) of the student
has no direct effect on student satisfaction.
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cuttural definitions of the school, what the scere is. And in terms of

that, they evaluate their status with respect to the school,

The Ambiguities of Student Autonomy

Ordinarily, a certain amount of autonomy in the performance of
work contributes to worker satisfaction. The literature on open class-
rooms has been singing the praises of more autonomy for the student for
vears, although much of this activity has been based on philosophic
rather than empirical argument. We had supposed that complex classrooms
would considerably increase the satisfaction of the child, and would do
so by generating higher levels of autonomy. In a complex classroom, a
given child may work on many more different tasks than in an ordinary
classroom because the possibilities are greatly expanded. Which tasks
he works on at any given time should be worked out by the child and the
£éé:her; with the child's interests and feelings included as factors.
The effect of the complex classroom should be that the child has more
effective control over what he does, is better fitted to his tasks, and
is more satisfied.
some of the central claims of the current movement toward more complex
classrooms. But it fails to be supported by our data, Our three
measures were the student account, the teacher account, and an cbserva-
tion measure. None of them--not even either of the two measures taken
directly from the students--is related to liking school. This leads us
to consider two questions: First, what do the children themselves mean
in their answers to our questions about autonomy? And second, why do
none:- of our autonomy measures relate to the children's account of their

satisfaction with school?

The Meaning of Autonomy to the Child

The 334 third graders were asked two questions which we interpreted

as indicators of autonomy. The results are based on 327 responses.
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1. How often do you decide what time to work on different subjects?

T usually decide. 5%

Sometimes I decide, but usually
my teacher tells me. 46%

I almost never decide. My
teacher tells me.

Missing data

2. How often do you decide what kind of work you will do for

school?

[ usually decide. ' 26%

Sometimes 1 decide, but usually
my teacher tells me. 39%

I almost never decide. My
teacher tells me. 53%
2%

Missing data

To our surprise, the students' answers to these questions Concern-
I A |

ing their freedom of choice in school were not correlated with the

teachers' answers to similar questions. The 17 tecachers were asked:

How often are students in your class free to choose their own
activities in each subject arca?
Math Reading social Studies

Freguency

a

Always 7% 0% 7%
Usually 9 9 9
Fairly often 26 37 )
Occasionally 16 54
Seldom
Never -- -=
Missing data 7 -~ ‘ -

Lt el
o

e
I
I
[}

1

"

Table 8.3 shows the correlations bet..cen the students' and teachers'
answers fcf math and reading.

The absence of significant relationships is very surprising. The
teachers and students are reporting on very similar issues that bear
directly on the day-to-day work of the classroom. But there is mo
agreement. We tend to think that the tedchers share something of our

own meaning of the term in answering the questions ({we later present
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TABLE 8.3

Correlations between Students' and Teachers' Reports on

Student Work Autonomy, by Subject

Type of Autonomy —— SR
Math Reading

Time .03 .04
H=(305) N=(327)

Activity .06 -.04
N=(305) N=(327)

Note: N is the number of student responses. They are correlated
with 17 teacher responses.

some evidence on the point), but what do the children mean? We did not
find, in administering the questionnaire to the children, that they
showed such uncertainty in answering thefquestion as to make the answers
random. They probably mean something with reasonable consistency--the
question is, what? This question is made more pertinent by the fact
that although both student and teacher answers to the items vary sig-
nificantly among classrooms, they do not vary together.

Further indirect evidence on student autonomy comes from our ob-
servational data. By observing the structure of classroom work in math,
reading, and social studies for a day, we collected a good deal of
evidence that bears on the degree of student choice built into the
teaching methods and materials of the classroom. We used these data
to construct an overall index characterizing each classroom by the level
of student autonomy we perceived. These answers were slightly related
to the teachers' responses in math (an insignificant r = .11 for 36

observed zlassrooms)s and reading (.25 for 45 classrooms),

study. A sample of 17 classrooms was chosen for the student perception
study. There are five classrooms in common between the two studies.
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but were negatively related for social studies (-.37 for 21 class-
rooms). The observational data compared to the children's answers, for

five classrooms for which both were available, showed a relationship

All in all; we do not take our observational data very seriously
for two reasons: (1) They were collected very late in the school year,
when classroom patterns--particularly in social studies classes=-may
have changed, (2) they were collected, typically, in one day. Assuming
that classroom Drgaﬁﬁzaticn may vary a good deal from day to day, one
would expect low correlations between classroom properties observed on
any given day and similar properties assessed by teachers over longer
periods of time. But the data do suggest, again, that the meaning of
the children's answers to the autcnomy questions requires interpretation.

One plausible interpretation is that the children, with typically
limited time frames, are reporting events over the week or so prior to
answering the questionnaire. The observation is also reporting a
limited time view of_the classroom situation; but the teachers are
probably summarizing the events of the whole year. If the last weeks
of the school year vary a great deal from the entire year, that might
explain the low correlations between teacher and student answers. ’

Another explanation might be simply that children do not have any
frame of reference within which to evaluate their school or their
classroom. They have a comparative base for assessing their ability
and seifaconcept, since these vary considerably within classrooms and
even within ability groups. But how does a child say how much freedom
he has in the classroom or school when he has very few experiences with
any other classroom situations?

The child's conception of "autonomy" may also be more limited than
that of the teacher in still another way, so that teachers and students
could be referring to quite different notions of freedom of choice.
That is, the third graders may have seen the question in a much more
limited comparative framework than the teachers. For example, the.

students may see the opportunity for "their own choice" as arising only
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in situations in which teachers present them with limited, explicitly
personal choices: for example, "You may choose, in doing this plﬂturer
between crayons and watercolors," or "You may decide for yourselves
whether to do the problems on the board first or those in the workbook
first." Such trivial choices, formally delegated by the teachers to the
students, may seem to the latter to be the meaning of their own formal
right to decide something. Such choices might not ‘even be seen by
teachers as involving real student choice or autonomy. The fact that
such choice situations are trivial to both student and teacher might
account for the absence of a relationship between the students' accounts
of having choices and their satisfaction with school.’

The larger choice situations teachers might notice could be oc-

casions on which the student works out with the teacher the lines of

work he will pursue. Teachers might be conscious of the extent to which
the child's wishes and/or needs are taken into account in such ccgélex
classroom decisions. An observer during a short observation period
would be unable to perceive such subtle behaviors.

From the point of view of the child, the overarching authority of
the teacher may be the dominant factor in the situation; that is, the
decision, in the child's mind, must be approved by (and takes place
under the legitimate authority of) the teacher. From the child's point
of view, such decisions, even though the outcome may be extremely satis-
factory, are not made under his own jurisdiction. If this kind of ‘
autonomy, which may be quite satisfying to the child, does not enter
into his own report of situations in which he decides what to do, we
have another explanation of the lack of correlation between satisfaction
and autocnomy.

We have no way of exploring further, with these data, the meaning
children gave to the autonomy questions. However, the suggestions we
have made may have further implications.

6Poss:Lbiy the phrase "what klnd of work" CQE) meant "goad or bad

autongmy qUEStan. Thls should not thever, acccunt far the flndlng
concerning the time autonomy question.
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Students' Autonomy and Satisfaction

Accounting for the lack of aSSOELEtIQn between the child's report
of his autonomy and school satisfaction 15 a problem. None of our
autonomy measures--neither students’' nor[teachers' reports--were related
to students' satisfaction with school.

It is possible that many classroom situations in which students
might reasonably be thought to have a goéd deal of choice represent to
the child merely an absence of restraint. % In such laissez faire class-
rooms, the students might have a great dehl of formal freedom that means
little to them. They would, in such clasésroomsi still be subject to
the general educational expectation (presumably shared by teachers,
parents, and the students themselves) that they make good progress in
learning, and would be formally free to do so. But it seems likely--
recalling that we are discussing eight-year-old third graders--that
such a classroom might be experienced by the students as highly anomic
and in a sense isolating. Constrsint«w?uld be missing, but so would
guidance and help. It may be that, giveﬂ\thg;uﬂcertaintiés of studying
and learning difficult subjectss'freedcm from constraint is not very
satisfying to the child. This explanation would account for our general
lack of association between measures of autonomy and child satisfaction
with school. It would suggest that the presence of more guidance and
structure in the classroom, which may have costs of its own, offers
more help, clarity of work obligations, and personal satisfaction.

This line of reasoning gains force from earlier studies of ele-
mentary school teachers. We found (Meyer § Cohen, 1971) that Elemen—
tary teachers 1n self-contained classrooms often experience a sense
of powerlessness in their classrooms which is quite dissatisfying,
and that the shifts to open space schools and team teaching--both of
which 1nvclv§ a considerable loss of privacy, and, one would think,
autonomy--are in fact often experienced as leading to increases in
satisfaction and even autonomy.

In any case, the elementary school classroom may always be near

enough to the edge of meaningless disorder that a good deal of structure
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might provide greater satisfaction for both teacher and student. The
self-contained classrooms in our present data, while probably not par-

ticularly structured or satisfying to teachers, may offer a little more

clarity to the children to make up for any slight loss in flexibility.

association between student autonomy and student satisfaction, lies,
perhaps, in a faulty assumption in justifying the connection between
student autonomy and student satisfaction. It is not necessarily the
case that, given a complex classroom in which students have some degree
of autonomy, the teacher is indeed able to guide each and every student
into work that takes note of his particular interests and capabilities,

or that the student is always capable of such a task. Management of a

.complex autonomous classroom is a factor that might well need to be

reckoned with in further research.

These speculations gain force when we see what kinds of school
support are needed to maintain what our observers defined as autonomous
classrooms. Table 8.4 shows a series of correlations between observed
classroom autonomy and various teacher descriptions of the school. We
found that teachers who reported more helpful principals, more influ-

ential school policies concerning discipline, and higher rates of

of the sort our observers saw as creating student autonomy.

It can be noted in Table 8.4 that the school features which seem
to be required to maintain pupil autonomy are precisely ones that all
our data suggest are in short supply in elementary schools. A high
degree of school structuring and activity is rare, but may be important
the students. It may be, therefore, that in most classrooms in which
teachers attempt to create autonomy and complexity in the experience of
their students without structural supports, any gains they make are re-
duced in significance by the concomitant breakdown in guidance, help,
and structure. Our evidence on the point is extremely weak, but it
deserves further exploration.
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TABLE 8.4

Correlations between School Factors and Observed
Student Autonomy in the Classroom

School Factors Correlation with
(Measured by Teacher Student
Questionnaire) Autonomy

1. Principal more helpful 7

regarding teaching ideas ) : .31
2. Principal more helpful

regarding discipline backup .09

v

School policy more influential
regarding discipline L22%

4. School policy more influential
regarding curriculum -.04

5. Talking informally more
often about subject matter .15
6. Talking informally more
often about control .15

7. Sharing materials more often
in math . 30%

8. Sharing materials more often
in reading ALl

9. More. faculty influence in

curriculum .09
10. Own influence greater in

curriculum .14

*p < ,05
**p < .01

g
Lam
o
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Conclusions

Students seem to be in awe of the larger structure of school and
schoolwork. Most of this structure is a taken-for-granted part of their
world, quite beyond their right or capacity to manipulate. Common ex-
perience suggests that they take their age and their grade in school as
ultimate facts of life, not as matters to be negotiated. Our data
clearly suggest that they approach the subject categories of school in

the same way. Liking school means liking the formal tasks reified in

the school structure--math, reading, social studies, and others. Liking
school results from feeling good in general about oneself and feeling
capable of dealing with these reified activities. Liking school is not,
perhaps, a matter of being happy; it is a matter of being acceptable to
the external, almost invisible authority system. If one is good at the
main activities, one is at ease in the little universe of the school.

In particular, if one has a reasonable amount of contact with the one
visible manifestation of the transcending authority structure--one's
teacher--one is satisfied. In light of this, we turn now to how autonomy
might function,

Autonomy--the right to manipulate and reorder the school universe--
may also have little meaning to the child. The larger set of obliga-
tions to learn is still there, with zategéries of knowledge the child
must learn in order to become an adult and with standards of approval
and disapproval. But this set of obligations is invisible to the

autonomous child. In addition to doing the right thing, then, the

autonomy is sometimes confusing. The child may be uncertain, and as
much can be lost by autonomy as is gained. This uncertainty might not
exist if the child's tasks made technical sense in their own right--as
learning a game does, for instance. (There is no point in arguing,
with Fromm, that everyone is uncertain without authority, or, with

stages of children's development.) School is not, however, designed

to make sense as an activity in its own right. It is part of growing
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up, and it is organized by adults to create adults. It is not supposed

to be for children to remain children. Thus, it makes great sense that

third graders should be moral realists, and that their satisfaction

should depend, not on autonomy, but on the moral canopy of the school.
The best they can do is to find out their place in a moral system
created from the point of view of others, to conform to that place,

and in this fashion to obtain a measure of comfort

i~
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116113
SUPERL:TZDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

To obtain zm overall picture of your district, ve would appreciate the
follewing informatica,
1, Does your Jstrict have &n crganizational chart shoving the rels-

tionships among the district's administeative and professional

peraongel!
Yes Mo __
IF ¥ES: Yoy we please have a copy!
1. Dees yaur ddatriet have written job descriptions for your almini-

gerative and professional positioos?

Al Mo Some  Mome

Yay ve please have a eopy of those job descriptions which are
avallable!
3, What is the rotal mmber of cercificated persomnel in this cistriet?

r————

4, If your ddstrice is 8 unifiel school dstriee, please lmdirate
vhether clementary alucation 1s defined as k-6, K<), or scme

other comblnatlon of grade levels
K=6

£
___Deher (please spécify)

Ve are interested in the elesetary efueativnal systems. In the case of

unified éiacriets, this requires asking you to eeparate peraonnel vho are
concernad prinarily vith elanentary education from those concernad with se-

condary alveation,

Ve are ot eoncerned with personsel whose wrk i indirectly relsted to
the educational process 1o the elassrocm. 1In particular, we are Sof concerned
vith foed service persomel, custodia] and caintonsnee persoinel OF trangpors
tation perecunel,

Ve are concernad vith all others who have responsibilitics in elementary

cducasion, This lneludes four categories:
(1) Persons who have general adninistrative responsibilicies at the
district level.
(2) Other aduinistrators, vho have responsibllity for specialized
gtaff Fuoctione at the dlsteict level,
(3) Other ddsteier-level professlonal or certiffented staff, none
supérvisorial,

(4) Distrietslevel persuns who have iirect fagtructional respondibili=
ties for elesentary school ehildre,

Superintendent Questionnalre 2

We have obtaised & ldst of your district=level staff mesbers from the
California Public S;h::ug Diffitﬂf}'. Ha have attemped to clagsify them
_______ « Each of the follovisg Eour
r[uestiuna deals vith one af the ataff utegarizx Fleasa eheck over each
isf ading positions not shown or deletlny those which heve been ellalnated,
Ao, if you feel that ve have placed any positions in the wrong categories,
please make corrections,

3. General Mudoistration

This eategory 13 ‘ntended to inelude the chief adminjstrative
offfeers of the distriet vho have some responsibilities for elenen-
tary education, It should inelude the superintendent 2ad his
chicf apaistants or sssoeiates vho are in eharge of elementary
losttuction, pecoommel, of busipess, It abould mot inelude pers
508 vho vork culy do secondary education or galy with food service

transportation, of the maintenance of tuildings and grounds.

Proportion of time
gpent 1n Elementary
Eueation
(Eatimate if necessary

_Positlon

- GO -

Rssistant Superintendent of Operations |

Associate Superintendent . , .. ... ..



2;

id

3

Superintepdent Queat{zanaire ]

b, Adatatatrators of Spectalized Staff Puctions

'fhil category is intended to in:lnﬂe s:hu dht:ir.: level

iyﬁiﬁ; ﬂhjn::ﬂtm wan, It lhﬁ.ﬂd wt ¢ dnclude FEIQ‘BI

vho do ot supervise or evaluate other professdonal ot cartifi-

cated persomel,

Froportion of time

apeat {o Elepentary
Blucation

(Estimate 1f oecesasr)

_Position

Directar, Guidance and Special Services, . .

loardinator, Instructional Haterials. . . .

(enter
Birectar of Curriculum . . ., . o .. ¢ . .
Superintendent Quastionnaire §

7. NousSupervisorisl District Staff vith Spectaltsnd Pumctions

This catagory 1o intended to inclode professlomsl ot
eertifieated peracos vho vork at the district level, but vio
bavd oot been {ncluded n the last two estegorias bacass
they do not mupervise or evaluate other professional of
cartificated paracenal. These peracos fall into tw sib-
categories:

~ (a) Profeasiooal staff vho vork directly vith alamentary
studemts In & soo-ioagiucefonal capacity {auch a4 counselots,

pyclologlats, and sotendsr=e perccmel)
tirs equivalents
engagad 1n vork
o Yo, of related to
_ Position ~ Paple ﬂﬂlﬁf} EZ“E!JLED
Peycholagist

" Superintendent (uestiomnaire 5

() Professtonal staff vho do pot vork directly with ehild-
ren (mich ag conmultants, cutriculm specialists, paychonetrists,
aod secountants).

Total Ko, of full-
tize equivalents
engeged 15 wirk

Bo. of related to
_fomltlos People  Elesentary Eduzation
[onsultant
¢
Superistendant Ouestiomaire , §

8, Dlstrict-Loval Staff vith Direct [nstructionsl Reponatbilirive

This category s intended to include teachera wo aze
mambars of the ataff of the diserict office, Such taschers
usally provide services to more thin one alaentary school,
Exaples would {nelude musle teachers, spactal education,
taachers, and physienl sduestion teschers vho are mpervised
by distelet-offies pernonal (t;:hsr thas by sehool prineipls),

Poition People equivalests

Stk



Superintendest (uestionmaire 7

9. Please exming the somvers to queations 5, 6, 7, 6 8. Weuld
you please atizate the mmber of distriet-level mon-profes-
slonal peracmnel vho vork 1n & support capacity for all these
distelet-lovel professlonal persomnel. This vill lnelude se-
cretaries, file clerks, keypmeh operators, receptionists, aad
thosz in alndlar poaitions,

Bstipated Total:
10. Does your district allocate funds specifieslly for the purpose of
hiring conmltants froa outside the dintrict!
Yaa B

1F YIS, Approximately how mich 1s budgeted for the currest school

yesr]

. Printel Houals and Docuzents

Yay ve pleasa have coples of any or all of the folloving documents

vhieh you may use o your diserict!
8) Hamal of Pollefas of the Buard of Edueation (or equivalest)
o Yos, vebaveone  _ Copy is available to researehers
b) Printed faculty bandbook (or certificatel aployees handbook)
. Yes, wehseote __ Copy is available to researchers
¢) Printed student code or handbock for elenentary schools
_ Ven, wo have oo _ Copy is availabla to researchers
d) Handbook for elemertary school principals, (or equivalent)
. Ten, whavaone  _ Copy is avallable to researchers

¢) Curriculim guide for teaching reading in elementary schools (or

equivalent)

__Tes, we haveone  _ Copy 1s available to researchers
f) Mamal of evaluation procedures for profamionsl employees

o Ves, we haveone _ Copy i evaellable to researchers
g) Evaluation foros for professionsl employees

. les, wvebaveose _ Copy s svailable to rescarchers

12, Dous your district regulacly publinh sny kind of aevaletter o teport

vhich provides infornaticn to achool personnall
Yei No

o [P YES: How often doen Lt cume out?

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI

Superiatendent Questiomnairz 8

13, Ire there elesentary schools in the distriet vhich currently recelve
secial atate or federal progran assistance vhich provides support or
includes support for resding instroction in grades 13 (for example,
¥iller-Unruh or Tiels 1 funds)?

fa__ B

IF YES: Flease 1ist the sourees of aid received, the approximate
amownte, zod the mumber of schools directly benefiting from
these prograns,
Yo of schoals
Appreximate  directly bese-
__ Sources of Ald Amouncs  _ Fiting

~reE-

B
=>
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Superintemlent Questfomnalre ’
4. &) Aside from speclal state or fuderal program assistance, doca the

ddstriet have other funde set aside from the regular budgeted
items vhich elementary schools ay request for the support of
readlng instruetion?

Yeu Ha

b) 1P ¥ES: Fov mch does your distriet make avaflable to schools
on an anmial bagial

15. Are thare any elaentary echools in the ddstriet vhich have, io the
pagt two years, undergone major changes 1o thelr reading progrems or
approaches in prodes 1 - 31

Yo Bo__
16 YiS: Please Lst the names of each school and deseribe the changes
brietly.
School Neme Changes

Superiatendest (uestiomaire 10

1§, Are there agy elementary schools 1n your district whieh have, within

the pagt tvo years, undergone zajor changes in thelr staffing arrasge-
gents, the uge of teans, aldes, teacher mpecialization, for axmple,
Yer fo

1F Y85: Please st the name of cach sehool and describa the changes
briefly.

Seos o Coges

-zrE-
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Superintendent Questionnaire L

17,

(%]
(=]
w

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

o

Do you ever sssign district-level persomnnel to one or more elementary
schools &8 & part of their tralning?

Tes . No___
IF YES: How many people from the district office are typleally invalved
as trafpees in such & progras at any givea time?
What types of district personnel are usually traised in this
manner?

you aver 2ssign teaching persornel to distriet level responsibilitise
as part of a training progres for future adminiserators?

23

Yes Ho

1F YES: WHov many teachers from your schools are typically iovolved in
this training program at any given tima?

i;gggla: basis?
Yes Ho

IF TE3: BHov often are they rotated? Evexry _ _ rears

Doss your district permit elementary students to attend schools in the
district other than their "assigned" school zt their parenta requesc?

Tis Ho

IF YES: hov many studants were resssigoed io this vay?

Doas the district provide speclal programs which imvolve transferring
students from “assigned" schools to other schools in the districe?

Yes . B

IF YES: Please list these programs and the approximate mmber of studentr
- 4n each.



L. Vewald lile s sumary of the maber and fusctioning of stesding o lstelct-vide comittees in three areas
of concorn. Please dnclude only eoumittees which affect all the ele:entary schools dn the ddstrict,

8. Camictees conterned vith the teachlsg of reading do geades 1-3. (This oay fmelude the sclection of
zaterlsls, teaching methads, evalustion of materisls, or the training of staff for teaching reading, )

Runher

B often

Comlcee [arel=  Comattes Types of Partieipants
B cipantsl  Meets | (dimtrict staff, bosrd of education, prineipsl tecchere, parcats ote)

"
2]
b, Cemittecs concornad vith the recrultoent, sasigeent, snd vorking eenditions of the professional teaching
staff. (This my include comirtecs conceraed vith celoetion of stuff, selariee aad benefits, for exizple.)
These cocnittess pay be elther adviscry or decislen-making. '
Ha, of How ¢ften Tyyes of Partic.jints
Comittee Partlel-  Comitree  (dfstrict gtaff, board of education, priselpale, tuachars,
Mg | pants HMeets _ Jarents, others) _ _
N
230 e ——
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¢, Comittees concarned vith school-commnlty relutions, (Thla may Locluds committess og nultlecultural
edueation, public eslations, for sumpla,) o
ol of  low often Types of Participants
- Pt Comittw
A Commien None elpanta Hetts (diatcict otaff, board of educatim, prinedpaly, teachers; atc,)

_ i
= = _ B ]
S i e
L]
i
— e e =

T
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Principal Questionnaire and
Superintendent Questionnaire

Your cooperstion in filling cut this questionnaire is very much
appreciated.

We bave provided this last page for any written comments you
would like to make. FPleass fael free to detach this pags from the
test of the questionnaire and hand your comments in anonymously.

Of coufse we would also walcoms your direct (verbal) cooments
and eriticisms sbout the questionnaire, or any other aspect of the
Tassarch we have baen doing. It would be wost helpful to us if you
did express any negative rasctions you have had to this research pro-
Ject, so ve can learn to i#srrve cur research sethods in the future.

wwe o 1o additiem, we really do appreciste all the help you have given us ““7=
and would 1iks the opportunity to talk with you further, if you have
questions or comments.

[ o}
:l;.‘;,;
e

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



m Iaterview-§
SUPERLNTEADENT IVTERVIES 6 In general, bov froquently do you eveluats bow vell or pocely pelctpels
are parforulng ab dchosl adaiodstratos,
T — ) Fore frequently thit once & year

. yun

b) Onee 2 year

L How Long hive you bemy enployed in this dchool dlatrier) ) Ouce every o yeat

yeats 1) Ouce wary thres to five years

&) Ochet (Please apecity)
3, How Long have you been an educationg] id;iﬁi;‘mt@ﬂ

—_ yeirs 1. Aa you kaov, 1n ofder to evaluate sy wesber of youe staff, it 1s necsnary
o to develop crdvarla or standards of evalustion md lso to gather inforna-
INTERVIEWER: IF ADUANCE QUESTIONMATEE W5 NOT FILLED (T, SAT: 1'd ike to beglu tlon on the parfomance of the staff member bedng evaluated,
vith the questio- _ _
nalre vt st you 8 Wuat celeeria or standurde bave been sat to detornine hov well of
earlier, paotly principale are perforaieg ay achool adafntstrators!

. Questlomsalre, There are o gquéii of questions | |
Y want €o sk you about the comittees 1sted on the
eatliar quastiomaise,

OTHERNISE, SAT: Ve want to thask fou for responding te sur advanc

= T

4+ e vould Lke your assessent of the degres of influence esch comittee
b3 1o ite o area, As I reud the Liat of committees, plesse iadicate
the degree of influence exareisel by each,
THTERVIEVER: GIVE TESPODENT UDENT SCALE 1; READ COMMTYTER MITTEE HAGS TROM PACES L1-13 7
Akic Qmmm G NESFORSES L0 HUIGLN OF APPROPRLATE b What types of informtion are collected-to deternine hov vell o
- PAGE=L1=13--0F ADVANCE QUESTIONKAIRE pocely princlpals are perforaing as school adadaiatrators!
5, 1o sdditlen 1o priscipals, vhat school-level persoomel does the dlsteiet
Staff reqularly evilute?

236 -




Interview=<5, 3

8. Which of the Folloving statesents moat accurately characterizes the
procedures used by elesentary=achool principale for the evaluation of
teachers in this dlseriet?

) The ddstrict provides atandard evalustion forms to principals
w04 vequires their use {n evaluating teachers.

) The district provides standard evaluation forus to peiocipals
but the principals may choose whether of not to use then in
evaluating teschers,

%) The ddatelct does not peovide standard forus, but provides written
deseriptions of criterls and procedures for prineipals in
evaluatioy teachers,

4 The peincipals are responsible for developing criteria and procedures
for evalusting teachers,

&) Bone of the sbove: The nost accurate statement vould be 18 fallova:

§. Has the Stull fet required eny changes in the evaluation procedures 1n
this distriet?
. Yes o

_— ==

IFYES: Lriefly, vhat iinds of changes!?

In:ewie{iﬁs §

10 Does your diserict pertodically gather dnfornation oz the putpose of
evaluating the overall perforaance of the individual (elementary)
schioals in your digtriee

el o —
IF §0: A% QUESTION 13 WEXT
1P VB A% THE FOLLOVING 1

1L llw often 1 this type of school evaluaticn carcled qut?
Wauld you say

..3) iore thay once  year
b} nce 1 yeur
.£) Ouce every two or three years

) tuly vhen a particular achool seens to be having problems.

11, Do you use any of the felloving types of {nformation n evaluating

your dlatelet's (elementary) schools? ¥

Oecaetonally (Under

e Jes | Mo | what clzeumgtanees?)
a) Student scores on srate
madated standardizad

tgatE'!!i|iil!‘.l!i!!lll

b) Student scores on other
ability or achievement

¢) Non-cognitive dats on
students such as attitudes
of Interests of students

IFYES: Vould you give ve an wxanple of the type of inforcation uped!

238
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Interviee-5;

I!u | Oecantonally (lndee °
. vhat cleomstances?)

d) s;-!! uﬂm::m vith , l
the acheol
Ir th o flam " nnph of the typs of {oformation used

'Tﬂ l % | Occaslonally (Vader
viat ciromstacest)

&) Emnity nﬂdl:;im l ,
vith the sehoal

IF YES: Would you give me an exmple of the typs of loformation you
ubd to miamire commnity mptisfacelon?

Fn Hal Occaslonally (Under

£} Infani:inn ot ceificy- l '
Lar of progrm Ingrove-

| nenty by the achool? '

[P YES: Vould you give ne an enmple of hov yu go about pathering
nich {nformation}

viat cirematancest)

Interview=-5, b

Hov ve would 1dke to ask you some questions on deciafon-making {n yaur
distriet. We realize that school systens differ in the way dectsions are
made. In acoe systems cortaln decisions are made prisarily vithin the iz-
dividual school, vhareas 1o other systens the sane decisions are prinarily

made if. tie diateiet level,

13, 1a your system, would & deciaion on bov to reorganize a particular
(elameatary) school's personnel prinarily be made by the individual
achool ot by the discriet offlce? (Vo have o uind here such dect-
#lons a8 whether to use teaching teans, vhether to {ncrease staff
speclalization, ete.)

__8) Primardly at the school level.

L. In your ow opinton, at what level should decisions concerning the
reorganieation of personnel within a particular elemestary schosl

be made!

) Prinarily at the school level

- —

_5) Prinarily at the district level

13 In your syntem, if a decision were made to adopt 2 nev reading
pEogran of & nev approach to reading instructlon in a particular
achool, would euch & decteton be nade prinarily by the individusl
school or by the district offiee!

) Primarlly ac the school level
__b) Prinarily at the district level

16, In your own opinien, 1f & detislon vere made to edupt & nev resiirg
progran or @ tev approach to reading Inatruction in a particular
gehaal, Ihmlﬂ this decialon be nade by the individual school or

by the dlstrict officel

_a) Peiuarily at the school level

__b) Peioardly at the distriet Level

240



Interviev=-§, i

17, In your systen, vhen a particular school vighes to change the manger
in vhleh pupily are grouped for instructional purposes, vould such
decision be made primarily by the {ndividusl school or by the dlsteict
office? (For example, a school nay wich to abolish a systen of abildty
grouping,)

__3) Primardly at the school level

__b) Primarily ot the disteiee level

18 In your own opinon, 4f a partieulsr school wished to chasge the manner
1n videh pupils are geouped for instruetional purposes, ghould this
decision be made by the Individusl achool or by the district office!

__8) Prinarily at the school level

b) Frinarily at the district level

19, Suppose & school vished to adopt a nev reading curriculm, Ve vould
ke to kno how expliedt the disteict polieles and procedures are
vhich the priseipal vould follov in seeking approval for thie progran,
Weuld you say; ‘ o
. 4) This declefon vould be governed by explieit poliey guldelines

- and establ{shed procedures,

_b) Thls decision would be governed by general policy guidelines
oalys

_t) Thiz decisien would be governed by infornal or ad hoc arrangements.

Intervisv==3

0, Hov expliedt are the district policies and procedures applying to the
situstion In vhich & partieular school wishes to reorganize its staff
for tess teaching! Would you may:

1) This dectadon vould be governed by explicit policy guldelines
and eatablished procedures,

b This decision would be governed by general poldey puidelines
ouly,

L) This decision vould be governed by informal or ad hoe arranges
ments,

(Al Suppose 2 school vished to adopt 2 e systen of grouplng pupils for

nstruction, Hov expliclt are the poliefes and procedures applying
to this slruation? WVould you aay:

4) This decision vould be governed by explicit policy guidelines
and established proceduras,
__b) This deedaion vould be governed by general poliey guldelines

oly,
&) This decteion would be governed by infornsl or ad hoc areange- IE
nenta, 9

2. Would 1t be accurate to say that your distriet presently has 4 district-
vide reading progran or approach to reading for grades 1-37

IF YES, ASK: Would you plesse deseribe it briefly!

13 1t seens clear that there age alvantages ad disadvantages acconpanylng
both the policy to diversify reading eurricula nong schools and the
polley to nake reading curriculs the same or efnilar angn, varioos

schools I the district, Nonetheless, ve vould ke to know which you
conedder to be mote appropriate for your distriet. Whieh of these vould
you say 1t 18, all things conalderad?

INTERVIEWER: HAND RESPONDENT SCALE 2

) Highly valusble for achools to have the sme reading progEan
__b) Sonevhat valusble for schoals to have the sane reading progran
.t} Smevhat valusble for schools to have different reading progras
d) Hghly valushle for schools to have different reading programs

—



Interdse-5

§

W R Iof lueatial e the teachers' otymirations vithin your districe
(CTA o APT local chapter, or (2C) 1n these it

INTERVIEVER: BARD ouT scaz 1

Nat at ,
all |
Influes,

Slightly ?ﬂ&ﬂtil} Very '!xrmely
Inﬂsl!]; Inﬂﬂla Iﬂﬂ-l!ﬂl Iﬂﬂlﬂﬂ:

& falirie mc,_l fringe 7
benefies- .

b I;iehingsﬁiﬁm. fuch &
elain sl wd extra dutfes !

& Currleh dectations

4 Declaions on professional
stafl annipmmenty

& Deelsions on the vay pupils
are assigned or grovped

s Dons mny Lous) tedchers orgmization 10 your distetet (CTA Local
offilate, AT, o7 other) employ 2 padd directer oy sxscytive

Secratary]

Yes No

If yes, ve vould Ike to know vhich orgmizations enploy auch 1 paid
dizector of executive secretaty, md vhother this peraon or perscs
1s eployed ful), tine or anly part tine by the organtsation(s) 1o

your distriet:
ltzmization emloying
padd director or
. Eiia.j_t_ﬁé_ Secratary _
CTA local affiliate
ot
Other

Pull tie o Pgrt gine
&

ﬁ&%

Intervime-g

L an going to read o (partial) lat of the (elenentary) scheols {n
your diatrict, and 1 vould like to know hew you vould ehatacterize
each of thea regarding their openness to changs o willingness to
experinent, Flease rate esch of the schosls uslog g acale vhere
+5 Lndicates very high {nterast {n change end experiaentation and
=3 {ndicates very high rentstance to change and exper{mentation,
Zeeo ahould {ndicate the achool's veutral stagce. Plewse feel free
[0 anaver “don't koow” 41 you are wnable to essess a partieula
ichool,

10
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Intervie=5

5.

11

Be vould 10k to kiov vhether thare ary any (elemantary) schooly i
the district vhieh you feel are cutatanding {3 elther of the
falloving aregs:

t. Hrst, e thers oy (elementary) sehools {n the dlatrict which
you feel are eapretally crusive and effuctive {n teaching resd-
Ing? Tf wo; plases 1st up to 3 or 4 (SULL DISRICTS P 10 2)

schooli and briefly {ndicate vhy yoi chose thong sehosly,

Sehool Name _ Resion -

b Second, aze there any (elenentary) schools in the district vhich
you feel have organtzed their personnel fn an especially ereative
or unusual manner? If 5o, please List up to 3 or 4 (BULL DISTRICTS
UP 10 2) and bedefly fndfeate vhy yeu chose those achoals,

.. Sthoo] Nage _Reason

Interview=-3 1

2.

18,

2,

10,

High regacd to the aiult comunity vithin vhich this dletriet {s loeated,
which of theac alternstives bost doses{bes ehe eosmnity elinste regand-
ing edueation?

{HOOZE 1

CHOOSE 1:
__ hetive . Tnovacive
_ lnsctive _ Traditional
. Mxed _ Mixdd

In general, hov ceh Influence do parents and temmialty groups have on
declalons aad planning 1n your diateiet! Parests aador comuty
groups are:

__4) Exeremely {nfluential
b) Very infloestial

__t) Moderately fafluentisl
__4) Slghely {nfluencial
=) Bot at el {nflucatlel

i
Flaslly, T vould Ldke to ack you 3 questions conceraiag the Wy {nvhich 1
you sec your o tole ag superintendent (28 o |

First, ve wuld ke to know hov you sce your v ol regarding oduca-
tioual chnge ulthis vour ddatetet, Plesse eate yourself on g seale
£m ove 1o flvs, viiere five {ndicates that vou Ae2 abie to apend 4
gecat d.al of time stimlating change vithin the district, and one
ndicates that you are able to spend alocat oo tine in mich setivitice.

4 = Aloost 5o £ine

o e A great deal of tine

Seeand, ve wuld Like to lmow hgw you viev yout o paaltion 1a zelation
to echeols n the distcict, Do you see youeself seer aa ine
concddneeor of  the actlvitdes of separate and relatively autonomeus
schaol undts, or wore 88 the head of & {ntegrated organization vith
sthools s mbundts of the larger vhole!

8) Cosrdinator of relatively senatate and autononous sehoal units.

_0) Bead of an {ncegrated organization

)

46



Intervlev=<5, 1

L. Pimally, it seens possible that somote n your position
uight vell viev hix or her role 38 a8 educational leader
of 8 . organizationsl mamager, Recognizisg that all
superintendents are {ovolved in both types of activities,
vhich of these descriptions moat accurately characterizes
your present role &n auperintendent?

__2) Edueational leader

b) Organieational mingger

That cospletes the {nformat{on ve need, Thank you very much,

SCALE 1

They aze;

a, tot at all influential
b slightly influential
¢ mderately {nfluential
d, very influsstial

o, extresely {nfluential

B

SCALE 2

They are:

a. highly valuable for achooln to have the same reading
progran

b. sonsvhat valuable for schools to have the weme vesding
progeas

¢ donevhat valuble for achools to have different resding
prograas

d. highly valusble for schools to have different resding
progres



FRISCIFAL QUESTIONNALRE

Ia this saction ve as; for a sumary of 511 persantel vho vork In your

#chool, vith the excepeion of eustodims md nuraes,

In order to get an acewrate sumary of your seaff s Ve ask sbout the

nusber of people, md also about the pusber of "fullstine equivalents,” A
bali-tine coumselor vould be reported a5 cne peraon, and 12 full-tine equlv-
alets, Thres half-time sect ‘arles vould be teported af three peraons, bat

L 1/2 fulletine equivalents,

£ aecesanry In che case of district parssmel

vhose tine 14 your school bay {luctuate, estimste the proportion of time the
person spends In yeur schoal,

L

1Bk
it

b)

)

Eg;t_ifig_gted pérsonne]

This chart 1s intended as o rommary of all pald cartifieated por-
soanel vho work 1n your achool, exee t sunistrators, Every pald
certifieated peraon vho vorks in yaur wchiool elther full-tine or any
fraction of tine should be included. Some persons may be reported
{n vore them one carepory, but no ene person should be reparted 25
wre than oo full-tise equivalent. I cases of doube, choose the
best slteraative, 1f no mitermative is gppropriste, plesze use the
caterory labeled "sther” wieh m explamatory note,

__ Sthaol Sraft
Ho. of

. . Dlstriet Seaff
Pill-tise o, of Full-tine
equivalents perso equivalents

peisons
Remslar classroom eeashers

Teachers vith special elasses
(€5, teachers vorking vith
mentally pifted classes, eduts
tloaally handicapped classes, ete.)
Teazhers vho do ot have &

vegular clasa (e.g,, remedfal
readlng teschers, special teschers

1n art, msfe, phys. ¢, ete))

?syéﬁéi&éis;sl s
Coumgelors
Speech theraplsta . , ., . ,

Libllfi!ﬂi LI A ] _ - — -
Corrdeulum spectalists . . _ - e
Others (please specify) . , y -

TmﬂSl 4§ & 3 ¥ — —_ =

¥, Questionmaire - 2

Moinistrators {n this school:
' N Yo, of
peracns +

Full-tine
equivalenta

Prigim LR AR Rl RN T

g) e m— S mi——
b) viﬁ‘Fl’iEiPilunn;uu.n
¢) Ocher adniniatrative pereoanel

(please specify),

¥I0TE: 1o the event that & person carries an adnfnistrative title
"It aleo carrles 4 fulintine teschisg aseipmest, plesse sete
that ghove dn the column for full-time eculvalents,

How nany clerical personnel are in this achool]

Saaber of persons_____ ;  Fullstine equivalents

Hov many padd teacher aides does your achool empley! 2

tamber of persons____ ; Pull-time equivalemts ____
Hov many adult volunteers (non~paid helpers) work in your sehool on
a typleal day? (If necessary, please estimate the aversge it any
oneé time durlng the year.):

a) At volusteers worklog vith teschers

b)  adult volunteers vorking in other capscities

Plesse eptinate the mmber of hours spent in the school by the average
adult voluateer per days__ .

Bov any of the tuchers {n your sciool  gre teured?
Hov masy of your teachers have voried at this achoel!

.8) 13 years
_b) 48 yeara
&) 11 years
__4) over 12 years

o long have you been peincipal of this school?

Uov loog have you been ap edueational sdnfolstrator! __

Hov long have you votked 1a this school district? . gk



P. (uestiommalre ]

% ill schools have faculty neetinys, bt faculty seetings ate erganized
differeatly In different schocls. ‘aieh of the following 1s the most
accurate deseription of faculty mearings in your school!

) Faculty neerlogs are prizarily for commmicating 1nformation and
soliciting reactions from the staff to ald the sdmiristrative
process,

2} faculty neetings are prinarily cesisions for naking decislons and
setting pollcles For the conduct of the school,

th,  bow often are faculty ueetings held? . Heesper

1. Dees your school have any standing comittees for dealing vith school
level matters such a5 currieulm, teiching methods, special programs,
student disclpline, ete.? 1f 5o, please 1ist these comittoes and pro-
vide the information requested.
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F, (Questionnaire é
1. Vould you characteriz: aay of your classrooes as those 1a vhich pplls
are free (o chooee thils own activities dorden a mador zottion of the *
school dayt ) ) -
Yes _ W
IF YES: Hov many classtooms?
13. Would yoy charactarize any of your classrooms 2s classrooms In vhich
eacl pupdl proceeds {ndependently usleg a serfes of planzed ot pro-
gramaed laarnlog actlvities dur log & aajor pottion of the school day!
Yeg Mo
IF YES: How eany classrooms!
. Has your school applied for eny special district funds for fnstruetional
purposes during the last two yeare]
Yes Ha___
IF VS Gov many bloes have you applisd?
Plegse list the application for which you reeelval such funds,
and the approximate mount the schesl pecelved,
Purpose of Application dount Recelvel
b

13, Does your schoel recelve special {edersl or state funds, such ag Hillet
Untul: ot Title II1 funds, for educationsl proprass!
Yer o _
IF YES: Plesse explaln the nature of the progran or prograns briefly,
&nd five the approxzimste amouat of the speelal funds,
Soutze  Appreximate
{State or  [moust of

fiature of the Progran  Pederal) Spectsl Funds

[ e}



P, Questionoaire
16, Have these funds eanlad you o creste sny additionsl positions?

Teg  lo __

IF YES: What types of positions are they and hov zany of egch?

Principal Questiemnaire and
Superintendent Questionnaire

Your cooperation {z filling cut thia questionnstre s very mich
ippreclated,

We have provided this Last page for any written coments you
vould Like to zake, Please fuel fres to detach thi page from the
test of the questiomudre and hand your coments 1n uotyeuly,

Of course ve vould also walcom yeur direct (verbal) comsents
id eritieiems about she questiommuire, or Koy other aspect of the
research ve bave been dofng. It vould be mest helpful to s 4 you
d1d express any segative rasetions you have had to this research pro-
Jret, 4o ve can learn to {aprove our teseatch methods In the future,
Lo addieion, we really do appreciate all the help you huve given ws

quiitions or comants,

— -



Principal Intervie 3
FRINCTEAL INTERVIRW
2. 3) Yowof all the teacher groups you listed above, vhich-=if
83y==do you regard a8 veslly exenplary tommsesthar ig
teans which you would pofnt out as modals for orhar sehools?

PART A: STAFFING BATTERNS

INTERVIEVER: IF IN READING THROUGH TLE QUESTIQNALIE YOU FOSD ANY
HISSING OR UNCLEAR RESPONSES, GO OVER TURM WITH TRE
FRINCIPAL AT THIS POINT,

L 1 vould oov Like to ask you about agy teamdng or collaborative
relationshdps your teachers use in lnstruction, We recognize
that there are o grest varlety of vorking relationships posalble
mang teachers; therefore, rather than asking you for the mumber
of "teans” you nay have, I vould like to know whether you have
30y szall teacher growps vho maet one or more of the eriteria
on this plece of paper, DUTERVIEWER: 1F THERE ARE AN, ASK 2b

OTRERWISE, SKIF 10 QUESTION 3
%) Is it posaible for you ro beiefly {duntify the factors
Jes, Ldo Mo, Iden't contributing €9 the awsesn of these teather Brouge!?

INTERVIERER: HAND PRINCIPAL SCALE 1 (FIVE TYPES OF COLLABORATION)

IE 50 SKIP 0 QUESTION 4 (p, 3)
1F {E5: PROCEED 45 FULLONS

Please tell me hov many such growps you have, hov Bagy
teachers are lovolved 18 each group, and vhieh of the

Ful
eriterds on this list apply to each grop. : N

List of News of Colldborative Growps  Ho. of Applicable Criteris
———— — —= hers 8
(Speetfy Subjeet Areas 1f Speclalized) oach group (Clrele the letter)

A B CoD g 3. &) Of all the ceacher groups you have 1isted dn question 1,
S vhich-~1f any==ds you ragard g having recurrent serious

= problems {n working together?

\ F ¢ g

A BT D E

A BoCoD INTERVIEWER: IF N RESPONSE 0 QUESTION 3, ASK QUESTI 4

) ) OTHERWISE ASK 3
o ) B ) 'b) I 1t possidle for you to briefly {deneify the nature of these

AB Tk recurrest jroblens? B

A Bt g

A B C D g




Brincinal Interviey 1

&, Has your school develiped a pollcy that eacourages taacher
eollaboration of tezalsg!
L R
IF 01 SKIP TO QUESTLON 5
TFVES: ASK: a) In this & formal written poliey or & gencral atmosphere
- that edcourages tescher collaboration or teaaing?

__Tomal __ General Atnosphere

5. From your personal vievpelnt s princlpal, do you view teather
collaborstion or teaming ss:
__2) something that should be de-emphagized {n your achool?
__) something that should be Increased {n your schooll
_F) natiafactory at the present level in your sehool!

6. During th past Tuwo years, wauld yeu say that e the vhole
the level of teacher tesmisg or collaboratiod in your sehssl
had;

__t) incressed!

__b) decreased?

) renained stable?

7. Does you school have any "open space pods” or other lmatructional
spacas vhere two or more faachers regularly vork af the ssme tise?

IF H0: SRIP TO QUESTION B
1 HEN 4

a) How many such spaces?
teachers? _

b) In these poda or open-space classtoons do the teachars
generally teach in such a vay that they are viaible to
each other while they vork!

With altcgathar how maay

1o gencral, this i3 true.
__this 18 true for soue, net for all,
__in general, this is nat true,
e} Has the amownt of such epace changed aignificantly during
the past tw yuars!
__Tes; it has inercased,
= __Tes, it has decressed

gt
[l oy
—— A

Principal Interview

b, Are sy of your classrooms mniltigraded or wyraded?
_Tes Ho
IF N0: SKIP 70 quesTIm §
INYES: ASE: o) bov nagy! .
b) How many of these gre o "opén space” areas?
¢) What is the predoninant eriterion for mssimiins punils
to multi=graded or wgraded elussrocna? '
Meadende eriteris {such as achievement test Kcores)
- focial of perscaality eriter

other (please gpecify):

d) Tu asslguing pupdls o multi-graded or ungraded clagses,

would you aay that you ara Erylng to achieve classrpns
that are:

__ bomogenaoug
__heteragencous

__other (please specify):

5 Bov consddering your classroems vhere all the puplls ate fn the
82 aehosl grade, vhat 1s the predoninant basis for asalgning
pupils to these clagsrooms oo - om oot e

b) Secial or perscmality eriterts
&) Othae (Please spocify)

)
L)

[F]
B
T
'



Prinelpal Interviey

DARD B:_SCHOOL DECISI108-1iklig

As you knov, schaols differ ig the matter of vho 1& congulted or
becones {nvolved vhen various declafons are made, In this geetiog v
aak about soue specdfic docisions which are comonly made in the course
of opetating g achosl. We are interested 4n finding out which.
Lndividuals of groups are consylted o becone actively lavolved wheg
these decisions are made {n your schoal,

Please nate that we gre agking only about etdve dnvalvenent or
conaultation, not about the amoumt of Influenee these individuale or groupe
gay have, For uﬁpl&; teachers way be aetively {nvolved 1n deciding
whather to make changes in the schog) tise schedule, but they may not
be very influential in the matter,

Please be careful not tg respond In terms of what should be the case
by auyaaf.*‘; standards, We vould like to know what the usual procedure
sctually 15 in practice fn your schosl,

] * & L4

10, Please seare each Ferson of group for each declaion according
to the folloving scale:

INTERVIEWER: HAND RESPONDENT THE SCuLE FOR QUESTION 10,
1 - vould aever (or almost never) bo consulted ar hassms
actively involved,
1 - vould seldom be consuleed or becone setivaly favolved,

3 = vould oceasionally be consultid or hecone setively
{ovalved,

4 = vauld usually be eonsulted or becoge zetdvely involved,

3 = vould alvays (or almsst &lenya) be consulted or becoge
actively fevelved,

Priacipal Intarview ..

]
i 5 |9 )
1) q |4 ] ]
T2 I PO I P
8v, Lo 9y dwd
? S20 3 Med kllede
hetive Partieipatien or HEY H X NI
Involvement houl e g “‘gg‘lw;‘ Boy
- - nde| & | & |uog| o
{ ; =3 |4 = ud =
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Hwgl B | QM |uAW EE ﬂm;g
FHRAE LRI TE
EHRREER L AR
-8« Deelslen to hirs a new teacher

(the apectfic deetrton rasulting
10 a contract offer),

b, Declsion to adopt & new majer
reading evereulum to be uaed
¥ithin thls school,

Decdetons asaigning puplls to
clagses and teachers for the
nuxt gehool year,

g

d. Dectaion to nake changes {n the
school scheduls affecting the
¥hole achoal,

o

Declaion to adopt {udividualized

Lustruction or gome other partie-
wlar teaching nethod, {n more then
oné_clags,

i

A ganeral policy dectsion on whe=
ther to use paid taucher aides Ln
thin achool, given availsbie
fuada,

L)

+ Decidiog on the agends for faculty
metings

h A declaion to alter the profes-
sonsl assigoents of seaff men-
bers to permit greater specializa-
Eiﬂﬂi

+ A declsfon on the best courss of
action for handlisg o serious
disciplinary pmﬁl@,”

[y
-

J+ A declsion whether to use ability
grouplng, of seme other forn of
groupig of puplls, as a general
polley for this school,

% A declslon to develop 2 spectal
course of unlt not standard in the
cutrleulm (sueh as ecology) with-
In this schopl,

L. Deciaions entablishing achool polis
¢ies on the use of the playground,
butldings, aod cquiment (for the
pndl and staff of this school),




Principal Interviwy S

Zn the previous quzst‘an W asked abaut the dégr;e to vhich various

section ve azk whigh PLTE0AS of groupa have the predeminant {nflyence oo

the outcons of these decislons,

1. 0n each of the deciaions Listed, please choose the statemest
from the st provided vhich nost sr.r.urmiy describes hov the
matter {a deeided,

IVTERTIENER: - AD RESPOVDENT THE SCALE POR QUESTION 11

1 = this decleion {s basically made at the diatrier level, vith
consultation with the principal md/or teachers,

2 - this declsiog 18 basically nade by the principal, wvith
tonaultation vith teachers and/or diatriet sdninfstrators,

3« in practice, thls dectalon 19 basically made by teachers,
althoigh the principal and perhaps ddstrict ataff persom,
are 1ofluential and ovolved,

4 = this decislon 1s nade at the achool level, and fn practice
{n shated.quite equally betveen the prineipal and teachers,

3 = no deciston on this aatter has beeo made fn tils schocl:

question cannot be snewerad,

Principal Interviw Ty

If anavers "3 or

Y are chogen, sk

the folloving: "By

"teachers’ do you

gean!

2 = the teacher ot
beathers affected
by, the dezislen,

Chosse the most
appropriate etate-
aent from the scale
for questian 11
Tndleste chofee du
this eolwmn

b = g comittes, of

¢ = the teaching staff
_magrongl”

8 Decledon to hire & nev teacher (the
spacific declslon resultisg 1n o
nev contract offer)s o o v vy 00 0o

bs Declslon to adopt @ oew major ceadiog
eureleulun to b used within this

school |

LI N I N D N N DAY Y RO T A A ) [ 2 N I |

Decisions easigning puplls to classes
and teschees for the next scheal yesr

d: Decladen to make changes In the achool
sehedule affeeting the vhole schoal,

¢ Declslon to adopt individualized
{natruetion of some other particular
teacling pethed; 1o pore than one
ELEES! # i’;i [ Y O | i,i,_ili_. [ T I . . LI B A R

4

[
|
|
|
|
- T

£, A general polley dacdelon o vhither
v use pald teacher aides In this
aehool,glven gvailable fusds « v 1 s v

g. Decdding on the agenda for faculty
Eeezmgilillli!I_lllglll U B B B

h. A declalen to alter the professional
satlgaments of seaff nembers to permlt
greater specialization ,

1. A declsion on the best course of
getien for handlng & serlows
diaciplinary probles . T LR

A declsion vhether to use ability

grouping, or some other form of

grouplag of pupile, as o peseral

pgugy for this achool, .. 0\ o, v

Howmre
-

o u.git aat ntgnﬂg:d in cu:ri:ulm
(guch os ceology) within thiasehool . ...,

L, Decisions eatablishing school policies
o0 the use of the playground, bulldisgs,
ond equipaent for the pupils and staff —
of this school , . «
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Peincipal Interviev 9

Prigeipal s Toflusnce

There are many presaures on school principals, as we all kaov, Public
schools do not salect the puphls who will attend. The concerns and interests
of pareata, teachers and distelce sdnindstrators do got alvays colecide,

Sone thinga sbout any achool eannot eanily be changed,

We saeume that your school has ita share of difficulties and probleps,
Given tha wpeedfie situation you are {n, ve vould 1ike your judgnent about
the amount of influence you 28 the prineipal can cxert o & number of
arean of concern vhich are eommon to schools,

' * Vo
12, Compared to all the other factors influsncing the situation,
bov influeatisl are you, a3 pelocipal, 1a the fol loving matters!

staly Is-
flusttsl

Eiitenes| Very
ly Infly| Influ-
=entfal | ential

flighely Hot at all
[afly=| Influ=
tatdal | eotdal

4, Carrylng out the pali-
cles of the Board or
Dlstrict at the local
school level, _
Deternlning pecific
methods uged by teach-
arg 1o their dally
classrooa vork.

b

4

-
L
=]
il
E:
e

L=
=
-
(=
-
=
'm' -
-
[]

Ing good gorale and
behavior on the part
of pupils in the
schagl, .
4. Helping veaker teach-
ers inprove the qualf-
ty of thelr vork vith

e, Naire2'ning or schiey-
12¢ good abzitudes *
tovard the school a1
the part of sarenta,

Haintalning or achievs
ing good teachet moralt

4

&: Developing and/or adopt=
or Pragmxiﬁ the
seheol.

o Radslng the level of
schievezent of puplls
who are weak 1o read-
dng aod arithmetic,

.hl

Principal Tntorview 10

13 Suppose you and your atabf desired to adopt 8 nev reading currleulu
for your school. We vould Like to know hoy axplict the dlatrict
policles and procedures are which you vould follow in seeking approval
for this progean.

—.3) This daclston vould be governed by expliedt poliey guidelines
and catablished procedures.

b) This dacleion would be governed by gonoral poliey guidelines
gy,

&) This declsion vould be governed by informal or ad lioc arrange-
weats, ;

16, Suppose you vished to reotsanize your steff for tem teachlng: Hov
explielt are the dlscrict policies and procedures applylng to the
aleuation?

1) Thig doetaion vould be governed by cxplielt polfey guidelines
mnd eatsblished procedures,

) Thig deelsion vould be governed by general palicy puideldnes 4
only, “
i

—©) This decision vould ba governed by informal or ad hoe arrange-
ments.

L3+ Suppose you and your staff vishad to develop & different nethod of
groupiog and aseigning puplls for ingtructional purposcs. How axplicdt
ate the district policies and procedures applylng to the sieustion?

__8) This declaion vould be governcd by explieit poliey guidelines and
established procedures,

) Thia declaton would be governed by general poliey guidelines coly,

—5) This deedaon vould be governed by fnfornal or ad ot arrange-
Benta,

24
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Priseipal Interview 1

16, W would ke to kaow how you see your own role regarding edurational C"lﬂj&
vithin your school, Please rate yourself on 2 scale from one to five,
vhere five {ndicates that you are able to spend great deal of tige
stinulating change vithin the achool, and one indicates that you are
able to spend aloosat no tise in such sctivities.

1 - gloost no time

5~ a great deal of tine
17, Wndeh 1s the best estinate of the econonlc level of fagilics vhaze
children are served by your school:

low=Incone  Lownlddle  High-alddle  Highe  Mixod
inéoae income  imeome

18, With regard to the adult comunity vithin vhich this scheol s located,
which of thege alternativos best describes the commnity climsty
regarding education:

Chacee one: Choose une:
__ hctive . [lnnovativ
— Inactive . Teedttional
. e _ Mixd

19, In general hov much influencs do parents end commntey groups have on
your school declalons and planning?
Parents and/or comunity groups ate:
__ﬂ Eetranely dofiuantial
__b) Very tofluentis]
&) Hodurately {afluential
__4) Slightly influentia

__ & dut at sl {nfluentlal '

g

Pednedpal Interviow ' 1

20. Yov iaflueatisl {s the teachers' organization(s) within your distelct

(CTA or ATT local chapter, or CEC) upon declelcns made within your
school, in thesc areas: '

b} currfeular deciafons 1 - mot gt all {ofluential
1) decislons on professional 1= slightly {nfluential

otef{ aastgmente 3 = poderately fofluential

__¢) declaions on the vay § = very fnfluential
'pup_;l; ' ate agslgned or 5 = extremely influentiel
groupad, ,

_4) scha] rules and
regulations

F

BN
oy



Principal Intervimy 1

TART C: READING PROGRAM

I, I your rn@l&r reading progras 1n grades 1=3; lov wany teachers
ata there!

fs=

2." Hov waoy classes are thare! _

23, In most classes 15 your regular teading progrem in grades 1-3, how
wany of the folloving types of persomel are preeent duping a
typleal Instructional pariod {n s single clossroon?

4 Teacher(s)

__b) Paid aide(z)

_t) Ault voluateer(s)

—4) Student tutors fron other achools

—¢) Student tutors fron other geade Lavels within this school
_f) Student tutors fron the mame grade lovel vithin this school

2. How many students are useally present in & class during reading
Ingtroetion in grades 1=31

35

Apptexinately bov many olmites s day 1s & child {n grades 1-3
ordingrily imalved i the resdfog progran?

—

Principal tnterview L

26, In your teading progran in gradia 1=3, vt sets of {nstructions]
matarials are used? I hov nany clasace 19 each of these used]

_ Haturdals

Jo. of closses

= e = ——— — 1
= — = - 8]
o
. td
= 1
4

2, s ube of these scta of matarials tegarded 2a the maln gk of
materials in geades 1-37 :

Tea Yo

IF YES: What set {n it]

.

IF ¥0; Do half or more of the teachers in gradeg 1-3 uac one of thess
© seta of naterisls as & main got]

Tea lia

IP YES: Vhat ds ¢t



Frineipal Intarview 15

28 bov 1 would Like ko mk you about the vay 1o which declalons are

uade dbout vhich mater{als and methods aro used in your teading
progees da grades 1-3, Firat, concerning the materials:

Hateriale Hathods

) Each tascher decides indepen-
dently vhich (materials/nethods)
Eﬂlﬂhia;;;iig;;:-!! [

b) Tuschers at the ame grade lavel
jolntly detern{ne the (materials/
tethods) touse v ..., P e

&) A comittee of teschers g ehe
school determines vhat (materials/
nethods) touse ..., ..,

INTERVIEVER: THIS COMMITTEE MAY IHCLUDE ADHIHISTM!RE -
d) & diatriet=vide compittoa deter-
wines vhat (materdals/metheds)
tﬁuﬂﬂiiiiil!iiillg — i“!!.llEl?!E

Now about the methods (snsver a through d)i _ 1

19, Which of the folloving statements best characterizes your resding

progran {n prades 1=3]

.2) Our reading progran varies congiderably among teachers at

the ame grede Lovel dn both materials snd methods,

10 Our reading progren varies considerably among teachers ot

the same grade level {n materials, althwugh the methods
uged ate about the game,

&) Our reading progran vaties considerably among teachers at
the same grade level in nethods used, although the materials
gt about the game,

) Dut veading progran varies Lictle in eithor methods or

materisls anong teschers ot the samc grade level,

__8) Dur resding progran zoquires teachers at the same grade
level £o uga the HEE gethods and materials.

Peinelpal Interview 16

M. Juring readlng tnsteuction in moat elasses in grades -1, how quel
varlatlon 13 there in the caterials used?

—.8) ALl students gecerally use the sane materials,

__b) Students are divided nto 2 or J groups, each group uslng
different materials,

_.¢t) Studeats are divided fato 4 or nare grouns, each group

using different materials,

) Each student yses different materials

__¢) Don't kngv

INTERVIEWER: 1F "b, ¢, or d" ia f‘;her.-k.edi ASK 304

J0A, What kiods of infornation are used as a basls for placing
and cranafereing students amon: groupal

(LF NORE THAN 1 1§ USED, PLEASE RANK ORDER THEY)

2) Testa provided by the reading pragm‘
__ b} Tests prapared by the teacher(s)
__ &) Curreat elassrooa perfornance

1) Peit teacher recomendations fncluding hov stuleats
vere grouped 1a the past,

AL, Vithin moat classes dn grades 1-3, hov do students generally vatk
duriag reading {naeruction!

__a) ALl students vock at approxinately the same pace,

b} Students are divided fato 2 or 1 sroups vorking at dffferent

paces,

_t) Students are divided into & or nore greups vorkine at different

paces,

__4) Each student vorka at hia/ker own pace,

&) Otler (Please spectfy)

__f) Don't know

LWTERVIEWER: IF "b" or "¢, ASK 12

OTIERVISE, SKIP 70 33

i

—_ T



Principal Interview 17

32, lov stable are these groups!

_8) No one ever shifts between groups,

b) Toere 1s tie possibility of changlng greups,
but alagst all students remain in the same
geoup,

) The nemberahip of these groups shifts oceasionally,

) Don't knew

33 Which of the fellowing statemerts best ehsracterizes the vorklng
telationships 1o your school mong reading taschers in geides 1-37

1) Teachers vork fairly independently, but have kaowledge of the
materials and approaches useq by other teschers, '

0} Teachers neet occasionslly to coordinate materials and approsches
4 uged.,
§

) Teachers neet frequently to coordinate materials and approaches
e,

__ ) Don't lmov

34 For grades 1-3, vhich of the following statements best sheracterises the
vorklng relationships among teachers at esrller and more advanced grade
Levels?

) Teachers in grades 2 or 3 frequently consult vith teachers in
- earlier grades about materlals and approaches used.

__b) Teachers ia grades 2 or 3 oeeazionally eonsult vith teachers o
aatlier grades about materials and approaches used.

__c) Teachers {n prades 2 or J consul on a0 4d hoe basis oaly with
teachers n earlier grades about materials and spprosches used,

_ 1) Teacaers in grades 2 or J never ot alnost never consult with

teachers In earller grades about msterials and approches used,

&) Den't knov,

Principal Tnterview 18

35 Do any of the folloving groups of people regularly vork together on a
~ day-to-day basis in your resding progras 18 prides 13}
INTERVIEWER; RESPONDENT MAY ANSWER {0CE THAN ONE

—8) Teachers at the sane grade level
~-b) Teachers st diffarent grade levels
—€) Teachers and apectal ataff perscnnel

1) Teachers and adainistrators

36, Which of the folloving situstions mogr closely tepressnts the
operation of your resding progess o grades 1-1

) Reading tnstruction i apecifically integeatad ato ather
tubject areas during the day,

D) Reading instruction 16 basically coneenteated nto one
or two tiee perieds dally,

_..&) Other (Please spectfy):

—GE T

37, Doas your school have any procedures for eviluating the success
of the reading progras In grades 1-3t
Ts _ B0

INTERVIEVER:  IF O, SKIP 10 QUESTION 41
OTRERVTSE, ASK 30, 39 4 40

3. Hov often 1s the evaluation perforned?

3. Voo 18 primarily responaible for carrying out this evaluatisy?

__b) Principal

¢} Teachers

[ ot
-
[ o]



Prisclpal Incerviev 19

40. Vhlch of the following types of ioforsation are gathered
for the purpose of evaluating your reading progras in
geades 1=11

INTERVIENER: RESPONDENT BAY CHECK HORE THAN O
__4) Studegt' scores on achievenent tests

_b) Other systematic dala oo atudest performance
{for example, cbservational data, Interest ioventorles,

o) Teachers' oplaions about the resding progran

__d) Students’ oplzlons about the reading progras

&) Parents’ or eompumity mezbers’ oplnions shout the
reading peogras

f) Other evaluation lnformation (Plesse specify what)

(1F WORE THAT 1 I5 [SED, PLEASC RANK ORDCR TIEN)

ble liow satisfied are you a5 the Priocipal vith the reading program in
grades 147

__8) Extrenely satfsfled
__b) Very satisfied
__t) Hoderately satisfled
__4) Slightly satisfied

__ &) Hot at all satisfled

Principal Inrerview 1

42, In your opinen, hov satisfied are the teachers with the reading
program in grades 1<37

__1) Extresely satiafied

b) Very marisfied

__t) Hoderately satisfled
__d) 5ldghtly satisfied
__&) Bat &t all satlafied

43, Tn your readlng progran for grades -3, how much cholce do materials
peevide the teacher {n assigning studeats vork!

_0) The teacher hae zany alternative materials availsble vhen
asking & cholee, '

__b) The teacher has sone alternative materials available vhen

wilog a choles,
L) The teacher has few materlals available vhen making a cholce, "
-0 Don't know,

INTERVIEWER: 1F "a" o "b", ASK QUESTION 44

(THERWISE, SKIP T0 QUESTION 43

G4, Whp provides the guidelines uzed by teschers to select
aterials sppropriate for deallsg with particulsr reading
prograns!

&) Guldelines are supplied primarily by the developers

of the reading program,

__b) Teacherd votk rogether to develop puidelines,

___¢) Teachers independently develop guidelines,

4) Don't koow

45, T the evalustion of students' progress in this reading propray
determined nore by {Circle one below) ) 3 ,l j
e
The Teacher

l H

Tepehing Haterials



Prineipsl Interviey i

4. Vas spectal tralelny of auy tyse provided to belp the teachers leamn

to use any of the mterials In your resding prograr?

fes e __

INTERVIEWER: [F N0, SKIF TO QUESTION 50 (B, 2D)
IF Te8, ASK QUESTIONS 47, 48, & 4y

4. Ter vhich saterials vas this training provided?

4. What type of personnel were used 1o this traialng?
L/TERVIEWER:  YOU MAY CHECK WORE THAN ONE

_a) Dare ot persounel
) Consultent provided by the developer

__ &) Other outaide consultant

49, What types of tralning actlvities vere used?
__4) Speelel preseatations

) Short tern vorkshops

__ &) Summer tralaing programs

4) Ongolng in-service trajafog

=) Other (Please specify):

Prineipal lnterviev 1

30 Would any of the “aterials andfer methods used {n your scacol make

it difftcult for  substitute teacher to contlnge reading lnstrugtion
In any of the clavaroons in grades 1-37

Yes da

1P YES, ASK: tow difftealt? Would you sayi
__a) Extrenely diff{eylt
__b} Very difficule
__¢) Hoderately diffieylt

d) Slightly difficulr

5l Have there been any major changes in your school's approach to reading
1n the last two years?

Yes fio

IF YES: Plesse denerthe these changes briefly, '

INTERVIEWER: IF YES 70 QUESTION 3L, ASK QUESTION 52
OTHERWISE ASK QUESTION ©3 NEXT

3l Vo has been chiefly responafble for these changea of the
original progrant
__8) Individual teachers
__b) Groups of teachers

__t) Speelalists

_4) The Principal

__t) Dstrict=level pi zsongel

216
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Prinelml lntervioy

PART D: _EVALUATIOH

7 A9 ¥8 vanf to ask you some questions sbout how you evaluste teachers in the
resding progras fn grades -3, For example, you may complizent teachers sn their
good vork periodically or cribicize then for mistakes; you may oceastonally give

performance vith 3 mile or a Frovn, of you may look at how they are dofag and
58y nothing, and yet they may knov vhether or naf you are sa.lafied,

In gezeral, when you Indieate {n any vay, directly or inddrectly, how wil
or poorly yeu think g tescher {5 dolng, you are giviog an evaluation, Flease
repenber that vhat we mean by evaluations {nclodes much more than formal, written
#valuations, -

53¢ Lo gezeral, how frequently do you 2valuate hov well or poorly teachers
are doing on the task of teaching resding lngrades 1-3?

__ &) Very frequintly

by Frequently

¢} falrly often

__4) Cecasionally
__¢) Seldon

__£) Almost never

=E) eyes

4. Ae you know, 10 arder to evsluate any sember of your staff, it is
necessary to develop criterls or standgrds of evaluation and alsg to
gather inforastion o the performance of the staff wember belng
gvaluated,

4, Vhat crlteris ot standards have been set ta determlne hov well or
pootly teachers gre pecforalng on the task of teaching readlng
{0 grades 1-3 :

iy

Peincipal Incerview %

ar poorly Leachers are performing on the tagk of teschiny resding
in grades 1-3! )

_ _ L
In your oplulon, to vhat extent do teschers have knovledge of the 2

criteria which you use to determine how vell or poorly they are doirg

oo the Cask of ceaching reading in grades 1-37
__3) Teachers have & great deal of knovledge
__ ) Testhers have considerable kmovledge
_.¢) Teachers have some kaovledge

_.4) Teachers lave lrcle knovledge

__&) Teachers have no knovledge

i



ot , Prizeipal Interviey b
Priscipal Ieterview 1
%, 1o general, {a your view, how inflyenria] ate the folleviey persons 3. In general, in your opinion, hov {nfloest{a} should the folloving
or groups {n deteraindug the criteris viiey jou use Lo fudps hay Pessons ot groups be 1o deterutalny the criterla ehich yau uge to
well of poorly teschers are dolag o the tas) of teaching resdlng ig Judge hov vell ot postly teachers are doing on the task of teaching
grades 1-37 tesding i grades 1-37
| Extreme- | Very | Moderate- Slight= | Nat at all
(1Y Influ= | Tefle= {1y Infly- ly Infle-  Tofly- {Extreme=| Very | Moderate- Slight= | Nat at all
|l | enedal cotial enelal tatlal ly Influ| Infl- | 1y Infly- ly Influ= | Influ-
I T N entlal |entigl| entfal | eatlal | entfal
o) Superincendzer or ! ' T T
Lee1ati i
%‘,‘*F“‘.-“ e a) Superlntendent
Sptrictenda | e of Assistant
i o
b) You, ¢ sinefpal! ! Superiatendent | ) —
— 5 b} You, a3
T - Friae
e} Asgistant ,Ft me,ﬂ _
Beinafnsl ) ) -
,iigi‘p?l ¢) Asslatant
L - = Principal
¢) The fauidty {f ayy) _
of the schoo; . ) .
d) The faculy
o - = - of the school
&) Indfvidusl _ ) '
—— —le ’
ézéizzmig ) dtvidal | g
teachers in | '
R E - the readlng |
£} Dstrict-vide pogimm L } _
?Dfmmﬁ _ ) f) Dlseriet-
i B vide
§) Parents -
—_— 5 - 8) Parents
h) Students : T -
' W Students |
. — — |
58,

Hov satlsfled are you vith the vay the criteria are deteralied for

Judgizg bow will or poorly teschers are doin

reading in grades [-37

) Ixtresely satiafied
D) Very satisfied

L) loderately satiafied
__4) Slighely sariafied

)
)
¢) Not at all satiafied

g on the task of eeaching

1':.,, -~



Principal Interview ' i

b3 Does your district pertodically gather information for the purpose

Principal Interview 3]
of evaluating tie overall perfornance of the individual schools in
. ) ] ] o ) the distriet]
39, Dees the district provide standard feacher evaluation foras for
yout use in evaluatipg teachers in your school! Yes do

80.

hi,

82,

!.

Yes W

Have you developed standard evaluation forms for your ovn
us¢ In evaluating teachers in your school!

Yes lia

IF YS! May ve have a copy!

Does the distrlet provide wrltten deseriptlons of cvalustion
criteria and procedures for yaur use 13 evaluating, tgnr;he:s in
your achoel!

Yeg a0

foes the distrlet expeet you to keep tecords concalniny systematic
{nfomation pertaining te your evaluation of teachers!

LiTERVIENER: IF "NO", THIS 7§ THE END (7 TUL INTERVIER

IF "ES”, ASK QULSTION &, ete,
B4, tov often '8 this type of overall evaluarlon eseried
out by the district for your schosll
___3) Yiore than once a year
_b) Onge 4 year
__t) Once every twp or three years

__4) Guly vhen & particular school seems to be
having probleas

6. Does the distriet routinely gather any of the followiag
types of information {n evaluatiny che performance of
voyr school!

l Oceastonally (Esplaln s

L] g i kR mE e =

s o et 0| ndar Vst clrowsiances) |
&) Studest scores oo

Has the Stull Act required any gh;mgca In evaluatien procedures
in your school or distriet!
Yes o

IF Yi5: Please describe thea.

state mandated
Standardized teats

Y Student scored on
other abillty or
ar;h_ieye_m__e_q_t tesls

o lga-eognitive data oo
gtudenta, auch o
perecnality or lnterest
{nventories _

¢ Staff satisfaction with
the schoal (Please give
an example of the type
af information used to
peasure this.)

¢ Comunicy utinfm:tinn
vith the achool (Plemse
flvé an example of the
type of infarmtien
uged to meaaure this.)

f) Inforuation on curclew |
lar or program lmproves
mente by the schioal,

That completes the Information ve need, Thank you,



0 BE USED WITH PRINCIRAL INTERVIEW QUESTION
l

Teacher Collaboration or Teaning Crltetia o
S i Prineipal [ntesview

A Teachers divide children into groups accerding to either SCALE FOR USE WITH QUESTION 10
subjact matter ot ability apd rorate students amomg groups. '

B Tescher group meets at least every other week for one or 1~ vould never (or alnost mever) be con ted or
note of the followisg purposes: planniag of instruction, T
evaluatien of student progress, and/er coordination of
studens disciplie.

become actively fovolvad,

2 - would seldon be consulted or beces. . stively Lavolved.
w Tuacher group members werk directly with cach othet fn

Instruction, that {5, teachers jointly ceach the same 3 - vould occasfonsily be cousulted or bacome serfvely
lesson to the same proup of pupils. Involved.
9. luacher group iz cellectively responsible for its stus b = vould wiyally be conmulted or beeoas act vely

dentd, who are really assigned to the group as a whols

tather than to any individual gegber. favolved
f. Teacher group designates an official leader to coordinate 5 = vould aluays (or almoat aluays) be consulted or
Eling_graup‘s progras vith cther teachers and with vour become aetively {ovolved,

-rwE-

Adninistrators or staff at the district office
Prine{pal

School faculty as a grogp

Teschers =- {ndividuslly or 18 a teaching tean

Parents or cocrunity proups

‘ERIC | 284

AruiToxt provided by ERIC



Prineipal Interview

SCALE FC° USE WITH o

1 = Tizis decisien is basically made st the discic-ict level,
vizhesomsultaticn with the principal and/osr teachers.

Z = Trkila decision 1= basically =made by the principal, with

consultation with teachers and/er district administrators.

3 = In practice, this decision 1= baslcally made by teachera,
althoush the principal and perhaps district staff persons,
are Influential and invelved.

4 - Thia decision 1is made at the school level, and In practice

= Ne decision on this matter hias been made in this school:

question cannot be anmvered.

L5 W
Zad ‘;,:‘ 3

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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2. Vhich aust gecurately charagterizes your 2 i

Al by,

s cellectively s
i hore sublects, but mot i3 all subjects

1) Students are really assigned o individual teachers wha are

g idual | iale for them,

Do Weh must aceurstely drscrites your tean)  (chock one]

pitfa Feleaned

Ty g fuemally gecisnated rader o ie giy
Hifw

31t b a farmally deTonated leader sha Ty acd giebn falFa
released {im

311t doey nat have 3 formal Teader, tut gne menber nfornally
privyides Teadership in mosl areas,

Bl 1t does rat really have o leader; sore members lead in some
dres and some in athers

If you cheched 4, plagse ship to question mager 23, |) 36‘}
A
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F iy dadd s H g :

iveral Lays abead of tine i i i

b ogmee gFags ot tle 4 i b

B=anth of eife gead of *ime
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A T ahat derer aould you sav vear Team bas develoed rather esalicit Leg
salicien or areements affaciing, .. [Pl
ftieF in edeh Faw. )

aifple the msl apgrautiale

Bolumsids A Hod-

Alreat  erable  prate A et
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t be faught !

s

and diitipline |

e
-

-
W

The way studerts are 19 5
grouped and Foved i

e
o
s
.
o

The sgbadule of sbjeets and
ativities ! i i

. How influential are other members of your tewn oo...

Extrenely Very Hoderately Slinhtly Not AL ATl

Influen= Influen= Influens  [nfluen- Influsns gt
tial  tial gt tial tial  Applicable

The instructions)

retheds you use I 1 j

The Tesson comtent and

PRtERiale you use | i ] 4

s
=

The standards af stus
dent disgipling gnd
gntral yau use

I H ] b b 0

The wgy you draup and
e siudents i i i b

Aot
i< ]

aul attivities you
fertiiw
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Sk % nF tegn in sach of the follsving grems]

Hat At
Extrewly  Very  Hderatel, Shightly &1
Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied Satisfim

Tos arlenl 13 Wt LN CeimureEs i
i wfiard ! ! i 4 5
(aenness i comment Rg

Wogall wlrer’ Teachiny

Bty o whs Bgerher

el
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Clasad and attivitiey
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A Grder spry irportant

B Qrder mederately aprtant

e Order slightly imgertant

i Ordsr net at gl impariant
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y
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: < lete prEented iv 2 particular seder, in eacy sube
iorgle 1 Tpal apprapriate mnser in each column,)

skl ik Hegaiee {81
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g

f

Tl

Fooperal, how o vartation v there in thr gierialy jout studints
wie i each subfeer?  (Chech the rosl aceural wveet ]

Al AN studerts generally wse th
Sans materialy

b Stuwdents are divided intg g
Varoags each qroup using
different materials

£ Spudenty gfe divided into b o
e iy, eath iR using
different materials

) Faem student usiy 2ifferer]
raterials

Bbivities in rach subject areg?
Bl
vaually
Fairly gfies
lecasionally
Siridim

Never
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Teachers dilfar in the nuaber of rules or quidel ines they establ ish far thelr
classes in varous areas (1.2, rules or quldelines students now w111 be
followed). 1n each of the Follewlng three questions, please Inficate e
praah yau takss

SRR ol do nost of your siudents engage I 2sch of ghe fallowing types
of activities a part of thel instruction within each aubject]

& daiking azzles or playing ganes [e.q., serabblil:

Kbl Reading(8) Sochal Sugis() OO T How many rules or guldelnes do you establish for yaur class(es
L T e regarding stusent canduct and dlselpline]

W, ! i i )k
_ _ 7 7 1) Hany
wverdl Lin g3 wepk 1 i ? = _
U K eomsiderable runher
Aomit siee 4 wegh ] ] ] 23) 5
A0
Orce or tuite 3 moath § b b ‘rj) F
i 4
Less thir gice 3 mooth j § § =
- 5] one

2 Raking things (g, Sranlng or tuilding samething); ) B ) _ _
0 B fowsmplleltly do you define For your elassles) the methods by which

Math (1) Reading (1) Secial Suudies 1] studedts' ycadenls parfamances wlll be svaluated)

Ever yeay | I i ) Very

Sovera) tlnes 3 meeh ] ; ! _ 1) Maderataly

About onge 3 wesk ] 1 ] ) Somehat

e ot toice 3 manth i { ! B slighely

st than oice g ponth ; ; 5] ot at all

§ Werking with audlpeyigql materials, Tadivideally or In small groups; 19 When vou evaluate a student 3t the end of st perlod of ting, you may
' censider aany factors. Four such Factors are 1sted below, Plesse

Hath(3) Readtng () Social Studies(35) rank Uhe to show which you snghas|ze most In evaluating 2 student,

Freryay | | | mmﬁst impartant, I = secand most Imaartant, ot}

— . . Rank

Several tines 3 week ! i ! ' -—

St s 4 el _ M each student's wark comares to the

Aiout aice 4 waek ] ] } (1) werk dare by the rest of the lass _

[nce or tuice 4 nonth } I _ Whether the student's work meets eriterl

Less thar gnce 4 nonth g : ; (1) st for a1l students at his/her lael

The aicunt of inprovenent the student has
(1) showh dur ing the year, regardless of actual
' level of perfarmance

; How hard the student has worked, resardiess
(41 e
6f actual leve) of performance

b

— MG T



Sk i,

3.

O

M oyae nad te b el fir 3 Tew days a0 wanted your clansles) to
Eontinge 35 IF you were there, haw difFicult weald it b8 to instruct
3 sulelitule 6 that he/she could teah your subjects [0 the way you

iy teach e

_Hath(k) Reading(4)) Sacia) Studies(AY)

Latteme 'y giffiault | | i
yuey it gy H ! {
Soderately £ ol ] ] ]
Sty diffill ‘ : 4

Wi at all difficuly

o
P
o

W In addition to ymr slate aipted tents, what curriculyn materials

e.gey iexis; kits] have yoy used nast frequently during the current
schoal year, in each subject? Please write the nynes of up Lo three.

Hath Reading

fpcial Studles

T muaL L guestines antem yaur reading pragran. [ you do ngf teach
reading, skip 16 question nusber A,

Which pracedure best describes the way in which decisions are made sbout
hich materials yau use and about which methods you use in teaching
Feading? (Chech the mast appropr fate answer for cach.)
‘ Hater iy (45)  Hethads ()
o | decige independently which to s i !

B) Teachers at my grade level jaintly

dezide which to yse H 1

ti A comitee of teachers in the sehgal
deternings which o yie i ]

d) A district=wide comitive deternines
wich fo use b 4

ERIC
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]

e

I

Which of the falloeing sLatements best trargttesizes (e wareing ril 3t ion-
ships you have with other reading teachers [ineluding baih tean

{Cheen e

m” | wirk fgir]y independently bul have haowledge of the naterials

g

d approaches ised by olher teachers,

| mitet with other teachers occasionally 1o coordingte materials

and approaches used,

I meet emguently with ather feachers to coordinate materialy
ind gbrouties ysed,

fo you have any other comments on your turrwlum of
inglructional methods?

=T -



Ay s

i Bgean . H H f H H
il b, I decisions regarding the best aurse of aerion for handiing 5EF] i
disciplinary problens, how influential 1o esch of the Yallouing persons

Tuoesl gusstions aok sl the influghee of different porsuny o qroups in or groups! Latremely Very  Raderately Slightly hat At All
et st reganding g’-vér’gl decisions areas. 0f you are rol 3 menber of 4 : Iafluans [afluen= Influgn=  Ioflusn= Iafleen  Don't
ety tean, aledsd leave the dpproariate e in sach quistion blant, tial  tal  tlal Hal  tial briow
{62} District perspanel 1 /] ] 4 § i
13) The prineips’ i : ] b § i
{6H) The fagulty | 1 ] 4 § 8
s 17 niigns regarding the content af the lsssons you feach students of (5 Your teaching temn | ! b ; 0
it erdig the calnd of e losons o feich stuents : _
3 aartity arrgrajld_t o auh%‘f;til. how influpntial 1s Egch af. Ih:?_f:ﬂllmlng (t4) You i j ! ! E 3
persons o greugs! (Please cirele the most aparopriale number in _
#ach row | {&7) Farents ! ? ] b § d
Datremely Very  Moderately §lightly Hal A 4l ‘ ; Y
influen= influen= Infiuen=  Influm= Influens  Den't 16 e (please specify)
tal  tial  tial thal tal e . ! 1 ] b b 0
hateict personic] ! 1 i § § f
*he priagiaal j 1 j b 4 ]
e fanlty i iy } § § i
Yo teagring tigm | l ] § 5 8
iy l 1 ] b b ] W7 In your opinian, haw influential should each of (ke following persns or |,
ferent | y | | : ; 9ecups be in deeisions reqarding the best course of actien for handlim L
o ' ' : : seritus diseiplingry problens] T '
Tree qnlegu wgegify) )
- 1 ! } | 5 0 Extrenely  Very  ederately Slightly Wat &t A1l
[nfFluential influential [nfluential Influential Influential
(63) Bistrict personnel | 1 ] 4 §
{70 The pringipal ! 1 i § §
ey minion, how inflyential shauld wach of the Fallawing person or \
o) e ’ The fagulty 4
TP 0 1n degisions reqarding the content of the lessans you teach l he faulty ! ! '3 ) 5
studets oF & particular grade or subjest? {1 Your teaching tewm | ! 3 b 5
Extrenely  Very  wohrately  Slightly mecat Al (1) Yo f H i 4 5
tnflueatial Influgatial 1nfluential 1nflugncial Inflyential . ;
bl ettt ntlestial influetial -y Farents I ! ] b ;
” Vistrict ersamel | 2 3 h ; Ather (slease specify)
T neimigal i : i i § . - .
Ny ] (75 | ] i ! 5
o Tie Faenlty i ! ] b 5
it Twr teaghing i | 1 ] b 5
i Vi i H i b §
"0 Barunts i i ] b y
o dther {please spacify)
— | : 3 b 5
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LB In decining oo the agenda for Tacully meetings, how influsntial iy edch

of 1o fallowlng persons or groups?

Exiremely  Very Federately Sightly Nay Ay Al
Iaf luen= |af Juen= |aflyeme

tial

Gistrigt perspnel |

The pringipal i
The faeults l
Yidt (gaghine i n I
Tou |

Gther {please specify)

tial
!
]
l

tial

Il luen= Influén
iigl

§
b
§

tial

§
5
;
;

§

flon't

Khigw
]
d

4 In detisions remarding how pupl 15 will be assigned ta ¢lasses and trachers,

haw influential s each of the Fallewing persons or qroupsl

Extramely Very haderately Slightly Nat & All
Influens Influen Iafluens

thal
District parsonne! |
The gringipal !
The Faculty I
Yauf tadching toam 1
Yoy ]
Riner (please spucify)

Sehonls differ in the nunber and type of sehosl wide policies or guidelines
#ylahlished 1 varicus areas. The next three questions ask you about policies

tlal
1
1
H

tHal

tal

4

|
b

(nFlugii= [ bop
tal

;

tew

fieat
¥ric
il

§

i quidelines af ,g_n% sthaal, regardless of who established them leag., disteict,

gricipal ar faeltyl,

iy
at yaur sehoal?

1) A great deal

18 eensiderable mount

N A noderate anaunt
b sligatly
5 Mot at all

B 't e

S How ruch do school wide polleTes or quideliney govern student eonduct

)

(2h)

B How much o soholide palicies ar quidelings qovern what leathers at
your sehoal include in the eurriculim for thelr ¢lasies
I kgreat deal
U hensiderable smunt
1) & moderate ampunt

A Saightly
St sl
b bor't o

3. How nueh do schoolwide palicies or quidel fnes govern the ways In which

teachers at your schaol evaluste the aeadenic performance of their
students?

) At deal

Ak eonsiderable dnont
) K oderate amount
b} Slightly

.5 ot at all

Eﬁ) fon't kngw

0o you have any add]tional coments on the ways in whlch
declsions are made at your schil?

i

£

3
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fulations with Schaol Personnel

Tk next seztion deals with nare of the ways your work may be felated with
that of ather senaal personnel, '

3. dom often wald you say instructional materials are shared amng Ledchers
At ybuf sthaul 19 each subject areal [please circle the mst ampropriate
minber 18 2ah o f.mnn)

fatn () Fadng 06 fll St (7]

Very Fraguently I l |
Frequently 1 L2 i
Faiely of jen ] i ]
Bezasignally § b 4
Sl dom 5 § 5
Negwer 13 § b

2. fow nueh released time (e.., plaming periods or mininum days) do you have
for glanning lessans or eeardinating with with other teachers? lAnswer in
akich gver catesory fits your s tuation)

fouks per day

JF -
© hours per week

ar o
_ hoyrs per month

3. On the average, now frequently would you say other teachers at yaur schoal
(including team members, if applicable, and others) ghserve aspects of yaur
erfartance in esch ared below (Please clrcle the st appropriate muner
in each row)

bvary Several Once  Ohee o Less Than
Dy Timesa & Twicea Oace 2
Wege  Veek  Month  Konth
Teaching subject matter I ! ] b
Haintaining cantrol i I l i b g
yaur £lasses)

(3)

(1)
(3]

(38)

(37-41)

5. On the average, o Trequently would you say your principal abserves
aspects af your performance in each are below]

Buery  Beveral Ome Duceor Once or
Day Timesa A Teicea Twiceq Hever
Weeh  Wesk  Moth  Year

Teathing subject naifer |. O Pk

Haima_in'in cantral Tn _
your class?gs} | T } ik

Record keeping ' Loy b g

51, Heow often da you talk informally with other teathers in your school [ife
¢luding bath team neabers, |f applicable, and athers) sbout.,.

Fvery Several Oce Onceor Onceor
By Timesa A Twicea Twicea
Week  Week  Honth  onth

Teaching subjeet matter | 9 ] b §
Haintaining contral in ] 3 ] } :
yaur :Iass?és} ' '

T

. How Fresuently do you ¢isedss your leachlng or your students with &
ipeclal lst at your sehoal]

| Bnce a day or nore often

1) Several times & week

1) Oce & wetk

) Onge or twice a nonth
5} Less tha onee 4 mnth

00 Ha speeialists at ny school

9. During a typical instrugtional perisd in €ach Sybjeet, how many aides
and adult volunteers are {n your classroon? (Please write Tn haw many)

hain - Reding  Sacial Studies

Nobert  Wamber:  Raber:
Raid aide(s) mo
Adult voluntegr(s) . R




ge. Feaw indicale how much of their time your ides spend on gath of the

Yarigwing types of acirvitles? E_‘_{EIUBL_‘Q“

Aol Masiaf  Gefe ol Hone of _ ) A , .
Their Thuir Thait  Their Mow we wdhl !5 3%k you sone guestions bout how oflen you receive ratings

uf evaludlions: for geanple, an evilvator may compliment you on your quod

Ting Tine Time  Time ,
. work cach day ar eriticize you For mislahes: you day occasionally receive
41l instrugting 6F tutaring | i i | forval written ev.luation; an evaluatar may simply indicate his judgnents
students ' of your perfarmance wilh @ snile of & Fromn: an evaluatar msy look at hm
you afe doing and say -thig, vet you may kiew shether of nal e is salisfied,
bl Perforning Elecie” taiky | i i i

I general, when you learn 1 oy way, directly or indirectly, fow well of
paafly an evaluatar thinks you are dafng on 4 tase, you are receiving an
evaluation. Plesse remembér that whal we meah by evaluations includes much
more than formal written evaluations,

of supervising (monioising)
alass avtivities

81, How helpful is your princinal resarding each af the ol lowing areas?

Barenely Very  oderately §ightly Hat at all We realize that the area of evaluation is underging change in Lalifornia.
Wolpful  Welpful  Helpful  Helpful Welpia) For these questlens, however, plegse antier oaly In terms of the current
S ) o schoo! year.

bt Providing Laachers with
wiyy to gain new (eathing o _ ‘ 7 o o
i2vas {0, through ine ] ! ] ! ; "B, How often do you leard in any wy, direstly or indivectly, your prineipal's

service tralning or visits evaluation of haw well or paorly you are dolng on each task belowl
10 other sehos!s) . . o
Very  Frequenily Fairly Occasionally Seldom Hever

v Backing up fedehers on Frequently Often
stugent disclpline I i i 4 g o _ _F.
naLiErs (i) Teaching subject ] 1 i ! A

naiter

af! Supporting special pras o o ) ) _
Jects yau may wish 1o ' i i § 5 (50) Kaintaining contral | 1 1 I 5k
uiderLake in your class(es)

‘ (hd] Relations with sarents (51) Recerd keeping 1 i | .

and the comunity I 1 i b §

6. How often do you lears in any wdy, dicectly or indleectly, other tedchere!
evaluations of bow well o7 poarly you are doing on each Lash below]

Very  Frequently Fairly Occasionally Seldom Never

Frequently D e
(52) Teaching subject ! ! } b § b
""" ' = natter
- T (53) Kaintaining contrel ] ! ] } 5 b

in your ¢lassles)

Lol
[n——
[ralltuies 2

303

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




RS

i

18]
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PAruiroc providogo e |

BY. R AT ArEd Béigw, Dow soundly based are yuur Erunc:Enl § mealualione
al your wOrs (1.0, [0 whdl extenl g8 Aisfher #idlualiohs aceurately
refleel the gual |ly of your gerfarmance)!

Extremely  Very  doderately Slightly Mot at all
swdly Sowndly  Seundly  Sundly  Soundly
Based  fased Based Based Based

Tegening swhiect matier | 1 i i 4

Baiataining witiel in i 1 i i ]
vour ¢lass{es)

Record heeging | H ] § §
b5, In each ared below, how soundly based 4fe ather {eachers' evalualions of
Jur itk (1.8, (o whal extent do their eviluations accurately reflect

the quality of your perfornanee)?

Extramely Very  Hoderately Elightly Hat at all

’ N Sggnd Iy Swndly  Scundly Soundly  Soundly
K based Bl Boed Based Based
Teathing. sbject matter | 2 ; ! §

Raintaining onirel in
yaur ¢lasses)

! ! ] § i

%EA fow helpful are the evalugtons yau recme fram yaur M:- in improsing
your teaching parformanca]
EI) Extremaly helpful
b Very helpful
__ 1) haderately helpful
) SHightly helafyl
__5) fiot at 1) nelgful

61, fow helpful are the evaluations you receive from other teachers 3t yaur
sehoal in impraving yaur tesching performance]

) Extremely helpful
=_2) Very halpful
3 Poterately helgful
K} slightly helpful
5] et at ali helgful

(62)
(63)
(64

()
(66)

(67)

(63)
(63)

Altheugh many peaple may evaluate your work, perhaps not all of chem have
inf luente an your organizationd| rewards and penaltles,

The term, arqanizational rewrds and pevalties, includes many things for
enanple, elass assigments; roon assigments; pay for elra servies;
tenuré; scheduling preferences; salary; assigrments of assistants; |eaves
of absence; access to equignent; being rataingd in services of the sehoal |
£t

6. How Inpartant to you are the orgenizatianal rewards and penalties which
your sehool offers!
__|| ntrenely inor tant
_!21 Very imoartant
) Molerately inportant
__h) stightly Important

_5b wat at &l important

B9 How much influence dass each of the persons or groups 1lsted below have
on your orgah /atlanal rewrds and penalties? s each:

— T

Etramely  Very  Moterately Slightly Not at all
Influentlal Tnfluential |afluential Influential inflyential

Sugerntendent ar

Rssistane supérs ! H i b §
intendent

FrineIpal I 1 ] 4 g
The fagulty of the I 1 i b 5
schoal

Indvldual Ceachers | 2 } L 5
gty W B R
(o B T R I
Parents | H ] b §
Stugents [ H } k §
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73, I8 your wpifian, Aow fugn iafluence Shauld esh of the persons of groups
Viated belaw mave on your argenizalional resards 42 pemalties? Shauld

Eatfh fe:

Super intenden] i
Ausisiant supers

Extremely  Very  Hederately Slightly Mot at all

Influgntial [nfluential Ipfluential laflyential 19f luential

inténdent | 1 } 4 g
Pringipsl I ! ] k 1 (i
The faculty of the 1 : ] L §
sghaol
ingivideal teachers | 1 3 4 g
Heré s of your teach= | 1 i § §
ing team (IF applicable)
Ries of volunterrs | 1 ] 4 4
vif applicatle)
Farents | H i § g
Students I 1 i b § {12
Da you have any other comments of the way you are evalualed at
your 5enogl |
(13)
(14)
(15)
{18}

Ji. ow geoa 15 the edutationsl bathgrowna of nost of the students assigned 1o

[

IEB

you this year]
) Bl lent
_ 1) Very uod
__ 1) ot
b Fair

5 Poor

Which is the best esiimale of the economic level af faniiies whose chil=

FER 46 i7 yRur classles; s i(ircle more than s it it 08 impassible to
general ie.)

1) Lowincone
1) Lowniddie-incone
__ 31 High-midde= income

b} Highniddle

Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with each of the fillmwing
statenedts,

E”&Erﬁﬁgly ayree_Lagres

b. 1 would be very meh interested in showirg ather teachers styles and
technigues |'ve develaped,

g T

Hneutral _bjdisagree _ S)strongly disagree

_ Dstrongly agree _ZJagree _ Jjnewtral _ d)disagree _ S)strangly disagree

t. I my schodl encouraged me in acquiring 4 supervisory certificate by
Fingheing me, 1 would be extremely interesied.

=

_I)strongly agree __ Z)agree

L

d. | persanally wish good Leachers got more recognition,

evtral _ bldivagree _ 8] strongly disagree

__Ilstrongly agree _Z]ag‘rge; _ Jineutral _blaisagree __ Elstrangly disagr

g, | would be competent at making supervisory evaluations of ather reachers,

__Ilstrongly agree _ Z)agree _ Nneatral _ bdisagree _ S)utrongly disagree



(17) f. It is very impartant for me to be in a school with many opportunities
for advancement for the classroom teacher.

__Ustrongly agree __ 2)agree __3J)neutral _ 4)disagree __ 5)strongly disagree

(18) g. In general, the personality characteristics of the teacher are more
' important in determining success in teaching than any particular
knowledge or et of skills the teacher possesses.

I)strongly agree __2)agree __3)neutral _ h)disagree __ 5)strongly disagree

(19) h. My work experience (since finishing my training) iz extremel
enabling me to carry out my work.

helpful in

__1)strongly agree __2)agree __3)neutral h)disagree __5)strangly disagree

(20) 74. 1In general, how satisfied are you with the schoal in which you presently teach?
Extremely Very Moderately Slightly Not at all
Satisfied  Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied
1 2 ] b 5
(21) 75. In general, how satisfied are you with your occupation as a teacher?
Exrremely Very Hoderately Slightly Not at all
Satisfied  Salisfied - Satjsfied Satizfied Satisfied
| z 3 4 5

Thank you very much for completing this questionnaire. If you
have other comments you may wish to add, please use the space

below.
THANK Yau
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{inleas possible responses are shovn hers, the student chose one
of five responses rasgleg [rom "I'm one of the hest" to "I'm one
of the vorst” o fron "I ke 1t & Iot" o "7 con't like it at
all")

Compared to the other kids In this class, how good afe yoo at
schog] vork!

. Compared te all ocher third graders, how good ae you at school

work]
Compared to all othet third graders, how good are you at selen ¢!

When you ansvered the last question, vere you (a) very sure vhich
ansver described you best, (b) pretty eure..., (¢} pretty much
puessing...!

How much do you ke science?

Compared to all other third graders hov good are you at arithmeric?
(a) 1'm 4 lot better, (8) I'ma lictle becter, (c) 1'm about iz the
niddle, (d) 1'm a Little vorae, (e) I'm & lot vorse,

When you ansvered the last questlen, were you (a) very sure which
ansver described you best, (b) pretty sure,.., (c) pretty much
guessing...?

How much do you !ike arithmetic!

Compared to all other third graders, hov good are you at playlng
games, 1ike dodgeball or running races? (a) I'm a lot betier,
(5 1'm a Iittle better, (¢) I'n about in the middle, (d) T'ma

lttle vorse, (¢) 1'wa lot vorse. *
How mueh do you like playing ganes 1ike dodgeball or running races!

Compared to all ather third graders, how good are you at reading!
() 1'ma lot better, (ete.)

Do you think that vill change] (a) It will probably stay the same,
(b} ... probably changea little, (¢) ... probably change & lat.

. How much do you ke reading?

Compared to all other third graders, hov good are yau at soeisl
studles? (a) T'm 4 lot better, (etc.)

1.

i

22]

1.

2,

i,

1.

1

2,

15. Do you think that will change? (a) It will probably stay the same,

(b) ... probably change » little, () ... probably change 2 lot.

. How mueh do vou 1ike soclad studles?

Compated to all ather third graders, hov good are you at drawing!
{a) 's 2 lat better, (ste.)

1. flov much do you like drawing things or making things!

Urite {n the names of the 3 kids ! this class who are best at math,

Write in the names of the 3 kids in this class vho have the most
trouble dn math.

How ofcen do you decide vhat time to vork on different subjects!

teachar tells me, (¢) T almost never decide. My teacher tells me.

How often do you deelde what kind of work you will do for school?
(8) 1 usually decide.,.(etc.)

Do you think you will go to college? (a) Yes, (b) Mo, (c) T don"t
know,

. What kind of Job do you want to have vhen you grov up!

Urite in the names of the 3 kids in this clase vhe are beat at
soelal atudles,

Weite in the names of the J kida In thie clazs whe have the mest
troukle in saclal studies,

Vrite {n the names of the 1 students In this class who you ke
the aost.

Cirele the draving which shovs how many kids in this claes like you
and vant to be your good friend. (a) (Drawing of one face Ina
box), (b) (Draulng of three faces), (e) (Drawing of slx faces),

(d) (Drawing of ten faces), (e) (Dravlng of fifteen faces).

Circle the one that describes you best,
Example 1.

ILL  verr  pretty  middle  prefly SHORT
Example 1.
VEK overy  pretty  middle  pretty  STAONG

(Eﬂﬂti}iues with HAPPY/SAD, LAZY/HARD WORKING, MEAN/KIND, SUCCESS-
FUL/UNSUCCESSFUL, LEADER/FOLLOWER, cOOD LOGKING/NOT G000 LOGKING,
DUMB/SHART, EASY TO GET ALONG WITH/HARD T0 GET ALONG WITH).

— S -

J
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

io0.

3l.

32,

Hat
ot

ier thinks the other kids in the
? {a} Yes, (b} Na.

Do you think it's true that some kids are just smarter at moast
things than other kids? (a) I'm sure it's true, (b) I think mavhe
ir's true, (e) T think maybe 1t's not true, (d) ['m sure it's not
Erus.

What kind of jobs do vour mother and father have? (a) mother's

How much da you like school?

317



