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Introductory Statement

The mission of the Stanford Center for Research and Development
in Teaching is to improve teaching in American schools. Current major
operations include three research and development programs--Teaching
Effectiveness, The Environment for Teaching, and Teaching and Linguistic
Pluralism--and two programs combining research and technical assistance,
the Stanford Urban/Rural Leadership Training Institute and the Hoover/
Stanford 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 presens the results of the first wave of a longitudinal
study er Bay Area schools by the Environment for Teaching Program.
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This interim report or a twoyear longitudina_ study addresses the
relationship of school organi-a_ion to classroom teaching. It examines
patterns of instruction and staff utilization in the context of school
nnd district, with special conce:itration on the I inkaces between these

is.

A stratified random sample of elementary schools in six San Franci
Area counties was drawn. Superintendents, principals, and teachers

in 188 schools from 34 districts filled out questionnaires and were in-
terviewed about organizational patterns at their respective levels. A
number of classrooms were also observed; and third-grade students co-
pleted questionnaires.

The report describes the variety and complexi
instruction found in Bay Area schools in 1973; it
terizations of elementary schools as tradition-bou
apply to few schools.

or anization and
that past charac-

and uniform today

Chapters analyze the effects of organizational features of districts
and schools on classroom complexit
staffing patterns and instructional "technology"; the weak links among
districts, schools, and classrooms; the relationship between organiza-
tional patterns and teachers' satisfaction; and the effect of the organi-
zation on children's satisfaction with school.

the connection between c lassroom
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

110w does the organization of school districts, schooLs, and

classrooms affect instruction? The current efforts of the Environment

for Teaching Program ar focused 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 organization and its relationship to instruc-

tion. The scope of our study has necessarily broadened as we have

analyzed and interpreted the first wave's results. We are now as

interested in the ways the organizational characteristics of districts,

schools, and classrooms relate to each other as we are in their rela-

tionship to instruction. We susnect 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

ff 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 research, we supposed that more complex school st._ffing patterns

would produce more complex curricular arrangements. We also supposed

that schools which adopted more complex curricular or instructional

__erns would tend to evolve more complex and elaborate staffing

patterns. To test these reciprocal hypotheses, longitudinal data aro

obviously 1:equired, 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 ouv direction;.

(b) the way this problem has been redefined by the theoretical frame-

work guiding our research; (c) the research design, the sample, and the

methods we used to obtain information from our respondents; and (d) the

scope and structure of this report.

Two Tributary Studies

Ioi the past five years, the Environment for Teaching Program has

studied the organizational features of schools. Two studies, in par-

cular, are important, because they laid the foundation for the present

research. The first, conducted by John Meyer, Elizabeth Cohen, and others

(Meyer 6 Cohen, 1971), looked at the impact of open space school architecture

on aspects of teachers' work arranvements. The primary question was

am teaching in open space schools affected teachers' satisfaction

and their perceptions of influence, interactior, 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 organ zation

of work in schools. Teamed teachers in open space were, indeed, more

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 coaventional 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 between teachers

and principals (House, unpublished).

While Meyer and Cohen were investigating the in act of open space,

Sanford Dornbusch and Richard Scott studied evaluation processes in

schools and school distri-ts, as part of a larger study testing propo-

sitions derived from a theory of evaluation in schools and other

organizations (Dornbusch G Scott, 1975). The conclusion was that



compared to other organizations, schools do not have an adequate evalua-

tion system, either hierarchical or professional. As a result, instruc-

tion in schools is virtually uncontrolled through formal organizational

means. Again several affiliated studies were conducted. These looked

ion processes in universities and colleges (Hind,-ificaIlv at eval

19-70), alternati-ve schools (N1cCauley, Dornbusch, Scott, 1972), teacher

teams (Marram, Dornhusch, Scott, 19721, and public schools and school

districts (Thompson, Dornhusch, _cott, 1975).

As these two sets of studies were concluding, it became apparent

thin there were important overlaps between them, particularly in the

arc:1 of evaluation. In fact, despite different conceptual formulations

and di ffercnt samples, the findings of one confirmed those of the other.

The present study was designed to replicate parts of the earl icr studies

and to extend the areas investigated to include the "technolo ' or

curricular and instructional aspects of teaching. The basis for this

new direction was a theoretical Niue by Scott and others (I en-

tled "Task Conceptions and Work Arrangements." The conceptualizat ion

we chose stems from the tradition in organization theory relating

organizational ructure to technology (Thompson. 1957; Perr

With the deve

The Educational Problem

of the theoret cal link between o aniza ion

chnology, we began to look even more carefully at classrooms,

schools, and school districts. Would a study linking structure and

technology in educat ional organizations address itself to problems that

teachers and administrato s themselves regarded as critical? Here we

were especially concerned, since the location of the Environment for

Teaching Program

basic intellectual

cational problems. As we lked with field professionals, visited

schools, and called upon our own internal resources, we beeam 'con-

vinced that he the etic.-1. link between structure and tochnol

federally funded R&D center encourages us to U5e

aurces to provide solutions to contemporary edu-



In fact, related to an important edn,. ional s- :mia

instructional innovations fall quickL by the wayside?

Many explanations locate the pronlem in the instructional materials,

practices, and methods themselves, with the organization of teachers,

administrators, specialists, and other human resources as ar unalterable

',liven. Owing to our prior studies of some structural problems of

schools and school districts, however, 1NQ Were led to s ek explanations

for the failure ot COMplex 111strUt:ilowil techniques a.nj 'd.-thods 1H

,Irnizational patterns. Using the structure-technol perspective as

Oide, we redetined the prohlem tm failure to implemt-nt anJ support

instructional innovations 1H schools d, a pronlem ot tdilare to develop

an or.t,lanizational structure that coula meet the dvmdnd, ar increas-

ingly complex technology. Our early t,ork and theorie,, i_d us to helieve,

and thus to hvpothesi:_e, that the 1,,Q.% tO roblem, in

schools could he found in the patterns o work arrdngements

viassrooms, schools, and districts or .n the linkage among .a.:se three

levels. The importance or instruction or technoLvv is not played down,

hut an equal-emphasis is placed ON tho formal work setting in which in-

struction takes place. In sum, we believed that complex structures are

needed to support complex instructional approaches, and that increasing

structural complexity may produce more sophisticated approaches to

classroom instruction.

Khy is the relationship betv.een organiza ion aLT in ,1 ruction of

practical .ignIticance? At present, there is great dis atisfaction

established methods and materials in elementary instruction. It is no

longer sufficient for schools to establish a list of subjects to be

taught, a set of books and materials for each one, and a t-et of rules

for mechanically applying these materials to r pils kAassified by grade

(essentially, age). There is general agreemc- among malw professionals

and parents that this tradition of a stylized ind simple curricular and

instructional approach has failed, thouith there is little evidence on

the success of alternative ways of teaching. The agreement on

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

arc called in education "innovations." Nearly all educational



innovations being advocated increase the complexity of the work of

classroom. Consider a short list:

1. The open classroom

2. Open space facilities

.L). Team teaching

4. Differentiated staffing

Individually programmed instruction

f. Instructional materials with built-in diagnosis,

prescription, arrl evaluation

7. Materials different ated by general er specific

pupil ability characteristics

S. Special education for the educationally

deprived student

9. Special education for the gifted student

Flexible grouping and other tracking ideas

11. The voucher plan

All of th -0 fashionable educational ideas involve increasing the

complexity of what is understood to be the traditional school, in which

the students are sorted into classes each class pursuing a relativel

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-

-f traditional staffing of the classroom 4 replacing the single

teacher (#2, 3, 4 above); others do

systems (#1, 6, 7); '11 others

puTi_l_s into more complex categories

it by usig more complex materials

create r7emplexity by reclassifying

than the traditional age-linked

grading system (05 -11). All of these innovations, with the possible

exceptions of special education and voucher plans (which increase com-

plexity bet n 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,

classroom com,,lexity self a considerable social change. In oth__

12



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.

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 geat dis-
continuity?

TO deal with these changes, teachers must be equ pped with more complex

rules for decision making than formerly and must have s_de legitimation

for their new responsibilities.

We could approach educational innovation 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 thed 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?

Theo etical 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



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

the set of materials, procedures, and activities through which the

organization tries to accomplish its central purpose. In school class-

ro0MS the technology is the .curriculum, instructional methods, teaching

techniques, and materialsall 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_instruc
ionaLtechnology and of other class-

room characteristics.

Complexi t-

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

orpni_zational_) _complexity and technological (or instructional) coin:-

EisAia run through this report. We define them here, and further on

propose specific empirical indicators.

By the structural complexity 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 teachers 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 specialists from

the school or district office, or (c) when teachers regularly 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

ofjegular, :ormal work relationships in the school can become astro-

nomical.



By Isshp212giii arminLLK we mean the number of structured teach-

ing decisions that are routinely made about the work and progress of the

students. In technologically simple schools the children are grouped by
age into classes. Tho 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 swim pace. Relatively few teaching decisions

need to be made in such a work system. Greater complexity i$ found

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

be shifted among groups; (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 which lines of activity are to be followed. All of

these kinds of situations involve more complexity in teaching work:

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

slAecting?reading was that it is a core subject to which 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.

ILIZRattE.sjn

If staffing arrangements are more differentiated and complex, it

should, we assumed, be easier for a school to arrange and support more

complex instruction. It seems obvious that complexity should generate

complexity. The kinds of schools and classrooms which generate or

adopt complex meihods of instruction and complex sets of materials

should be structures which are themselves complex. Further, if complex

15



-9-

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 work 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 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 capaci y to encourage and

sustain innovations of various kinds.



Method

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

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

rooms (with respondents from each of the three levels), diverse methods,

including questionnaires, interviews, observations, and highly sophisti-

cated field procedures. Each of these is described fully in this

section.

The Research Desi n

Our study is a panel study. The theoretically possible two-way

causal relationships between organization and instruction, and our in-

terest in going beyond correlational evidence, encouraged us to gaAier

data twice --d 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-

trict and school levels, the instructional queries were more general.

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 district curricu-

lum and instructional policies. At the classroom level the teacher

questionnaire was supplemented by actual observations in a subset of

classrooms.

This report is based on a preliminary analysis of information ob-

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

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 schools 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

act vities 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;

whereas, in the small districts category only 19 percent were selected.

Within districts, elementary schools were also randomly selected.

The proportion of schools selected varied with district size. In small

districts, for example, all the elementary schools were selected; in

large districts, 19 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.



TABLE 1.1

Number of Districts and Schools in Sample
by District Size

Small Medium Medium-Large Large

Districts 10 11 6 7

S-ho_ 22 57 38 71

Other characteristics of the di _. icts 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



TABLE 1.2

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

Organizational Pattern
Instructional Pattern

Complex Simple

Team and specialists

Teams

Specialists

Conventional

2

2

2

2

a

aWe were unable to find schools with both teams and specialists
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 infor a ion

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 schoolF, the principal completed a

questionnaire and was interviewed by a member of the research staff.

In each 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



observation each fo- reading, math, and social studies. In 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 ztudents. Additional information

for students was obtained from school records.

The_ instruments

The instruments used in the stud; 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 Questionnair Obtains basic data about district
finances and personnel, and other
descriptive information

Focused Interview:

School Level

Principal Questionnaire:

Focused Interview:

Classroom Level

Teacher Questionnaire:

Classroom Observation:

Taps superintendent's perceptions
of district's organizational and
instructional patterns

Obtains information about school
finances and personnel, and other

.descriptive information

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

21
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Student Questionnaire: Measures studen '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 outline the study, and to establish tentative

field procedures 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
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explaining the study and distributing and collecting the teacher ques-

tionnaire. In others, the research assistant and teacher shared these

responsibilities. The observations and student research were al co-

ordinated by the liaison teacher.

The liaison teachers and the administrators in the sample-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 t_e

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 tie

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

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

2 3
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above, the fourth, or metaquestion continually arises; What is the

nature of the kind ofrorganization 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

diretions 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 S, "Organizational Support .for Classroom Complexity from

Districts and Schools," attempts 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 connections between classroom structure and

instructional technology. We attempt to see the extent to which

Propositions 1 and 2, which suggest close linkages, merit support and

further research.

Chapter S, "The Staffing Structu e 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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notias an attempt to criticize the organization of school systems, but

n an attempt to understand it.

Chapter 7, "Organizational Support for the Teacher's Role," ex-

plores the relationship between organizational patterns and the teach-

r'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 intent on of this study to focus on

the linkage between school structure and instructional 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 (echnological indi-

cators as reported b, principals). Some of these variables will recur

in other chpters 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 6o 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 tim; IS 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 Biddle (1970)--that

all schools do not look alike. Furthermore, in the typical class-

room of the Bay Area, children are engaged in di ferent 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 ditstricts 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.

Fina :ial 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 student
1

(com-

pared with the national average of $858 reported in the 1972 Statisti a

Ah-tract of the United States); the lowest figure in our sample, $719,

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

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

with 27 percent of the medium-sized districts and 27 percent of the

smaller 'districts (six or fewer schools).

-Measur d in average daily attendance (ADA).

2 9
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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 no hing to more than a million dollars.

TABLE 2.1

External Funding for Reading, by District Size

External.Reading Funds

Districts

Small

(1=6 schools)

Medium

(7-24 schools)

Large
(25 or more

schools)

$0 $ 49,999 5 1 1

$50,000 - $199,999 1 7 1

$200,000 and over 1 3 9

From the superintendents' reports of the number of schools

directly benefiting from state or federal funds, we calculated the

percentage of schools benefiting from these external funds in rela-

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



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

districts, distributed funds to more than 45 percent of their schools.

TABLE 2.2

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

Schools
Benefiting from
External Funds

Less than 20%

20% 30%

31% 45%

More than 45%

Districts

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

0

1

2

2

5

2

6

3

District Staffin Characteri_stic o_ Di_strictS

The median number of full-time district staff members who were

involved in any 1- with elementary education typically was around

18,2 with a raiv 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-time-equivalent 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.

31



Specialists working directly with students. Counse ors 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).

Teachers'_ Orpni;atjons

School district decision making is affected not only by financial

and staffing pressl:res. 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 (I) 24 (8) 44 (IS) 21 (7)

Teaching conditions 21 (7) 24 (8) 29 (10) 24 (8) -0-

Curriculum activities 29 (10) 21 (7) 32 (11) 18 (6) -0-

Staffing assignments 41 (14) 29 (10) 18 (6) 12 (4) -0-

Pupil grouping 53 (18) 24 (8) 12 (4) 12 (4) -0-

Note: Numbers in parentheses = N.

3 2



-76-

Not surprisingly, teachers' organizations exert the most pressure on

salaries and benefits. Teaching conditions and curriculum come next;

only 29 percent of the superintendents reported at least moderate

pressure on staffing assignments. (We also asked superintendents about

the influence of parent groups on decision making. Most said there was

. tle. Twenty superintendents reported that parents had moderate or

less influence on decision making and planning.)

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 Clas rooms

Variation in School Staffin&

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

les* than five percent to more than 90 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 variety of staff available and working in the

schoo
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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 passe.," "In-service training is rare." Although most specialists

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

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

principals reported that some of their teachers collaborated, and most

of those (73 percent) indicate that teaming increased between 1971 and

1973. And 79 percent of the principals reported some form of in-

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).

on 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-

entiated by type of student, the amount of autonomy afforded the indi-

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 pa-terns and

working relationships (see Table 2.5).



TABLE 2.4

Variations among Schools in Reading Progr: s

Program Characteristics
Percentage of

Principals' Responses
(N=188)

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 SO

d) One or more classrooms in which students have
high autonomy 27

One or more classes in which students work
independently 62

Great variation between classes in both methods
and materials

Great variation in methods only

32

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 mater-a lot equipment)

used in the school

1-3 sets of materials 24

4-6 sets 52

74. sets 24

Proportion of sets of materials that are state texts:

30% or less 34

31% to 60% 44

more than 60% 22



TABLE 2. (Continued)

Program Characteristics
Percentage of

Principals Responses
N=I88)

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

none are used
1-4 are used

22

78

Use of sets targeting one ability level for help:

none are used 69
1-3 are used 31

Use of sets emphasizing the phonetic approach
to reading:

none are used
a few are used 0

TABLE 2.5

Variation in Classroom Staffing _or Reading

Staffing Patterns
Percentage ot

Principals' Responses
(N=188)

Some teachers organized in teams

At least one team in which teachers
teach different grade levels

One or more multigraded or ungraded classrooms

Teachers in grades 1-3 jointly decide on reading
materials SO

Teachers in grades 1-3 jointly decide on methods
to he used for reading 9

Some training provided for reading ma erial usage 79

1 or more paid aides in the typical r ading
29

73%

30

61

classroom

1 or more adult volunteers in the typical
reading classroom

Fewer than IS students in the typical
reading classroom

58

54
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While these data would make it appear that there is a great deal

of collaboration 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

teachers assumed collective responsibility for a group of pupils or

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 of 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 IS students. The students

in this type oCprogram were 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-

ted 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 one adult to work with an average of 20 or

3 7
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more students. Students were clustered into two or three groups and

there were some alternative sets of =terials 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

only infrequently with their counterparts, whether at t same or

different grade levels.

gLganizational Influences on Instruc:ion and Staffing

The instruct .41 and staffing patterns of the reading program were

minimally affected by district wealth (data not shown) Comparing

schools from districts high _Aid 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 ;vere

not as j7reat as we expected, and we found no differences in the amount

or types of teacher collaboration.

Open space architecture in the schools bad, by contrast, a striking

effect on both differentiation of the reading program and staffing pat-
_

s. Table 2.6 shows the effects on staffing more specifically:

TABLE 2.6

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

Schools with no
Staffing Patterns open space pods

(N.92)

Schools with 3 or
more open space pods

(N1=92)

At least 60 percent of eachers
in collaborative groups 26% 52%

Some joint teaching 3? 82

Some collective responsibility 37 93

Some teachers in groups for
reading classes 39 89

Some paid aides in the typical
classroom 52 36



TABLE 2.6 (Continued)

Sta ffin2 Pat erns
Schools with no
open space pods

(N=92)

Schools with 3 or
more open space pods

(N=92)

Some adult volunteers 56% 68%

Some student tutors 67 93

High percentage of school-
level specialists 23 50

High percentage of district-
level specialists

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-

tive 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 levpls to the technology of instruction and to the

organization of eachers' work. We are interested primarily in recent

developments that have increased the complexity of the classroom.

These developments are often called educational innovations, and we

occasionally use this term in a.general way to encompass our two more

specific interests: (a) the differentiation of reading instruction,

and (b) the organization of teachers into small work groups to teach

reading. 'We asked two basic questions:

1. Wha 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 organization 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 compl_exity 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 American Educational Research Association,
Chicago, April 1974.
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a-rangements that create frequent organizational interdependencies among

.taff 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

teamed teachers are indeed involved in frequent work-related inter-

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

of general expenditure levels or specific external funding programs,

would positively affect both types of complexity. (2) We supposed

that district organizational coordination and support in the form of

special administrators with responsibility for instruction, special

district teachers with distinctive competencies, etc. would posi-

tively affect both types of complexity- (3) We supposed that two

types of organizationalmodelsof schoolsthe 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 schoolst

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 -tarted out. We had supposed that the resources

and complexity of the larger organizational context would in predict-

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

42
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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

dependent 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.

I ndependent Variables

At the district level, the variables associated with the two

areas of innovation include per student expenditure, external funding,

special administration ratio, and size.
1

Pet 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 spec+al

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 variables associated with complexity _n-

chide three structural characteristics, principal leadership, the

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

1
The measures of all the variables and the sources of information

on each are in the Addend= at the end of this chapter.



areas and his perception of the amount of time he spent stimulating

change in his scbool. The school's evaluation structure was also

measured by an index built from 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:

-ovative, traditional, or mixed.

p!u_ndent 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 will 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 corn-
.

ponents: (1) the number of-distinct sets of reading materials the

principal reports 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

4
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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

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

. Tonent--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 seoring "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-,second7,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 severer 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. (ks 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 colleagues, 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 schools 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

complex.

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 low 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

the schools of the Bay Area, our more detailed inquiry reveals that few

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.

Our dependent measures tapped two important aspects of the total

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

factors simultaneously into an equation with either teaming or instruc-

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

are significant district-level predictors of differentiated reading

instruction. The first three characteristics affect instructional

differentiation positively. Of these, per student expenditure shows



TABLE 3.1

Relationship of District and School Organizational Characteristics

to Instructional Differentiation and Teaming

(normalized regression coefficients)
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the strongest effect. The special adminis ration ratio has a weaker

effect.2 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 differen ia-

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 contras ..he 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 reading differentiation.

Community clinate becomes a significant predictor of teaming. However,

school evaluation structure and school size are not significant pre-

dictors; neither is related to teaming.

2
iThs 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-

quent evaluation of both teachers and programs are features of a school

that relate to instructional differentiation, but, as we will note

later, the causal direction seem less clear than for the district-level

variables. Open space schools, a phenomenon of suburban areas Cr = .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 InIsEnretation

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

these problems, leaving aside school size because of its questionable

validity.)
3

We have displayed our results graphically in Figure 3.1. This

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

3
-We suspect that the relationship between school size-And differ-

entiation is artifactual, since in large schools the principal, our
only source of information, might be further from the classroom and
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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School Level Classroom
Innovation

Instructional
Differentiation

Per Student
Expenditure Principal

Leadership

Evaluation
Structure

Special
Administration

Ratio
Open

Space
Teaming

Community
Climate

Fig. 3.1. Significant positive relationships between
district and school level ciharacteristics-and classrodWinnevation:

our perspect ve 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 organizational characteristics affect either kind of

complexity.

5 1
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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-

ferentiation.4 But what is the process through which special adminis-

trators at the district level affect either instructional differentia-

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

.,pecialist 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

school evaluation struct4re-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

administrators have an impact on instruction or teaming through

evaluation.

Our 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
'As we noted above, some of our analyses suggest that this variable

does not have a significant impact on differentiation, although Table
3.1 presents the results of an analysis in which this effect occurs.
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Relationships among District and School Level Organizational Variables

and Dependent Measures of Complexity

1 4)

g 0 k
. r.l

4.) 0 E
Zk V

V 0 m 0
f.10

ot g 0 go
Wg 140 o0 0

0 01 U,F1 H
p p4 v c o 4.1

OX X1 fa,d 0 el

O.U.1 WII. ti)(X UU

0
U
wi

k
4j0ON
ml .t4
no

A

0 4
IA0
lqk
00
gt
,H0
k0
rIA

2
f-1 0

MU

Wk
0

P-10
0
0 g
AO
0.H
tno

0
U

d
A
W

g
0
PI,

0

0
N

iM

M

04

0
0

pg

0
tn

k
0

44

NW
gg
H.H
EV
Md
00

1-.

Reading Instruction

Differentiation 1.0
.17 -.05 .09 .07 -.07 .17 .17 .22 -.20 .19

Per Student

Expenditure 1.00 .02 .08 ;16 .36 .11 .10 -.24 -.26 .21
0

External Funds 1,00 .31 .07 .78 -.02 .10 -.05 .20 .02

Special Administration

Ratio
1.00 .11 .28 -.12 .08 -.06 .23 .24

Community Climate
1.00 .13 .17 -.06 -.03 -.08 .23

District Size
1.00 .10 .18 -.12 .15 .11

Principal Leadership
1.00 .20 -.02 -.00 .16

School Evaluation

Structure
1.00 .04 -.04 .06

Open Space
1.00 .16 .22

School Size

1,00 .01

Teaming for Reading

Instruction

1.00

51



-47-

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 possibilitie's

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

the organization of teachers into groups for reading instruction.-

Since many of the funds external to school districts have conditions

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, t

would expect that external funds at the school level would also affect

differentiation. 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-

ruction 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.

External funding correlates closely with district size (.78) and
two other measures not discussed in this analysis: urban locatio
(.54), and the district's minority population (.60). The effects of
external funding may be inflated by these strong intercorrelations.
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The relationship of money to both differentiation and teaming is

the simplest to explain. High expenditure of dollars per pupil will buy

more materials and should affect our differentiation index, since the

index is based largely on instructional materials. It is also plausible

that a high per student expenditure 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 organizational links that

would suggest how money systematically affects innovation.

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

t 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

as it does that well-developed evaluation structur make teachei. MOTO

accessible and therefore lead to differentiation.

The school-level variable that consistently and significantly

accounts for both teaming and differentiation is open space. Because

5
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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 t-aming, 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-

able confidence in the relationship of size to innovation in our

study.
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Sujanar and Some

We set out initially to examine the relationship between chool

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 innovationat the classroom level were

not systematic. The linkages among these three levels were not what

we would expect, given a formally coordinated organiza ion. We also

found that some of the variables showing the strongest relationship te

our two measures of innovation were not organizational but historical

and contextual.

We did find some evidence of central control and coordinati

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 differentiated instruction and the

organization of teachers into small work groups. We also found evidence

of community influence on teaming.

Overall, the classroom is affected somewhat by the characteristics

of the higher organizatinnal levels, or by sources of authority outside

the bureaucratic structure, but is largely independent. The structural

image of districts, schools, 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

5:3
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more compl, organizational and instructional forms without a center

of coordination and control 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-

struction, and although the higher levels may contribute ideas, and

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 1evels of school organization.

Ve 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

analysis suggests that certain structures within teaching teams are

related to aspeas of instructional differentiation. However, when we

look at our larger sample of elementary schools, we find that the corre-

lation between instructional differentiation and teaming is only .19.

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 r quire the other.

We blieve that philosophical and cultural developments have con-
.

tributed to a prevailing climate in education in which innovation is

highly encouraged both by the educational research community and by the

public. But the adoption of innovations has been largely unsystematic

and uncoordinated, with the result that many innovations have not had

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
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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 implementand support the

knowledge and products we have or might have in the future.

At the end of our longitudinal study we hope to be able to see

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 analysis, how-

ever, we would argue that the high turnc F 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 modificationJ, 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

6 )



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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Addendum

Operational Measure- of riables

Variable Measure Source

DISTRICT LEVEL
VARIABLES

Per Student
Expenditure

Istrict Size

ernal Funding

Total budget categor

Number o

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

ools California Public School
Directory

Amount schools receive
external reading funds

0 m none
1 m $1-19,999
2 $20,000-39,999
3 = $40,000-49,999
4 = $50,000-79,999
5 = $80,000-199,999
6 $200,000-499,999
7 = $500,000-999,999
8 = 1 million

_ I
in S.Q. : Are 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 I)?

Special Adminis- Number of Special Adminis- S.Q.: Administrators
tration Ratio trators divided by with responsibilities

Total District Staff tor special areas like
(all active at district guidance, special educa-
level) 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.

1
The abbreviation preceding the question refers to the inst ument

in which it was asked. There were four instruments:

S.Q. Superintendent QuestionnOre
S.I.: Superintendent Interview
P.Q.: Principal Questionnaire
P.I.: Principal Interview
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Variable Measure Source

Formalization

ENVIRONMENTAL
MEASURES

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

Urban Location Density of population
in San Jose, San
Francisco, Oakland,
S. San Francisco
equals urban

Minority
Population

SCHOOL-LEVEL
VARIABLES

Open Space

School Size

Percent nonwhite stu-
dents in district

Number of open-space
pods

Total number of
students enrolled

SA.: 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; consensus was
obtained from 10 inde-
pendent raters knowledge-
able about the Bay Area.

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

131.: 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
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Variable Measure Source

School
Specialists
Based at School

School
Specialists
Based at
District

Evaluation
Structure

Prin

Lead

pal

-ship

Number of Specialist
FTEs evaluated at
school level

Number of Specialist
FTEs evaluated and
paid at district
level

Combination of two
variables

Combination of two
variables

6 4

P.Q. List certificated
persons in your school,
excluding regular teachers
or teachers with special
classes (evaluated and
paid by district) based
primarily at school.

P.Q.: List cer ificated
persons in your school,
excluding regular teachers
or teachers with special
classes (evaluated and
paid by district) based
at district primarily.

P.I.7 In general, how
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.1.: How often do you
evaluate the success of
the reading program in
grades 1 - 3? (4-point
scale: yearly to daily

P.I.: Compared to all the
other factors influencing
the situation, how influ-
ential are you as prin-
cipal? (5-point scale:
not at 7111 to extremely)

P.I.: Rate yourself on
a scale from one to five
on how much time you are
able to spend stimulating
change within the school.
(S-point scale: almost
no time to a great deal
of time)
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riable Measure Source

OPERATIONAL
MEASURES OF
INNOVATION

Differentiation
in Reading
Instruction

Compilation of the
following dicho omized
variables:

Materials variation

Pacing

Teacher choice

P.I.: Number of sets of
high phoneticconcentra-
tion and number high
ability concentration;
obtained from a coding
of the materials listed
by the principal. The
materials were rated by
people knowledgeable in
thQ 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.I.: 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 teacher
in assigning students'
work? (3-point scale:
few, some, and many)
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iable Measure Source

Extensity of
materials use

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 for
each school those sets
used in more than half

Grouping of
Teachers for

Number of teachers in
groups for reading

of the reported classes.

P.I. Please tell me how
many groups of teachers

Reading In- meeting criteria 1, are in your school, how
struction
(percentage

2, and 3, grades 1 - 3,
divided by total number

many teachers are in each
group, and which of ehe

in groups) of reading teachers,
grades 1 3

following criteria
meet:

they

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

2. Jointly teach same
lesson to same group
of pupils.

3. Are collectively re-
sponsible for group
of students.
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CHAPTER 4

ORGANIZATIONAL SUPPORT FOR INSTRUCTION AT THE

CLASSROOM LEVEL

With the incorporation of more complex instructional practices

to the typical Bay Area classroom, has there arisen the need for more

complex staffing pat erns at the classroom level? Or, alternatively,

has the introduc ion 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. In this

chapter we focus on the relationship of classroom staffing patterns to

the complexity of instructional pract' (again, what we call the tcch-

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

to teachers in 16 of the 188 elementary schools in our study, we tested

at the classroom level several propositions related to the central

structure-technology h-pothesis underlying our study. We predicted

that:

There is an association between more complex

classroom or staff organization and more complex

cllssroom technology.

We examine three distinct kinds of classroom sta _ing pat --rns

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 i based on "Organizational Support for Innovative Instructional
Pro --: Staff Level," presented at the Annual Meeting of the
\nIrIL in bducationni Research Association, Chicago, April 1974.
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e three patterns as traditional, staff-line, and collabora_ive.

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

nonroutinized teaching technology requires the teacher to use feedback

from students during the course of instruction as a basis for decisions

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-

ferentiated and nonroutinized instructional

practice.

Carrying the analysis a step furtier, 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:

Teachers on teams in which there is a relatively

rigid division of labor are likely to have

routinized aspects of their tasks more fully

than teachers on teams with more flexible roles.

The-- 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

6 :)
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Structure Technology

Differentiation Nonroutiniza on

High Low High Low

Traditional

Collaborative
Flexible Division
of Labor

Collaborative
Rigid Division
of Labor

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 greaterfrequency 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.

Conce-tualization

uetural Chan e: New Staffin 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

solation, each perfoiming a separate task. To review some of the nets

patterns, principals frequently report collaborative relationships
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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 teaOier aides;

and in some there are unpaid volunteers in the classroom.

In sociological terms, all of these changes may be viewed as

changes in specialization or in the traditional divi ion 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 represent 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-

_lational complexity over the traditional pattern of staff utilization

An schools. How does this organizational complexity relate conceptually

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

1 uetural and Technolo'iCalCO_LP_lexjty

It is possible at the classroom level to test the prediction made

the other levels:

comple

e

that organizational and technological

be posItively associated. We are aware that some of

ni of observed relationships in the general survey data mav

he due to inaccuracies in the principals' responses. At, the teacher

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

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

the lassroom with the instructional routinization (or nonroutini a

tion) and differentiation- our two indicators of instructional

complexity.

Tochnolo al Change: Hifferentia_ Joii _and Rout inizat ion

Instruct onal practices currently considered innovative can 17:,

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

eumplex. There are at least two dimensions on which the technology

7 '



ching might vary in complexity. One of these dimensions, di for-

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, -ossibly because we did not construct good

indicators and possibly because many principals do not have accurate

knowledge of instruction not directly involving material resources.

As we originally conceptualized the problem, traditional instruc-

is at theTow end of both dimensions of technological 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 childrem and

the pacing and variety of materials for each group. At the highest

level of differentiation we have what is known as "individualizatioi"

each child works with materials suited to his own pace and

irning style.

Traditional instruction also involves a routinized kind of de-ision

making based on covering curriculum goals for each elementary grade in

each subject. Children who cannot keep bp-with the traditionally pre-
.

scribed pace are either left behind in the 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 routinized

decision making. Some highly innovative, highly differentiated pro-

grammed approaches contain built-in decisions about which lessons:each

child must use, given routine scoring of his past performance. In

other words, the idea of 4ifferentiation is distinct from the mode -f

teacher decision making in assignment of student: and materials.
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Examples of nonroutInized instructional practice are "open"

classrooms, where children are allowed to make their own decisions

about learning tasks, and individualized programs, where reassignments

are continually made on the basis of diagnoses of pupils' responses.

Modes of am Or anization and Nonroutinization of Instruction

The analysis of recent changes in school staffs in abstract organ-

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

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 "team" 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

planniTig hing, evaluation, or discipline.

Even if we restrict our examination to teams that are interde-

pendent on one or more o_ 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 vays--for example,

specializing in the teaching of particular subjects ("turn teaching

or teaching strictly preassigned groups of students. After a team

working in this manner has made initial decisions on specialization

and/or pupil assignment, the members' interdependence may he limited

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

orpanization as having a relatively rigid d;.'ision of labor.

In contrast to teams with this type of organization, some teams

appear to work more flexibly, jointly teaching a single 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.
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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-

ologists have suggested that rigid role prescriptions are more likely

to be associated with more routine or certain tasks and flexible role

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., rules, 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 umechanisti 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 loss rigid and tightly pre-

scribed division of 1 -bor.

The Subsam

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 eut 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; ( ) no teams or specialists, ( teams but few speciali



specialists but few teams, (4) both teams and special]. ts. For

each 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 hy 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

1.:qter ). Seven more schools had some degree of open space (such as

having movable partitions). The remaining seven schools had completely

1f-contained classrooms. In terms of individual teachers, 75 percent

(N=1 7) 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

schools reported a mixture Of high and medium SES or a mixture of

medium and low SES.

Measurement

-12itaaLnL

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.



(Q12) Grouping.: Ptease 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 more groups;

students work individually.

(Q34) Materials Variat ion: In general, how much variation

is there in the materials your students use in each

subject? All students generally use the same

materials; students are divided into 2 or 3 gr_ups,

each group using different materials; students are

divided into 4 or more groups, each group using

diffel-nt mate als; each student uses different

materials.

There were three indices of nonrourinization: frequency of group

change, the g anting 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

as nonroutinized compared to the case where the students are rarely

given choice. La Ay, if the instructional program was not highly

sequenced and it was not important for one concept or topic to fol ow

another in a set prder, 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,

separately for reading math, and social studies:

(Q14) 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 week; 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

free to choose their own activities in each subject

area? Always; usually; fairly often; seida 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 important; order moderately

important; order slightly important; order not at

all important.

S_t_affing_ yat_terns

Teaming. We as ed 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

worked with other teachers in one or more of these ways were

cla sified as "team members" (Q16). 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

tem does deal with reported consultation between teacher and special-

t 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
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subject (Q59). The data consisted of separate enumera ions 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.

Collabor tive Group: An individual teacher reports teaming

and infrequent use of specialists er no specialists in the

school.

Staff-Line: An individual teacher _ ports no teaming,

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.

Team Or anization

In the theoretical section, we distinguished between two types of

ams: those with highly differentiated roles and a relatively rigid

division of labor; and those with more flexible, undifferentiated role

structures. In the da a analysis we use the frequency of "cross-group-

ing" as 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.

ci721Lamailla 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 eacii team member is supposed to

be 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).



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

taneously teaching a common group of students in the same subject in

the same teaching space. They may rotat.e 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-

nnaire item on the frequency of joint teaching in math, reading,

and sacial studies operationalized this concept of a relatively flexible

division of labor (Q26).

dic ions

With these specific indices defined, the predictions used for

analysis of the data are presented below:

The presence of teaming will be positively associated
more differentiated and nonroutinized ipstructional pr

Ii

ice.

The frequent use of specialists will be positively associated
with mere differentiated and nonroutinized instructional
practice.

5. There ti.ill be a higher probability of different . --ed and
nonroutinized instructional practice for either the collabora-
tive group mode or the staff-line mode than for the isolated
mode of classroom teaching.

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

5. Among teams, joint teaching will be pos' ively related to
nonroutinized instruction.

In reading the tables it should be noted that we have revers-
.

original question on sequencing, so that teachers who give very

little dttention 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



have a "high" value indicating "high nonrou niza 'on" and a low" value

indicating "low nonroutinization."

Resul t

Before nt_ng -1 the results of these predictions, we present

evidence hearing on our assumption that it is possible to characterize

a classroom bv it level of technological complexity. This evidence is

based on an examination of the interrelationshipsof the indices of dif-

ferentiation and routinization by classroom.

rre1atiomhiJLfIJistructional 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 'flITSA, a more complex

staffing pattern or a more complex instructional practice, the under-

lying conception of the teaching task is likely to change so that in-

structional practices in all subject mat er areas are likely to g ow

more complex in a given _ assroom. Despite the fact that the curricular

materials suitable for differentiated instruction are not equally avail-

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

characterization of the teaching technolog) of a gi en classroom across

sub ect matter areas.

In 'addition, we planned on being able to characterize that class-

room technology separately for the dimensions 01 differentiation and

nonroutinization. In the conceptualization of these two dimensions,

we saw no necessary correlation between the scores on_one dimension

and the scores on the other. Whether or not our measures of the two

dimensions showed this kind of statistical lack of association was an

empirical question, answerable with these data.

In Table 4.1 one can .compare grouping practices in one subject

matter area with grouping practi

teachers reporting a part icular

SlAiect. It seems that reading

in another. The proportion of

ouping practice varies markediv hv

ikely to be conducted in smal
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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 Tuachers Reporting Various
Grouping Practices, by Subject

rype of Math Reading Social Studies
Grouping (N=2I2) (N=216) (N=208)

Whole cla- 26% lo% 74,

2 - 3 groups 35 11

4 or more groups 31 5

individual ized 34 24 10

Despite these differences in the way each subject is taught,

Tab e 4.2 shows that there are moderately high associations letween a

teacher's report of differentiation and routinization in one subje:t

and the same teacher's report in another subject. In other words,

teachers tend to be consistent across subjects, and there is a general

dency toward more or less differentiation 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

Fable 4.3 shows, all five indices of instructional practice are

strongly intereorrelated. These interrelationships mean that teachers

who are high on one of the indices of technological complexity, tend

high on the others

is not surpris nv that the several indices of routinization

and differentiation are intercorrelated within each of these two.
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TABLE 4.2

Co: elation between Teachers' Reports on Instruction
for Different Subjects

(N=208)

Instructional
Practice

Subject

Materials Variation

Math
Reading
Social Stud es

Grou7, Change

Math
teading
Social Studies

Student Autonomy

Math
Reading
Social Studies

.001

dimensions

Math Reading Social Sti:-Als

1.00 .41*** ."70

1.00
1.00

1.00 .48***
1.00

1.00

1 00

1.00
1.00

had not expected that there would be a significant

intercorrelation of indices between the two dimensions. According to

these measures, teachers who do not differentiate their instruction-

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

differentiate are likely to have nonroutine instruction.

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 difference in

the complexity of typical practice in different subjects. Second,

there is a pos tive intercorrelation between the different indices we

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

Intercorrelations of instructional indices.
Collapsed across Subjects

(ts:208)

Ind ces of
instructional
Practice

Differentiati n tionroutinizat ion

Materials Student Group Sequencing
Grouping Variation Autonomy Change Unimportant

Uroopino

1tcri;iI

Varia

Autonomy

cup Cha-

Sequencing
Unimportant

1.00 .56* .31***

1.00 .42**4' .35

1.00 .37*-

1.00

.05

p .01

.001

routi ization and dif erent iat ion. Finally, the _t_ dimensions of the

technology arc signif cantiv ,issociated.

Tc-ming, Specialists, and Extra Adults

lab Ic 4.4 shows the associations between different organi zational

patterns and indices of differentiation and routinization. This analysis

does not take into account the interrelationship 0:- special- lgey

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

tion that increa ed complexity of staff organization occurs with in-

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

teacher report rather than principal report.

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

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

e 3
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TABLE 4.4

Relationship of Organizational Patterns to Differentiation
and Nonroutinization

Variables df

Teaminv and Differentiation

Team x Grouping

Team x Materials Variation

-g and Nonroutinization

9.3**

13.-

Team x Group Change 1 1.4

Team x Sequencing Unimportant 9.1*

Team x Student Autonomy 15.4***

-ists and Differentiation

Specialist x Grouping 5.4

Specialist x Materials Variation 3.0S

Specialists and Nonroutinization

Specialists x Group Change 5.9*

Specialists x Sequencing
Unimportant 11.3**

pecialists x Student Autonomy 13.3**

Adults and Differentiation

Adults x Grouping 7=13*

Adults x Materials Variation 4.64*

Adults and Nonroutinization

Adults x Group Change 1 1.64

Adults x Sequencing Unimpor 2 .83

Adults x Student Autonomy .58

.05

.01

.001

8 .
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-1,-, Of more coinulex grouping patterrr,; and to a wider variety of teaching

mat-rial-. the instructional practices of team teachers give more

autonomy t

:,ion and different lotion. Yeamin,J 15 related both to the

pupils and place less importance on sequenci of materials.

Teachers who consult specialists also appear to use nonroutinized

ructional practice, according to all three indices of this dimen-

There is no s igni ficant association hotween using riorc' eon

materials and consulting with a specialist.

The additin of adults to the classroom is clearly rola Ld to the

indices of differentiation b-* not to those of nonroutiiization. In

other words, extra 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 classrooms where different children worked on di fferent materials

at different paces.

'loch tc our surprise, given that we had selected the sample on

pure collaborative group schools in contrast to staff-line

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

Ore more likely to consult with specialists frequently than were

c measured hy Xteachers

15,9 and was statistically significant beyond the ,001 level,

This positive association suggests that in order to estimate,the

of each type of division of labor, it is necessary to control

on specialists N.hile e.Amining the associr ion of teams with differ-

entiation and routinization. -,,ikewise, it -0 onis necessary to c

the teaming variable while examining the a sociation of specialists

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

allowing us to examine independent relationships.

Overall, this table reveals compicx differences in the observed

e not teamed. The asset;

lation h 'een Organi:latiOnnl modes and patterns of in-;tructional

proc tice. The associations observed betwee the use er specialists

And nU i c us of technology are very weak when the presenLe or teaming

1, held cons ant. Once teaming is held constant, the use of specialistS



TABLE 1.5

Percentage of Teachers Reporting on Differentiation and Nonroutinization

by Ttam Membership and Consultation with Specialists

';:requency

of Con-

sultation Team

YES

NO

YES

NO

LAN

Grouping

Differentiation

Materials Variation

High Med. Low N(I73) High Mcd. Low N(175)

High

LotN

45% 31% 72'0 49

43 32 25 28 24

50 16 34 38 43

19 36 45 58 15

24%

Nonrovization (Nm187)

41% 35% 49

24 52 29

40 17 35

!,
3.= 34 6_

YES

NO

Y1S

NO

Group Change

High Low N(85)

54% 46% 22

36 64 11

39 61

44 5 6 29

Sequencing Unimportant

High Med; Low N(185)

Autonomy

High Med. Low N(187)

"!,
10% 26% 50

21 32 46 28

31 37 31 38

21 42 3o 69

35% 37% 29% 52

17 52 31 29

41 38 21 39

15 34 67
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is only associated with complex grouping if there is no tcar Special-

are no longer associated positively with the unimportance of

sequencing and autonomy. Lastly, the use of specialists is on y asso-

ed with frequency of croup 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-

is controlled. In addition, if a specialist is consulted, teaming

is a predictor of the frequency of group change. If there is littl, or

no use of a specialist teaming is strongly associated with more

cro ping practices.

There is also evidence of interaction effects in this table. ihe

results on grouping practices indicate that ei_ther teaming or the use

of a specialist predicts individualization of four or more groups.

sent, the result is approximately the same as when

eitier is present. contrast, when there are both teams and special-

ist consultation, there is the highest probability of frequent group

cha- ,o and the lowest stress on sequenced instructional materials.

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

school organi:ation, a pure collaborative mode, and a staff-1

mode, we can contrast the association of different kinds of division of

lahor with indices _of instructional practice. It should he remembered

th:tt these are individual reports of staff interrelationships and not

iracterizations of entire schools. Table 4.6 reorl ires the data in

lahle 4,5 so a to present this contrast.

Th only comparisons in Table 4.6 where the pure teaming situation

(collaborative group) looks like the specialist-plus-teacher situation

c for grouping and group change. Either the collaborative group mode

or the staff-line mode appears to be associated with complex group ng in

comparison to the traditional mode. In the case of frequency of group

ch:lny,c, neither differentiated pattern appears associated with frequency

change. The staff-line model appears to,be associated with

materials variation and somewhat more sequencing than the tradi-

tion:A model. The col laborative groul model is OrkOly associated



TABLE 4,6

Percentage of Teachers Reporting on Differentiation and Nonroutinliation

by Type of Staff Lterrelationship

Staff Pattern vs Differentiation

Grouping

High Med. Low

Materials Variation

High Med. Low N

Collaborative 30% 16% 34% 38
,

Staff-Line 43 ..)J.
'1 17

28

Traditional 19 3 45 58

43% 40% 17% 35

24 24 52 29

IS o. 34 54

Nonroutinization

Group Change

Ugh Low N

Sequencing Unimportant

High Med. Low N

Student Autonomy

High Med. Low N

Collaborative

taffLinc

Traditional

,A 61% .

36 64 11

41 56 29

31% 37% 31% 38

21 32 46 23

21 42 36 69

41% 38% 21% 39

17 52 31 29

15 46 34 54
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th autonomy and with materials variation, in contrast to either of

the other two patterns.

These results should be interpreted cautiousi Hth revard to n-

ing causal relationships, particularly since exogenous factors mav

be ffecting both the structural and the technological variables. For

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

materials variation and for teaming. then causal inferences concerning

teaming and materials variation would be,spurious. In the next section,

where we introduce variation in how teams work together, we show w

there appears to be no simple positive association between teaming

the frequency of group change.

One way to check for possible weaknesses in a functional conne

tion between teaming and technology is to control fur opu pace

examining the ass

Open space sc

of teaming with indicators of technology.

are mo eristic of suburban, middle-class

and

a.,eas and may he taken as a rough indicator of a more well-to-do area

1..hore there may he more money for materials and where the parents may

z;QSS autonomy as a desired educational goal. If there is open space,

there is almost invariably teaming, so there is little variation in

teaming for open space schools. Tahle 4.7 pr- tnts the level of asso-

ciation as measured by Tau between teaming and instructional practice

only for ccnventional self-contained classrooms.

Teaming continues to he associated with more complex technology

even when it takes place in self-contained classrooms.

Team AnalvsisL H iv ision of Labor and Nonrou inization

To test the propo )n on team organizt.ion and routinization oC

teaching tasks it was necessary to analyze the data at the team, rather

than the individual level. Scores for t ammates were averaged together

to obtain aggregate scores. Furthermore, Tables 4.8 - 4.10 include

only those teachers in the sainple 'who were classified as,team members.

This gave us a total of 46 teams composed of a total of 103 teachers.

Since this is an effective reduction in sample ,;ize, high levels of

statistical significance are less' likely to occur.
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TABLE 4.7

Relat onships of 1,aming with Differentiation and
Nonroutinization for Self-Contained Classrooms

Tau

T_ ming by Differentiation

Teaming x Grouping .20** 147

Teaming x Material Variation

ming by Nonroutinization

148

Teaming x Group Change .16* 67

Teaming x Autonomy .24*** 158

Teaming x Sequencing Unimportant -.11* 158

.01

.001

Co _lations
Tndices

TABLE 4.8

_oss-Grouping and Joint Teaching with
Instructional Noliroutinization

Typr,. of

Collaboration

Instructional Nonroutini7a ion

Student
Autonomy

Sequencing
Unimportant

. CI

.04

tp .10
**p < An
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In Table 4.8 the predicted association of flexibility in team

organization and routinization is clearly sUpported only for the item

MOA uring frequency of instructional group change. Teams usino cross-

gro ping are less likely to make frequent changes in instru-tiona

groups than teams which do not cross-group. Also, the report of joint

tea hing bv members of a given team is positively correlated with fre-

..nenLy of membership change (r .--- .64). The relationship for autonomy

is in the predicted direction but does not reach statisti

Team :_ -nization does not appear to be related to the stress

on sequencing.

Because of differences between subject areas, it is advisable to

examine the relionship between te m organization and routinization of

the technology or math, reading, and social studies (Table

4.9). There is a marked pos I tive association between joint teaching

Lad frequent group change for each subject area. The relationship

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

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

tive relationship of joint teaching and autonomy is stronger for math

_n for reading and social studies. Sequencing continues to show no

significi. ant relationship to team organization. In general the pre-

dicted pat tern holds for frequency of group change and for autonomy.

ft is important to examine -the independent relations of cross-

ng and joint teaching-to routinization because some teams maygrou

both cross-group and lotnt teach (in different subjects), with the

result that the relA ti onships may partially cancel each other out.

Table.4.10 shows the resul of a multiple regicssion analysis, which

allowed us to separate the contributions uf cross-grouping and joint

teaching to explaining variance in two hidices of routinization

(sequencing was not included because the regress- n analysis results

were not significant).

Cross-grouping is still negatively relat d to group diangc, and

joint teaching is positively related to group change. However, when

we examine the relationships with autonomy, it is appa ent that whereas



Type of

Colabo

ntion

TABLE 4.9

Correlations of Cross-Grouping and Joint Teaching with Indices

of Nonroutini:ation, by Subject

Group Change Student Autonomy Sequencing Unimportant

Social 1 ,ocial

lath Reading Studios Math Reading Studies

C1'os5-grouping

Math

Reading

Social

Studies

Joint Teaching

Math

Reading

Social

Studies

-.09

A)**

.47**

-.07

*p (' .05

**p .01

-.29

.28**

-TA

:13

Social

Math Reading Studies

-.003

-.03



TABLE 4.10

--ion of Cross-o-ouping and Joint Teaching on Two Indic
of Nonroutinization: Group Change and Autonomy

Dependent
Variable Independent Variab Beta

Cross-grouping -.47 1.4**
(iroup Change .63

Joint Teaching 6

Cross-grou .05 .04

Autonomy
Joint TLaching

6.2**

.01

Joint tea: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

autonomy

Soup -hange and 51 percent of the variance

Discussion

A review of the results for the predictions with which we began

reveals considerable evidence for the central proposition of the study,

that there is an association between complexity of structure and

complexity of technology. At the teacher level, teaming shows par-

-ularly strong and consistent relationships with the use of four or

mftee groups in a class and with individualiza 'on; the slmultaneous use

t a wide variety of teaching materials; the granting of autonomy to

pupils in choice of task; and little stress on a particular sequence

of teaching materials. The use of specialists also appears to be asso-

ated with some of these indices; however, when teaming is held con-

stant, the relationship of frequency of peL1dli st consultation and
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complexity of instructional practice is greatly weakened. The presence

of extra adults in the classroom is associated with more complex group-

ing practices and the une of multiple teaching materials.

When we compare those teachers who represent pure types of working

relationshipstraditional, staff-line, and collaborativewe find that

the traditional pattern has the lowest probability of roportn complex

instructional practices. Again, teaming--the collaborative node--is

clearly the most powerful and consistent in predicting diffe entiation

and nonroutinization in instructional practice. The use of specialists

--tho staff-line modeappears to be intermediate between the two other

types.

The simple use of the teaming variable was not associated with the

frequency of group change i.e change in the membership of instruc-

tional groups. This is accounted for by the predicted finding that

there are different types of teams whose differing work organization

results in different types of instruction. We found that cross-group

in teams is negatively associated with autonomy and frequency of group

change. The incidence of joint teaching, in contrast, is positively

associated with these same two indices. In a regression analysis, we

fourd that, together, cross-grouping and joint teaching account for 63

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 practice also attempt others. Likewise, teachers who

use traditional methods of grouping and routine decision making in

subject matter area tend to use these methods in others.



measurement Prolplems

We did not expect that the indices of routinization would be pos

tivelv asso-iated with the indices of differentiation. We had thought

of a highly differentiated, individua ized program as one that would

proceed on the basis of decisions built into some of the individualized

programmed curricula available in the early grades We particularly

did not expect teachers who reported their grouping practv-s as "indi-

dualized" to report that they extended considerable autonomy to the

children in choice of task, because we had associated "individualiza-

wit diagnostic-prescriptive anproach where the child is given

materials according to some sort of a orofessional decision ba ed on

aptitude and performan

As we have talked with teachers we have come to realize that the

diagnostic-prescriptive approach to the teaching of reading is probably

rarity. The ideal mav even 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 bet een 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 the 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 ava lable and no

teacher aides or volunteers reported individualized and autonomods

assrooms. We began to wonder how a teacher could conceivably 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
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manner without the teacher monitoring feedback as a source of successive

decision 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.

The index of autonomy-needs to include these issues and po!Asibly

others. In order to improve this index we need further observation of

iust how some of these complex autonomous classrooms are run, how

teachers maru:ge the problem of coordination and feedback. After this

observation 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 due to the way we worded the ques-

tion on group change. By asking how frequently membership of instruc-

tional groups changed, we may have restricted the "frequent" alternative

only to teachers 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

about the use of specialists at the elementary school level. In the

principal questionnaire we mistakenly mixed subject area specialists

ith psychologists and librarianc in asking for the number of special-

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 out sample reveal

that many specialists operate on a "pull-out" basis, working with a

smal_ 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 tho classroom for this purpose is unlikely to
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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

obtain stronger associations between certain kinds of specialist-teacher

relationships and complexity of technology.

Pro sai_:!ntieI ence

The relationship bet- een the presence of extra adults and di fer-

-ion is, in all probability, a clear case of the demands of the

program necessitating extra adult help. The direction of causalit

nt 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-

rentiated instructional program. Teaming can help reduce the burden.

one thing, teaming can increase the available stock of instruc-

tional materials through sharing those on hand and through collectiv

efforts in acquiring or developing materials. Furthermore the probl m

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 fcmplex instruction increases.

One cannot, however, conclude from these data that the introduc-

tion of complex instructional practices will cause teaming to occur.

Sever-

practi

tional

alternative explanations must be considered. One is that the

teaming was introduced first and led to changes in instruc-

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 a sociated in more conventional self-

contained classrooms.

We cannot eliminate either of these alternative explanations with

cross-sectional data. The second wave of this study should help
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us deterrnint the conditions under which teaming may be required by the

technology and the conditions under whi h teaming may produce techno-

logical change.

When the analvs Moves to the actual working relations of team

members, we have strong or grounds for arguing that some types of teac--

Inc technology are iot feasible without appropriate modes ef 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 nonroutinized techniques such as flexible group instruc-

tion. If the principals and teaeher wish to use such a technique, then

in which the team works together deserves administrative support

and attention.

In conclusion, the findings in the teacher data suggest that we

should concentrate more of our ef-orts 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

vital organizational information on teachers' attempts to monitor and

coordinate some of these highly complex classrooms. By discovering the

relationship between the adequacy of student feedback and the kind __

organiz,tional support the teacher is receiving, we will have some

possibly vital information leading to a better understanding of stu

outcomes in va ious 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 ctaffing 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-

'-t office to dispense technical advice to individual teachers? These

illustrate the types of questions we address in this chapter and the next.

To render our 1ist of questions more manageable we have attempted

to sketch a few simplified models of school organization as foils for ar-

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 lel.' _s the teaching program is primarily organized. That is, do

school districts seek to plan, staff, and oversee an educational program

for the district as a whole? Or, per-haps 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?

Or, 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

likelihood that organization occurs simultaneously at two or more

This chapter was written by W. Richard Scott, John W. Mey Jo-Ann

intili and Sally Main.

1 0 3
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levels, e., that while ativities may primarily be organized at the

classroom level, schoolwide or district structure may have some impact

on the way they are carried out.

In this chapter, we analyze staf -:ng patterns at the dis rict 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 te make inferences about the capabilities.of each

level and the divisie% 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 ferent basis?) And it allows us

to compare school systems and other types of organizations described in

a growing body of studies concerned with organizational .i;tructure; 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 pupil grouping, on decisions about teacher methods, 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 1 -el, 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 status, 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. An
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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 app opriate points below.

Staf_ n of the Central Office

Although there has been much public discussion of the alleged over-

hureaucratization of the public school system, our examination 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 central offices 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 nonte_ hing specialists--ranged from an average of 42

porsons in the smallest districts 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:

District size

0_

Proportion of central-
office administrators
to certificated staff

Small (1 to 6 schools) .075

Medium (7 to 14 schools) .073
Medium- irge (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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§yecial.administrators: other district-level administr:ltors who
have supervisory responsibility for such areas as guidance, special
education, multicultural education, curriculum, community relations,
and coordination of personnel in subject-matter areas

Specialtists taEliu_directi-r1.1ILli professional staff who
do not have supervisory responsibilities but work directly with stu-
dents in a non-instructional c=ipacity, including counselors, psy-
chologists, and attendance personnel

-ec_ial_ists not_ working directly with studen professional staff
who do not have supervisory responsibilities and who do not work
directly with students, including curriculum specialists, psycho-
metrists, and accountants

District-level teachers: staff with direct instructional esponsi-

bilities who usually provide services to more than one elementary
school, including music teachers, special education teachers, and
phyaical education teachers

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

Figure 5.1 show average number of staff withi.: -hese categories

tion 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 exception, all other staffing categories increased at a de-

creasing rate as district size increased, following the classic pattern

described by Blau (1970) and others. The exception, district-level

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 a

the district level in larger 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 rola_ on of district size to staff g patterns,

us consider briefly the effect of district income (measu7ed, as be-

fore as average expense per elementary student, the number (11 students

Oki



obtained from ADA reco _ As Table 5.1 reveals, holding size constant,

district wealth was used to purchase more of all types of personnel, but

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

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

the belief that district funds are used disproportionately for central

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 aff,
Controlling for District Size

Central Office Staff Pearson r

General administrators .24

Special administrators

Specialists not working with students .16

Specialist$ working with students .45*

District-level teachers .57**

Support staff .5.7**

Total certificated personnel in the distr c .44*

.05

.01

.001

The staff categories in the central office may be exined 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 statf 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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ogists, and district-level teachers, such as music teachers and special

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 Typ__ by District Size

Type of Staff
Small

Districts
Medium-

Medium large Large Pearson r

General administrators 26% 14% 10% 6% -.45

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 -.16

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 specialists working directly

with students--are the only categories that tended to increase as dis-

trict 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.

Com.arisons between School Districts and Othe 0 anizations

We can better assess our descriptive data on district organization

by examining our findings in the light of studies of other types of or-

1
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ations. Let us deal first with the relation between 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 organization and proportion of.staff devoted to ad-

ministration (see 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.1 As may be inferred

from figures 5.1 and 5.2 ur survey revealed a slight negative correla-

tion (-.:6) between the total number of elementary students in the dis-

trict and the ratio of total central office staff to students.2 As

noted, this finding is similar to that ofMOSt other studies that have

amined 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

fewer managers than smaller ones for administering their central offices.

We may also ask about the relation between organizational complexity

and the administrative ratio. Previous research suggests that as organi-

zations become more complex (i.e., develop a more differentiated struc-

ture), the relative size of the administrative component will increase

(see Anderson & Warkov, 1961; Hall, Haas, T Johnson, 1967; Rushing, 1967;

Blau & Schoenherr, 1971). Differen 'ation can occur either along vertical

1
In 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,
Blau and Schoenherr -(1971) reported similarly high positive correlations
of number of employees with (a) number of clients claiming unemployment
benefits (r = .98) and (b) number of persons applying for employment
services (r = .96).

2
Freeman and Kronenfeld (1973) note-that such negat ve 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

organizational differentiation lead to increases in the problems of

coordination and that this in turn leads to increases in the relative

number of administrators, since they are expected to perfol:1 coordinat ve

tasks.

The most obvious 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

expected, the number of-elementary schools per district is, very highly

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) yeported

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-

_ure of district administrators excludes all administrators working at

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 creation,of

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,

or other types of impersonal mechanisms of coordination (Blau & Scott,

1962, pp. 176-186; Thompson, 1967, pp. 54-56). Most interdependence

among schoolsfor instance, movement of students from grade to grade

and school to school, or rotation of special teachers on a regular sched-

ulewould seem to fall into these categories. Even more to the point,
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the C3tiOn of subunits like schools may not increase interdependence

at all, and maY, in some situations, reduce interdependence and hence

demands on the central office for coordination.

To understand how this might happen, we must distinguish between

two types of differentiation: functional differentiation and segmenta-

tion- F11n1Ct10flt1 differfltiaton refers to the creation of new struc-

tural units, such as new leadership positions or new work specialties

that differ their functional role from previously existing units.

By contrast, thc development of new subunits that do not differ appre-

ciably in structure or function from existing units represents a com-

pletely different process, which is usefully termed s_egmentation (Durkheim,

1947). Most school districts create subunits by segmentation; as the

nuMber of students to be served increases, new schools similar in struc-

ture to existing 5hO15 are added. Elementary schools in particular

_
toed not to become specialized or functionally differentiated one from

another, but rather to mirror existing units in staffing patterns and

services offered

Punctional jterdepefldence tends to generatea higher demand for

administrative services aimed at coordination. If elementary schools

were to become fun tionally differentiated so that each school could

handle only certain types Of students--for example, one specializing in

especial/Y. tal ented children, another in children with a learning de-

ficiency,-then district administrators would need to devote considerable

attention to the selection of children for the various specialized pro-

grams, the transfer of children from one program to another, and the

selection, placement, and transfer of staff. Such problems do not arise

if all schools are carbon copies of one another and there is relatively

little interdependence among the operating units.

While a segmented structure does not require heavy coordinative ef-

forts from a central office, it is possible for organizations of this

type to be highly centr: zed. Central offices sometimes impose uniform

rules and standards on a system of segmented units, permitting little

discretion to local officials. However, there is little in our data on

the structure and cOmpo5ition of district staffing to suggest that this

1 10
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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 support 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

control exercised by the central office over individual schools after

we describe the staffing of individual schools. Chapter 6 is also de-

voted to this topic.

School Or-anization

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

5.3 and 5.4 display staffing patterns at the school level in relation to

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 function of size; this category exhibits a positive and

regular slope with increases in numbers of students. Obviously, then,
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whether numbers of certificttcd employees or numbers of students is takenas a measure of school size, there is a negative relation between size ofschool and proportion of administrators. The proportion of administratorsto 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 aredescribed on a per pupil basis. The figure clearly shows an economy-of-scale, although for most categories of staff, the greatest effect is onmedium-sized schools
(approximately 500 students). With the exception

of special teachers, and perhaps regular classroom teachers, largerschools were no more "efficient" in their use of staff than medium-sizedschools.

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.

It is abundantly clear that the great majority of school employees
are regular classroom teachers. Chapter 7 of this report describes theextent to which teachers in our sample organize 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, let
alone district, lines.
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ion and InfluenLe: 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 3trong

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 diffuse 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 performance 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 teaclmr. 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-
et 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



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 dezision participation scores (see Table 5.3).

TABLE 5.3

Mean Total Decision Participation Scores across Twelve Topics,
as Rtported by Principals

Participant Group Mean Score Range (0-50)

Principals

Teachers

Faculty groups

District office

Comnunity groups

49

44

39

29

25

35-50

27-50

23-50

10-46

10-42

Asuming 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 paricipants 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-

room, setting policies about pupil grouping, adopting special courses,

1-23
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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 meetinps (70 percent) and handling serious disciplinary problems

(66 percent). No decision areas were reported (by principal,;) to be

typically decided by teachers alone.

The extremely high average participation score reported by princi-

pals describing their own participation--49 out of a maximum possible

score 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 -

fluential (see Table 5.4). What is perhaps most interesting about this

influence profile is the sharp drop in the principals' reported influence

on matters related to educational practice, whether curriculum develop-

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 Dec_ien Area

Area
Percentage Reporting Self
as Extremely Influential

Carrying out board or district policies

Maintaining or achieving good teacher morale

influencing parents' attitudes

influencing pupil morale or behavior

Developing or adopting improved curricula or
programs 18

Helping weaker teachers improve 14

Raising the level of achievement of pupils
weak in reading or ari-hmetic 10

Determining methods used by teachers in
their daily classroom work 4

44%

40

35

34

421
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W:rh r spect to the patterning of participation and influence on

decisions, we may tentatively conclude that the district office does not

loom as a powerful presence in the eyes of the principals in our sample,

at least for the decision areas considered. The principals perceive

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

more likely principals are to defer to the judgment of individual teachers

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 possible 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-

nections aAd the promulgation and enforcement of rules more closely.

t is also possible that linkages which are missing in such areas as

curriculum supervision may be operative 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 Li..GE BETWEEN DISTRICT, SCHOOL AND CLASSROOM

Schools as_ Oronizations

In what respects are schools and dist-icts 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

functionally differentiated coordinated organizations, (b) seg-

mental coc.rdinted organizations, or (c) segmental decentralized

organizatiowl.

Functionally. Differentiated Coordinated Or anizations

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 specialized.

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

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

This chafter was written by John W. Meyer, W. Richard Scott,
Jo-Ann Intili, and_Sally Main.
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and interdependence are minimal. Schools and districts

are not made up of specialized, functionally interdependent segments,

hut of relati vely distinct and functionally similar ones.

Coord ns

.Schools and districts could, like hamburger chains, he 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 hv the same central authority and the same policies.

This picture of -!hools and districts as segmental c early makes

some senSe. The question is, how similar are the segmentsclassrooms

within schools, and schools within districts? Before examining the

data hearing on this question, let us briefly sketch the types of

forces that might foster cons 1 stency. Four t pes 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-

r curricular materials and instructional practices are used in

te ching. Technologies that are highly developed and consistently

efficacious in producing des red outcomes are likely to be widely

adopted; as a consequence tiev are likely to impose consistent patterns

on the activities of performers and on related work arrangements.

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

a consistent pat ern might be imposed on the activities and structures

of its subunits. Ideologi s--elaborated belief systems relating to the

proper role or functioning of a system--can Firovide normative support

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 see consistent patterns of organization in the schools within it.
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3. If each school or district had a central point of organiza-

tional authority with the right to decide educational policies and to

specify procedures for implementing them, we would expect to see high

consistency within schools and districts.

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

environmental pressures that selected out given s ructural patterns for

survival, we would again expect to see some consi tency within districts

or within schools.

None of these conditions seems to exist elementary schools in

the United States at the present time. The technology of teaching is

notoriously unclear. Educational ideologies certainly exist, hut none

seems powerful or pervasive enough to dominate public school education.

It does not appear that authority to deal with important educational

matters exists in any centralized organizational location, whether

school or district-wide. (In many countries, a great deal of educa-

tional authority is vested in a ministry of education--France is often

cited as an example. We have made some observations of Israeli educa-

on 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 head teacher.) Finally, while environmental pressures may

he gre r in the sense that finances or some idiosyncratic issue may be

highly salient, they do not seem to determine particular classroom or

:cchool organizational patterns. Thus schools are segmental, and like y

to be decentralized.

iegmental Decentr d 0-- nizations

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 oordin= ioi and Corisensus

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

specific questions:

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

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 descrir ion
policies and practices?

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

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 evidence not for decentralized segmentation but

for coordinated and planned 'divers' y. While this situation is cur-

rently advocated by some educators, nothing in our data suggests that

the diversity that exists is centrally managed. Superintendents re-

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

130
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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 ins _utionalized 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 eur 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 day-to-day organizational matters, and our questions were

usually formulated in language they themselves might use. If in fact

they interpreted these questions very differently from each other, we

believe the unreliability involved is built into the structure of the

school system itself--its rules, policies, and definitior of its own

activities. Gross and Herriott (1965), in a study of principal leade -

ship in public schools, report that although the unreliability of re-

spondents is usually assumed to be the cause of variance within a class

respondents, they believe that variance among teachers' descriptions

of their principals' behavior results from genuine variation in the

performance of the principal.

reement between Su erintendents apd Princi-als

In this section, we report the degree of agreement between super-

intendents and principals in the same district on a series of issues.

We do this by showing the correlation between the superintendent's

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 agreement. As we show extensively in the next section,
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deal within districts. When we relate -le

'-nt's answe-- to thos- of his individual principals, this

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

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

one of the parties, but with the agreement between parties, and for this

purpose the mean principal response is the appropriate analogue to the

superintendent's response.

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

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

schools, and to hire, evaluate, transfer, and fire principals is vested

in the district office (and the school board). Ho-. -lear-cut are these

ntrols and their effects?

tc sked the superintendents how t equently they evaluated the

elementar, schools in their districts. We asked the principals how

uentiv their schools were evaluated by the districts. For 30 of

our 34 districts, we hav- both parties' answers to this question. The

correlation between their answers was .45, which implies that only

about 20 percent of the variation among principals' answers could be

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

other words, have little agreement about the most obvious aspect of the

evaluation process lk:reover, this was one of the hi hest correlations

L- be found in our data-

ud both par i s how many types of information were gathered

on schools by the distri. t office for evaluat on purposes.

cases do we have information frDi

only 18

, which i If indicates very low

organizational clarity. The correlation between the two parti

answers across these cases was an insignificant .17. We asked both

principals and superintendents wh ther changes in the procedures for

evaluating teachers were required by the Stull Act, passed by the

ilifornia _ g i slaturc in 1972. Many rincipa and superintendents

said they had changed their proeedur but the correlation between

the two sets of answers was only .51 (34 cases).

so asked principals and superintendents parallel questions

about the existence of district policies in certain areas. Two of

1
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these areas were quite specific: we asked To what extent does the

district have formalized policies about (a) pupil grouping and (b) 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 deal of variation among districts, and little consistency between

'ncipals and superintendents. For pupil grouping, r = .40 (29 cases);

for team teaching, r = (30 cases). We also included a more general

question of the same sort: Does the district have formal policies. in

_-egard to the elementary school curr culum? We might expect less

agreement Jr1 such a general item, but the level we actually found was

extremely low (r = .14, 30 cases ) and in fact indicated a statisticallv

insignificant correlation between the answers of principals and super-

rendents 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-

tlecting a high level of conf ict. Rather, we believe these data

reflect low levels of central coordination and/or homogeneity in scho 1

districts. Districts ixercise 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.

C2_11ELL2=LEM11--i_IIELEIEIL

We can consider the question we have raised in a broader way:

Reg rdless of their agreement with the superintendent, to what extent

do the principals in a district report similar organizational workds?

We can examine the variation in the answers of the principals in our

sample to see how much of this variation is to be accounted for by

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

1.33
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account for much of the variation, many explanations beyond organiza-

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

anv 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

between-district variation in the principals' ansWers compared with

that to be expected on the basis of the total_ variat_ion (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

strong 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

211,2221-Lauf_KIELanu 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 arc 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,
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TABLE, 6.1

Analysis of Variance for Principals' Responses

Variable Sou -e
a

-ratio
b

Eta-squa ed

General school characteristics

School size
Percentage of nonwhite students
Percentage of teachers with

tenure
Principal's tenure in district
Number of open space pods
Percentage of teachers

-ching jointly

ES

ES

PQ 6
PQ 8
PI 7

PI 1

3-39
14.26

2.48
2.78
2.14

1.53

.36

.70

.30

.32

.26

-20

Centralizati n and the distribution
of influence

Decision-making level: personnel PI Ila 2.05

Decision-making level: major
curriculum changes . PI llb 1.29 .1F

Decision-making level: reading
materials, grades 1-3 PI 28 .99 .14

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

Formalizat on of district
policies on pupil grouping PI IS 3.00

Total district influence on
decisions PI 11 4.62 .44

Total principal influence on
decisions PI 11 .89 .13

Total faculty decision
participation PI 10 1.29 .18

Total teacher decision
participation PI 10 1.79 .23

Total community decision
participation PI 10 2.62 .30

Teachers' organization influ-
ence: curriculum P1 20a 2.89 .30

Frequency of faculty meetings PQ 10 4.32 .42

FvaluAtion patterns

Frequency of district overall
evaluation of school
equency of reading teacher
evaluation, grades 1-3

PI 64

PI 58

3.66

1.27

.38

.17

135
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TABLE 6.1 (Con nued)

Variable Source
a

F-ratio- Eta-squaree

Curr culum (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
materials PI 46 .70 .10

Financial matters

Total specific district:funds for
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 .

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

-An F-ratio value of 1.91 is significant at the .01 level.

c
A value of eta-squared of about .15 is to be expected by chance.

136
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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

which 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 segregation.
1 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 agreemethe.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 educational 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 agreement. 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

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

1 The data on ethnicity were obtained from sources outside the
school.
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It is noteworthy that special t:acher positions funded at the dist

level were more likely to show consensus within districts than those

funded at the school level.

3. In only a few areas do district policy variations show up.

Dist -icts apparently vary An the frequency of faculty meetings 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

:ihllitv, to fund spec al school programs. Distrtcts may also vary in

the amount of influence exerted on policy decisions by teache- '

organizations and community groups.

4. School characteristics such as degree of group influence on

curriLulum 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 by

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 mithin districts is generally

low, districts do seem to vary in their participation in and influence

on decisions, as reported by principals. This variable shows a higher
-

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 higher levels of consensus among principals within the dis rict?

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

isti led principals to report higher levels of district influence on

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

It should be stressed that we are starting with principals' perceptions

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

pr ncipals about the influence of various parties on a series of



-125-

school decisions, an index was created. We analyzed each principal'

score on this index, rather than aggregating these scores by district,

though the results would not differ greatly.

Table 6.2 shows the simultaneous effects of district character-

is_ics 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

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

Variable Source
a

Beta
(4.2

F-ratio
= .05 leve

D.strict context

Percentage of nonwhite students ES .26 3.7
Urhanness dummy variable:

central cities coded high) ES -.33 4.6

District resources
Size of district sp cial

administration .46 5.7

Total district current expendi-
..tDre pez.studenr.. ES -.22 3.9

District authority

Superintendent's tenure in
district SI 2 .35 19.6

Frequency of school evaluation
by distric SI 11 -.21 7.3

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

a__ .

-SI ind cates Superintendent Interview; SQ 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

exi,)cted, 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 neiat_ive effect on

reported district influence. Next consider two measures of district

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 negat.ive 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 proportion of nonwhite stu4emts, It may be that dis-

tricts with many nonwhites are going through changes which lead them

to exercise more direct controls over schools.

In any case, the data show few indications that the factors which

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 effect. Here again are

two bureaucratic links that apparently have little impact on school

decisions

0
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_rict7school cons_ensus in influential dist i_cts 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

not likely to work in ways that create standardization among principals.

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 influential. 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 teaching, curriculum, and pupil

grouping.

How are we to make sense of these -indings? We can dismiss the

p- ncipals' reports of overall district influence as meaningless, but

do ng 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

exoTeised idiosrncratlically. We cm.' assumt-that petiple"ih fhe district

officeTable 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 exper _nced educational administrators who insist

their appropriate role is that of a "change agent" who "workst ha

141
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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 substan ive educational authority to direct

educational programs. If they are to be effective at all, it is

through specific interpersonal skills 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

net to administer a standardized educational program.

A -ement between Princiials and Teacher

We Ji 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 the physical layoUt'Of the 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

pr ncipais from 16 schools, we examine first the level of agreement

between the principal and the average response of teachers in the same

school to similar questions.
2

To aggregate the responses of teachers

-Of 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 c4l1er 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

approach would mix principal-teacher disagreement with teacher-teacher

disagreement, 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' families was .50. This figure is not

high, compared with our expectations for agreement on this type of

item, but it is one of the highest values observed in our measures of

agreement.

Issues involving money reveal greater agreementbetween teachers

and principal, presumably because the principal tends to find out what

teachers are doing through 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

3With 16 cases- a cor elation of .42 is significant at the .05 level.
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their presence is (- ) 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, presumably 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 pr ncipals'

answers to questions about reading materials into an index of materials

differentiation (discussed in detai_l _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
411-

suggesting at least some correspondence between the two parties on a

matter in which funds are involved.

Apart from items related to environment 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 reports 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
4

evaluation system within schools was low (.21).-

4
Principals were asked how often they evaluated reading teachers in

141
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When we consider principal and teacher reports of influence on

decision making within the school, we again find mostly low levels of

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

overlap very much.

Consensus amon Teachers

Leaving aside their agreement Wiihih; prinipil. do-tea-Chers 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 11=16) accounted for a sta-

tistically significant proportion of the overall variance 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 l-3. Teachers were asked an overall question about the fre-
quency with which the principal evaluated their subject matter
teaaling. Perhaps because the two questions differed, the correlation
between the principal answers and th.e averaged answers of the teachers
was -.20.



aocia--= with between-school variation.- To deal with the second

sue, we report values of eta-squared. Again, the reader should benr

in mind that this is a biased measure of the variance accounted for by

tlie school, since even if our teachers answers were randomly distributed

among schools, a typical eta-squared value of .08 would be produced.

The results shown in Table 6.3 conform to the familiar pattern.

Between-school variation (or within-school consensu

general, than the comparable measures

greater, in

the district level shown in

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

stance is the proportion of variance among teachers accounted for by

their school as high as .50. More often, the value is extremely low.

The specific interpretations that can be made generally conform to

our earlier findings:

1 Agreement about environmental features was fairly high,

Sixty-six percent of the variation in teacher reports of open space

classrooms was accounted for by school membership. Twenty-nine percent

of the variance in reported pupil family economic level was shared

within schools.

2. Variables that reflect funding differences among schools had

fairly high agreement. There was some agreement on the amount of

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

suthably because richer districts or schooll can buyWitli. Similarly,

there was considerable agreement among 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,

5_
The numbers of teachers answering the ques _o varied, from 180

to the maximum of 232, becaUse some questions were inappropriate for
particular groups of teachers. CoriSequently, the level of statistical
significance indicated by a given F-ratio varies slightly. We use a
conservative 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, a:, F-ratio of only 1.74 would be significant
at the same level.
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TABLE 6.3

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

Variable Source F-ratio Eta-squared

General school or classroom
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 volunteers in a

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

Interdependence within school

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

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

Frequency of cross-grouping
pupils in social studies TQ 10 2.84 .17

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

Curriculum and methods

Most frequently use wk1Q1e-cla
method: math TQ 12 3.65

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
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TABLE 6.3 (Continued)

Variable Source F-ratio
a

Eta-squared
b

Curriculum and methods
(continued)

lrequency students choose
materials: math TQ 35 1.19 .08

Frequency students choose
materials: reading TQ 35 1.94 .12

Frequency students choose
materials: social studies TQ 35 2.07 .13

Influence and evaluation

influence of district policies:
discipline problems

f fluence of district policies:
TQ 46 1.57 .19

lesson content TQ 44 2.17 .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 2.27 .15

School policy influence:

41111.icu1uia. - TQ 51 2.85.

School policy influence:
evaluation of students TQ 52 .73

Parent influence: lesson content TQ 44 2.29 .15

Principal's evaluation frequency:
teaching subject matter TQ 62 2.39 5

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

Principal's evaluation frequency:
record keeping TQ 62 2.13 .13

-An F-ratio value of 1.98 is significant at the .01 level.

b_
-A value of eta-squared of about .08 _s to be expected by chance.
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agreed on whether they were team members, how much teacher collaboration

here was, how frequently teams met and how frequently they cross-

grouped students.

We also found some agreement on whether the whole-class method

strOction 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 space, while others arc not. The whole-class method

is less commonly employed in open space schools, and is in som_ respects

ill sui_ed to them.

On most organizational and educational matters, there was

agreement. Even given some agreement on variation in materials,

s little agreement within schools on whether pupils chose their

mate ials. There was also little agreement on the practice of ability

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

atistically significant (in part because of the large number of

teachers and the small number of schools), hut substantively unimpres-

sive. We dan note, finally, that agreement on patterns of teacher

ov.41,1u-at.icalputrii4i2ly a main method.of con.txo47-waa

-istent within schools.

The results-of.these analyses conform to our earlier findings about

cement among principals. Agreement was highest in response to

obvious environmental circumstances or funding arrangements. Although

teachers did agree in describing a few areas involving interdependence,

by and large each teacher seemed c experience the organization from

the viewpoint of an autonomous agent.

Consensus among interde endent teachers. Do interdependent

teachers show more consensus? The finding that teachers tend to agree

describing areas of obvious interdependence suggests an additional

hypothesis. Perhaps teachers who work interdependently show more

within-school agreement than other teachers. Interdependent teachers

149



36-

are more involved in the school organization as opposed to the isolated

world ef 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

o groups depending on whether they reported being a member of a

team. Eightyfive 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 Its offer some encouragement. On a number of

teamed teachers showed higher levels of consensus. They agreU more

than independent teachers on the .degree of school influence on disci-

pline patterns (eta-squlred .37 as compared wIth .07) and cu alum

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

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

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

these analyses suggest that higher levels of teacher interdependence

crate somewhat more agreement on organizational rules.

lVhen we classified the schools by the frequency with which the

principal reiorted that teachers engaged in joint teaching, howe'er,-

these effects did not occur: schools reported as collaborative showed

more teacher agreement than non- _aborative school.

tVe also entertained the hypotheses that more agreement within

_o Is might be found i f the school organization was iger in

of t tespects: ) the p rincipal reported himself to be i rifluent i al

in ny aspects of school life, or the principal reported high

levels of participation in school decisions by both himself and the

Schools high on these variables, we thought, might have More

plicit and better enforced rules with which every teacher would be

familiar. Consequently, we repeated our analyses of variance separately

fur schools L_assified as low and high on these variables. Few
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consistent differences were found when schools were distinguished

according to "principal power." When schools were distinguished by

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.

The results of these exploratory analyses suggest that it may be

prof table to look further for higher levels of organizational coher-

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

show levels of agreement in which between-school vriance accounts for

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.

2 a. Agreement among principals in describing district rules
or educational policies is very low.

b. The more influential district offices do not exercise th
influence through regular vertical bureaucratic channels and
do not impose greater uniformity on their schools.

T.
3. 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 littl
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 repor _ 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 showin extent to which both

district and school organizations are not only highly segmented, but

also highly decentralized.

The discussion above and our 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-

rn. The environment creates clear fiscal constraints, and pressures

exist for the equitable distribution of resources among schools and

teachers. The technology of education is limited, but children can be

counted and must be kept track of, Children can be evenly distributed

among teachers and authoritatively assigned to particular 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 -tandard-

ized. Thus in many aspects--mostly peripheral to the main work of in-

struction, though perhaps impinging on it--dis ricts and schools are

similar in their organizational characteristics,

Consider the things we did not ask, on whici we would expect to

find high agreement within school systems. Among principals within

districts and between principals and superintendents there should have

been high agreement on:

--thc --hool and district per-s Jdevt budget
--the principal of a particular school
--the geographical lines defining the

attendance area of a particular school
the pay of a teacher with ven 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 dis ri_

The district system effectively organizes the existence of each school

and the allocation of pupils, teachers, principal, and funds to 1
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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 distrits, 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" issues 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

em is not only segmental and decentra-lized, hut is a parti.al

nization. It is an organization that only partially structures

es related to its main goals.

How does the educational system legitimate the de egation of its

main activities to only partially controlled subunits--in practice,

teachers? 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

act

5 3



40-

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 ans;,ers 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

necessarily organizational) systems is supported by such widely shared

understandings among the relevant participants. Third graders study,

and are taught by teachers, subjects like math and reading. These are

activities which everyone knows must go on. Thus even though nobody 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 sh8uld be alleged that such activities

were not in fact going on.)

The segmental, decentralized, partial organization of school

ms is thus made possible by societal definitions of reality.
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Other kinds of organizations must also rely to an enormous extent

on their environments for many elements missing from their structures.

a 0
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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 teac_ er. The present study allows us to explore additional aspects

of this question.

Consequences of Teacher -nteraction and Interde_endence

Meyer and Cohen found that team teaching in open space did indeed

represent a marked increase in co1lgia1 interaction. Teamed teachers

in open space schools interctd with each other much more than the

comparison group of non-teamed teachers in conventional classrooms;

they were also markedly more s tisfied with their jobs. It is, however,

critical to point out that the increased interaction did riot relate

to teacher satisfaction. Only those team teachers who reported

a high degree of influence over other teachers (on their teams), in addi-

tion to a high level of interaction, reported increased satisfaction.

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.
and Kenneth Duckworth..



team members felt neglected or taken adntage 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, 19 ).

The data gathered n the present study allow us to purst.! the

question of the effects of increased collegial support for the clas

room teacher. The earlier study of interaction in open space and self-

contained classrooms was limited by its design, which confounded the

effects of open space and tie effects of teaming. In the present study

we have approximately equal numbers of teams in self-contained class-

rooms as in 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

earlier study, open space .chools were still relatively new, causing us

to .-iispect that some portion of the high degree of teacher satisfaction

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 o en space led us to con-

cl de that reducing the isolation of the teacher could lead to favorable

.king conditions. However, 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 teacher satisfac-

tion and those in which they would lead to unhappiness. Practitioners

commonly explained the critical difference as the personalities of

tONM members, but our more sociological approach to the study of

. is led us to hypothesize that the critical features lay in the

way the teachers worked together and the nature of the tasks th-

undertook together.

Our sample allow d 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 dan

153
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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 t acher satisfaction in lower SES schools in the same manner

as in higher SES schools.

Prin -Teacher Rel ions

Previous research Irovides 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

teacher can, under certain conditions, be changed satisfactorily through

collegial support, it may be argued that changes in the role of the

principal can also serve to support the role of the classroom teacher.

Although some previous organizational studies have suggested that close

supervision by superiors may be related to increased interpersonal

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 classroom

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 __egra-

tion" in the organization with our measure or 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 extent to which variation in satisfaction respoids

to variation in organizational conditions in the school. In presenting

the ana ysis of the data we will first examine the unconditional asso-

ciation of the collegial re_ationship of teachers and teacher

1



satisfaction. Similarly, e will look at the association of the

of vertical integration of the school and teacher satisfaction. IOW-

ing these simple analyses we will move on to the conditionalized form

of our hypotheses, where we examine the same relationships under condi-

of more and less tusk interdependence. Likewise, we will examine

these same re onships 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 morale under conditions of increased task inter-

dependence of the teachers. We will speculate on why teacher morale

appears to have different sources in low socioeconomic status schools.

nail\ we t.ili summari:e implications of incrcasod task interdepen-

deuce ncipal's role.

Reduc inv Ion of -he T(..a=her and Statt loralc

Building on what we have learned about

diminishing the isolation of the classroom teach

the simple idea that those teachers who experlen

lationships and clo. e working relationships with

more satisfied with their schools than those who

benefic cts
'opose to test

close collegial re-

the principal will be

experience weaker --

lationships. We have two uncond it i una lized propositions:

Closer collegial relationships -mong teachers will be positively
associated with satisfaction with the school.

Th

pr

th

reported level of vertical integr._ ion between teachers and
ncipals will be positively associated with sati faction with
school.

Indices of Colle2ial Relationsh_ips

Wc will use collegial interation and the informal system of

teacher evaluation as indices of collegial relationships.

Interac_ ion. There is marked variation in the collepial relation-

ships among teachers. Some teachers are so isolated that they do

even report talking frequently to other teachers about professional

1 0
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matters: We include two indices of collegial int action: 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-

act on, some team members frequently evaluated each other's performance

anc came to favor the development of a formal system of teacher evalua-

tion (Meyer Cohen, 1971; Schiller, 1972). If there were to develop

a formal system of teacher evaluation (which is rare in.our experience),

the elementary school would be characterized as showing increased lat-

integration. In the case of this ample, however, we are only

examining an informal system of teacher evaluation, possibly as fore-

runner of the potential lateral integration of the elementary school

staff. Indices of teacher evaluation include its frequency and help-

fulness-.

In review, the indices of collegial relationships are as follows

(question numbers in parentheses refer to items in the original ques-

tionnaire):

Collegial_Interaction

Frequency of teacher disc sion (Q53)
Frequency of sharing materials (Q53)

Teacher Evaluation

Frequency (Q63)
Helpfulness (Q67)

Indices o' Vertical Int_e_gration

Chapter 6 of this report has drawn a picture,of the elementary

school as an organization with relatively little vertical integration.

Pa- studies have shown that teachers report principal evaluation in-

frequent ly.

There are several different ways principals can pl y their role

so as to supervise and control teachers. The first way is through the
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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 rincipal 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.

We have labeled these three ways in which principals can increase

vertical integration of the school as "Impersonal Control," "Personal

Supervision," and "Principal Support."

The questionnaire includes several items measuring each of these

e facets of the integration of the teacher-principal relationship:

Im)ersonal Cont ol

Degree to which school policies govern discipline, L-rriculum,
and student evaluation (Q50, 51, 52)

Personal Su ervisipn

Frequency of principal observation (Q86)
Frequency of principal evaluation (Q62)

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-
plinary matters (Q61)

Helpfulness of principal in supporting special projects (Q61)
Helpfulness of principal in parent relations (Q61)

The Sam 1e 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 Area. 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 use 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 2a2 ndividual queStionnaires were re-

turned by teachers, a response rate of about 95 percent.

Teacher Satisfaction

It is dangerous to assume that teachers look at schools in the

same way sociologists do. In the preceding chapters we have emphasized

that schools and districts are not integrated organizations. In doing

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 w th 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 rhe questionnaire item on satisfaction with school Shows

no such effect.

Most of the teachers in our sample are qu'ite satisfied with the

school in which they work. In response to the question: "In general,

how sa isfied 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 wer "moderately" satisfied; and only 6.6

percent were "slightly" or "not at all" satisfied.

Satisfaction with school is strongly associated with satisfaction

-ith 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

nerally 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

6' 3
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us jobs (Cohen, 1967). In the present

sample of 232 teachers, all but 31 are women.

Colle-ial Rel!_ionshi s and Satisfaction

If we examine zero-order correlations between indiLes of collegial

relationships and teacher satisfaction, we find some significant rela-

tionships of both degree of collegial interaction and helpfulness of

cher 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

teacher evaluation is not associated with satisfaction for the sample

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 r (N=232)

friteraction

Frequency of talking with other teachers .12*
Frequency of sharinv materials .26*

In ormal Evaluation by Teachers

Frequency .09
Helpfulness .20***

*p c .05
*p < .001

A multiple regression with these same variables shows a very low
2

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 soim:y independent

effect butr_ t_is not strong enough to reach signific nce (beta .12).
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Verti.cal_ _ntegration 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

discipline.

TABLE 7

Correlations between Vertical Integration and
Satisfaction with School

Indices of Vertical integration
(Principal-Teacher Relationship) (N=232)

Impersonal Control

School Policies (composite score)a
Discipline
Evaluation of students
Curriculum

Personal Supervision

Frequency of principal observation
Frequency of principal evaluation

Principal Support

Principal Support (composite score
Teaching ideas
Discipline back-up
Special projects
Parent relations

a

.06

.19**

.03

-.06

.01

.001

a
Composite scores were calculated by averaging the normalized

component scores.



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 measuri .g principal support

are 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 .01) 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 supervision show no significant independent effects, except for

a negative effect of curriculum riblicies on teacher satisfaction

(beta = 5, p < .01), which suggests that curriculum policies may b

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.totheir correlation

with the variables measuring principal support (r = .30), which may
1

have a confounding effect.

.ionConci_tionalizjng itfie Gel al Prediot.

It would be naive to th nk that closer working relationships will

'edict teach faction under all conditions. Our past studies

revealed that collegial relationships with other teachers are sometimes

unwanted, as when teaming is forced upon the staff. Some teachers seem

to prefer the isolated classroom and some teachers are clearly unhappy

with their particular teams. While teaming may bring about increased

collegial interaction, 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.

When the control and supervision variables are analyzed separ-
ately, without the principal support variables, the betas are
significant and independent for frequency of principal evaluation
(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

boards, the orderliness of the classroom, and the efficiency of the

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

iew of teamed teachers working under conditions where the pr icipal

can readily see them (as in the open space school).

There are two major conditions under which we hypothesize that the

ion 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 lffects of these conditions are explained below.

Task interdependence among Teachers

Theoretically, the concept of task interdependence refers to the

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 teachers 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 ns "cross-grouping" and once the initial decisions about grouping

and scheduling are made, the teachers do not have to take each other

to account very much. Thus we see cross-grouping as indicating
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less task interdependence than joint teaching when we analyze data from

teamed teachers.

In addition to teamin, 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

simple physical fact that if some teachers allow their students to be

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

need to take other teachers 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 (Q10)
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 arOmportant 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 is not an unmixed blessing from the worker's point of

ew. 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
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teams f this is the case, then organizational measures of integra-

tion should relate to measures of staff morale very differently when

eachers work more interdependently; theyshould 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-

-n examined above concerning vertical integration and satisfaction

hold more strongly for interdependent teachers; likewise the above

proposition concerning the informal evaluation system among teachers

as a predictor of teacher satisfaction will work more powerfully when

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 h- othesis is that informal teacher

evaluation and the indices of vertical integration constitute ways to

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

space 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

affect the way collegial relationships and vertical integration relate



to satisfaction. We do not know specifica ly how this relationship

differs between lower and higher SES schools, but we'do have some

empirical grounds for suSpecting that lower SES schools represent a

different kind of organization with respect to our antecedent and con-

sequent variables. For example, only 58 percent of the teachers in lo

SES schools in the sample describe themselves as remely" or "very

satisfied" with their schools, whereas 77 percent of the teachers in

high-SUS schools describe themselves as satisfied to this degree. lt

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-

nomic 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.

d endence: Eff of Teamin-

It will be recalled that teaming is considered an index of inter-

dependence among teachers. We predicted that indices _f both teacher

evaluation and vertical integration would be more closely related to

satisfaction 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

teachers is related to school satisfaction for teamed teachers only.

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 sat -faction 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

Indices of
Collegial
Relationships

Correlation with Teacher Satisfaction
(N=232)

Team Member Non-Team Member

action
x

Frequency of talking
with othe: teachers .08 .15*

Frequency of sharing
materials .35* .20*

Informal Evaluation by Teac e s

Frequency .15 .03

Helpfulness .14

.05

.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-

tions, all were much more important predictors of satisfaction for

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 teaming is intro-

duced, collegial relationships in general are much more important for
9

teacher satisfaction.

-Further analysis testing for interaction effects between teaming
and the indices of collegial relationships revealed a significant inter-
action effect only between teaming and sharing materials.

171
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TABLE 7.4

Regression of Satisfaction on Collegial Zelations,
by Teaming

Indices of
Collegial Relationships

'eam Members

Beta Total r-

Non-Team Members

Beta Total r"

Frequency of sharing
materials

Frequency of teacher
evaluation

Helpfulness of teacher
evaluation

Frequency of teacher
discussion

.17

-.14

.08

.12

.06

tp < .10
*p < .05

**p < .01

.In Table 7. 5, the indices of vertical integration do not show

dramatic changes when teaming is introduced as a measure of interde-

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-

teamed teachers, especially in the areas of discipline and student

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
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TABLE 7.5

Vertical Integration and Teacher Sasfaction--
with School, by Teaming

Indices of .

Vertical Integration

Correlation h Teacher 5atisfact,-
(N=252)

(Principal-Teacher Relationship Team Member Non-Team Member

Impersonal Control

School policies (composite
score) a .20* -.05

Discipline .29** .09

Evaluation of students .18* -.07

Curriculum -.02 -.07

Personal Supervision

=equency of principal
observation .20* .19*

Frequency of principal
,evaluation

rineipal Support

.26*** .26***

Principal support (composite
score) .54*** .42***

Teaching ideas .37*** .40***

Discipline back-up .42*** .40***

Special projects .46*** .29***

Parent relations .34***

.05

.01

.001

a_
Composite scores were obtained.by averaging the normalized com-

ponent scores.

non-teamed teaChers it becomes insignificant (beta = .01). This sug-

i-ts that beyond a supportive principal role, teamed teachers also-

value some form of personal supervision. School policies also show

much stronger effects on sa 'sfaction for teamed teachers:

in the case of student evaluation policies (beta = .27, p

positive

.01) and
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TABLE 7.6

-ression of Satisfaction on Indices of Vertical Integrati--
by Teaming

Indices of.
Vertical Integration

Team Members Non-Team Members
2

Beta Total r Beta Total r-

Frequency of Principal Evaluation

Frequency of Principal Observation -.09

School Policies
Discipline
Evaluation
Curriculum

Principal Support
Teaching ideas
Discipline back-up
Special projects
Parent relations

.01

.04

.16 -.01

.27** -.09
-.08

-.09 .38**

.09

.27** -.11

.18 .01

.41 .27

negative in the case of curriculum policies (beta = p < .01 ).

The comparable betas for non-teamed teachers are not significant (-.09

and -.08, respective y ). Thus in addition to having a supportive

principal, it is apparently also important for teamed teacherg to have

some general school policies on student evaluation. School policies on

curriculum seem to be a source of dissatisfaction to teachers generally,

and especially 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

qui e different for teamed teachers (r
2
= .41) and non-teamed teachers

(r- .27). When we tested for interaction effects, we found that

teaming and school policies, particularly in the area of student

ITt
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evaluation, 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 teachL,, than for non-teamed teachers.

Interde endence: EffectsRE:kies a e

In tl is analysis we shift to data for t am member only (N=102).

Virtually all the open space teachers are on teams, so we divided

-amed teachers by whether or not they taught in open space areaq:

Among teams, we assumed that those working in open space were more in-

terdependent than those working in self-contained classrooms.

Informal teacher evaluation indices show the same relationship to

cher satisfa-tion for teams in the two settings, contrary to our

prediction of a strengt1--ned relationship between teacher evaluation

and satisfaction where teams are more interdependent. The frequency

of teacher evaluation and satisfaction are correlated .18 in open space

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 both physical settings (. 1 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 (see 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 = .52). The increased interdependence of open

-17Z)
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spare appears to make several of the indices of ve-

more important for satisfaction.

TABLE 7.7

integra ion

Correlation of Vertra1 Integration and Satisfaction of
Teamed Teachers, by Setting

Indices of
Vertical .Integration

(Principal-Teacher Relationship)

Open Space
Team
(N=S2)

Non-Open-Space
Team
(N=50)

Impersonal Control

School policies (composite s .23 .15

Discipline .02

Evaluation of students .07 .27**

Curriculum -.13 .08

Personal Supervision

Frequency of principal observation .31** .03

Frequency of principal evaluation .48*** .01

Principal Support

Principal support (composite scor
Teaching ideas .44*** .30*

Discipline back-up .59*** .25*

Special projects .34** .58**

Parent relations .56*** .34**

.05

.01

.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

policies on discipline (beta = .31, p < .01, for open space teamed

teachers; beta = -.36, p < -01, for teamed teachers in self-contained

1 76
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classrooms Frequency of principal evaluation and principal support

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 (teaching ideas and special projects) show stronger effects in

conventional settings. This is also true of school policies on student

evaluation. On the whole, the analysis suggests that mana(pcmPnt-rciated

and control-related variables are more important for teams in open

s ._ce, while variables related to instructional practices are more

ft-rtant for teams not in open space.

nterdependencel T ies of Teaming

One solution to the problems of high interdependence in teams,

eTecially in _ lms 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 be reduced. We do find that

reports of cross-grouping are somewhat more common in open space

schools th n among teams in self-contained schools. (It is not true,

however, _ at joint teaching is significantly less common in open space

scrlols.) We find a correlation of .42 between cross-grouping and

satit,faction among teams working in open space settings; thus, it

appears to t_ 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 simultaneously.

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 t _ms whos- members often

3mere was also a stroni- interaction effect of open space and
policies on discipline.
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TABLE 7.8

Correlation of Informal Teach r Evaluation and Satisfaction
among Teamed Teachers, Cro s grouping and

Joint Teaching

Measur-- of
lc _a

Evaluation

Cross-grouping Joint Teaching

High Low

(N50) (N=46)

High
(N46)

Low
(N=46)

Frcquenc

He 1 pfulne-- 17*

.20

.30

.25* .09

.05

.001

jointly, the frequency of collegial evaluation is positively re-

lated to teacher satisfaction; while for teams high on cros -grouping

the opposite, though weaker, pattern holds. Team teachers who report

ent evaluation by other teachers arefrequent joint

more satisfied

quently evalua

teaching and

than teachers working in the same way who do not fre-

ch other. Thus the informal system of teacher

evaluation appears to function as a-satisfaetor) --thod of lateral into-

gration only under some very spec al working arrangements. The help-

ness of teacher eva;,ation does not become any more powerful as a

predictor of satisfaction under these conditions and in fact seems to

be more 1 mportant when joint teaching is infrequent.

Table 9 pre -ents some of the most interesting rLsults of th s

an

verti

joint teaching. Correlations between teacher satisfaction and school

policies (compos score: r = .32), frequency of principal evaluation

= .421, and principal support (composite score: r = .70) are all

considerably higher for team members high on joint teaching than they

are for team members low on joint teachin . On the other hand, when

is. It, shows marked increases in the relationship between

.tion and satisfaction for t,ams reporting frequent
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-orouping is used as an index of inter_ependence the relationship

of vertical integration to satisfaction is considerably stronger for

whers who do less crL --grouping.

TABLE 7.9

Correlation of Vertical Integration and Satisfaction
mon? Teamed Teachers, by Cross-grouping and

Joint Teaching

Indicec of Vertical
Integration (Principal-
Teacher Relationship)

Cross rouping Joint Teaching

High
N=50)

Low
(N=46)

igh
(N=46)

Low

(N=46)

Impersonal Control

School policies (composi
score) -.11 .21* .32* .11

r -cipline .05 .47*** .46*** .27*

Evaluation of students .05 .22 .15 .19

Curriculum

ersonal Supervision

-.27* .01 .05 -.15

Frequencv of principal
ovaluat Inn .23 .42*** .2'

Helpfulness of rncipal
eva luation .45 .38** .58* .42**

Principal Support (compo:ite
score) .42*** ,57*** .70*** .38**

Teaching ideas .'? 19*** .50*** .37**

Discipline hack-up .32** .40*** .56*** .29*

Special projects .38** .56*** .65*** .27*

Parent relations .28* .26*

*p < .0S
p < .01

.001

oomic S Schools

The 16 schools were dichotomized into high and low SES, depending

rank order of the School mean of individual teacher S S ratings



_ students. Thus there are eiht high-SES schools and eight low-SES

schools . There are severul organizational differences between these

sets of schools. rlrt, teaming is much more common in high-SES schools:

perLent of the teachers in high-SE_ schools are teamed compa'ed to
4 ..24 percent of the teachers in low -SES schools. teaminv and

satisfaction aro related somewhat positively in hioh-SES schools

and neguticl in low-SES schools (Tau . -.11). Third, the

p rop c n of teachers reporting high levels of collegial relations

tended to be higher in high-SES schools, as Table 7.10 shows.

Bili 7.10

rcentame of Teachers Report ing Hi gh Values on In
Collegial Relations, by Sc ool SES

Indices o..

Collegial
Relations

S-hool SES
Significance
of Kendall's

Tau
High
(N.111)

Low
(N.121)

requ
ova

Helpfulness of teacher
evaluation

Frequency of teacher
observation

Ldiaring or materials 40

26%

74

11

26

p

p <

p <

.

.001

.01

.001

Table 7.II shows that teachers in higi-SES sch-ols also reported

higher levels of vertical egration 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 studcnt discipline in low-SFS schools.

4_
This SFS 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 t'aMs were in open settings.



TABLE 7.11

Percentage of Teachers Reporting High Values on indices of
Vertical Integration, by Scvool SES

Indices of

Vertical
Integrati

School SES
Significance
of Kendall's

Tau
High
(N=111)

Low
121)

:reLluency of principal evaluation 34% 359- N.S.

quency of principal observation 26 37 p .05

School policies discipline 61 43 p < .001

School policies, curriculum 40 p < -05

Principal support

Teaching ideas 62 37 p < .001

Discipline 41 30 p .01

Special projects 44 36 p < .01

Parent relations 41 7 3 p .05

Since we have already shown that teaming changes the way in which

organizational conditions relate to satisfaction, and since teaming and

school SFS are positively associat( I, we will move directly to an

analysis of collegial relations and satisfaction in the two SFS set-

tings, holding teamini constant. Table 7.12 shows the correlations

hetwe n teacher satisfaction and some indices of collegial reistions in

the two social class settings. It reveals that among teamed teachers

in low=SliS schools more intense c,(Ilegial relationships are associated

with less satisfaction. The opposite ts the case for high-SES schools.

Despite the small number of teachers on teams in low-SES schools in

this sample, the results indicate thaCteams in this setting are ex

periencing some special diffi-ult



TABLE 7. 12

Correlaticn of Collegial Relationships and Teacher Satisfaction
__-- Teamed IL ILI ors, by School SES

Indics of
Collegial
Relations

High SES
(tsi7O)

Low SES
(N.29)

Interaction
Frequeir-\ of sharing ma eri

)endence
Ftequencv of team meetings
Freuency of joint activities

Tea her Lvaluation
Frequency of teacher observ

.31** .01

-.35*

.29**

ion

Our data contain ample evidence uf positive associations be yeen

closer teacher relations and teacher satisfactio there is even more

consistent evidence of the relation between verti 11 iriegration and

teacher satisfaction. rven our initial zero-order correlations show

significant results. However, these zero-order correlations must be

interpreted with caution. When interdependence of teachers is intro-

duced as -ontrol, the pattern of assciation.changes, and the change

varies according to the of interdependence used. In general,

appears to be the case that interdepeodence makes both collegial rela-

tionships and vertical integration more important for teacher sa

faction, and the stricter the criterion of interd pendence, the

stronger this result appears.



If the measure of int rdependence is simply teaming, we find that
several aspects of collegial relations are more important for the satis-

faction of teamed teachers than for non-teamed teachers: sharing

materials, helpfulness of teacher evaluation, and frequency of teacher

evaluation (Tables 7.3 and 7.4).- The relatively weak effect of fre-

quency of teacher evaluation on satisfaction suggests that only under

,-Tecial conditions does informal teacher evaluation become a source of

satisfaction, even on teams. This interpretation is suppted by the

finding of a significant correlation between frequency o teacher

evaluation 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 satisfaction for teamed teachers.

Indices of vertical intogration 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 are more important to the satisfaction of

teamed teachers (Table 7.5). In the multiple regression analysis, fre-

quency of principal evaluation also remains more important to the satis-

faction of teamed teachers thin to that of non-teamed teachers once the

principal support indices are taken into account (Table 7.6). When the

level of intrdependenee is higher, as when we compare teams working in

open space to teams in self-contained class- ms or when we compare

team members who often teach jointly with those who do not (fables 7.8

and 7.10), wc find the relationships highly intensified in a number of

'7, particularly discipline policies and frequency of prineHal

evaluation. The importance of the principal's evaluation for teacher

satisfaction in open space had been expected from studies of th_

effects of visibility which showed that visibility increases the por-

ceived le4ltlmm acy of the evaluation system (Marrim, 1971). Our results

'Although the direct correlation be_ween frequency of teacher
evaluation and satisfaction is not significant for teamed teachers,
multiple regression shows that frequency of evaluation has a direct
effect on satisfaction as well as sn indirect effect through greater

. perceived helpfulness.

13,3



hat because the pTI nc ipal can and does observe a mull wider

sampling of the team's activities Under conditions of open space, the

principal's eval __us heeom a more valued source of support for

ers.

Our analysis of teams in open space suggests that they do not

iis represent the most "advanced" examples of work arrangements or

g methods. They are much more likely to use 7ross-grouping than

teams in self-contained classrooms; moreover, cross-vrouping by open

spac team members is strongly associated with teacher satisfaction

..aool. Ilowever, it does not seem to he an indicator of a well-func-

'rig team: the relation between satisfaction with team (rather than

overall school satisfaction ) and cross-grouping is nega.tive for open

space team teachers. Moreover, cross-grouping tends to he relat-d to

relatively routine technology, as discussed in Chapter 4. It ma

that the increased interdependence of open space teams generates special

problems; cross-grouping may represent a satisfactory solution to these

problems by reduciag the need for colmnunication and coordination. The

importance -ached to student discipline policies for satisfaction of

teachers on open space teams may also indicate a desire to reduce the

possible intrusiveness of other classes on one's work space due to the

interdependence in this setting.

In general, the picture emerging from this analysis can be summed

pp in two brief statements:

Interdependence increases the importance of bo h co 1 leg ial
relationships and of vertical integation for teacher
satisfaction.

As the cr terion for interdependence becomes more rigorous,
the importance of vertical integration for teacher satisfac-
tion increases.

of School SES

When the socioeconomic status -C the school is _ ken into account

in addition to intedependence, the results are quite provocative.

Given -earning, as interdependence increases, so does teacher

18
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Sat 15taLtionbUt onlv for high-SES schools. In the low-SES schools

there is some evidence of a negative relationship between increased

inter ependence of teamed teachers and teacher satisfaction. Far from

representing a conclusive result, with only ei ht schools in each SES

category, this finding suggests tho need for a closer examination of

teaming in low-SES schools. It may be that in this setting there is

much less confidence in the efficacy of teaching. Teachers may he di

couraged because the children do not learn 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 .

i ons e Prin- _Role

Let us examine the results from the point of view of what princi-

pals might do to improve teachers' satisfaction. Most important is the

rning to use caution in interpreting a result such as the observed

i-oci1tofl between individual reports of principal evaluation and

teacher satisfaction. This result should not bt'i :erpreted to mean

that l'rincipLls who evaluate every teacher in the school regularly have

the highest staff morale. The observed association is based on indi-

vidual data, and it can he taken to mean that some teachers on a staff

have a satisfying relationship with the principal Crom whom they receive

frequent evaluat n. Other teachers on that same staff may report in-

frequent evaluation. We F und that in some schoo teachers gave widely

varyi..41 reports of the frequency of the principal's evaluation. Although

there was a significant correlation between teachers' reports on the

quency of principal evaluation and.teacher satisfaction for the

sample of individual teachers, when we look at the correlation between

the teachers' mean response in each school on frequency of principal

evaluation and satisfaction the correlation is insignificant.
6

The finding that principal evaluation in open space is an important

predictor of teacher satisfaction gives an important clue. Probably,

6
In fact, in the two scho_s where teachers rather uniformly re

ported a high frequency of evaluation, staff morale was relatively low
when we calculated a mean level of teacher'Satisfaction.
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the principal's cvaluati on be °rues a source of general high morale w en

the teachers feel that the evaluations are legitimate and helpful.

Perceptions of log itimacy are mere likely to occur when the prinip-

can see a fair sampling of teacher performance, as in open spLle.

schools.

The st rength of the association between individual teachers' r

ports of prime ipal evaluation and teacher satisfaction may evca come

about because teachers who like the principal often seek him or her out

for evaluat_ on and remain close contact. Those o are not satisfied

vith the school and do not like the principal may successfull y avoid

frequent evaluation. A: one of the principals in our sample reported,

a teacher in his school, upon finding the principal out'ide the

room door, opens it a crack and says, "May I help you?"

An important general finding with implications for the principal's

role is the st ungth of the relationship between teacher satisfaction

and the perception that thu principal supports teachers ideas, disci-

pline, relations with parents, and special projects. Support from the

princiPal generally remains a strong positive predictor of teacher

satisfact on, revardiess of teaming, open space, or school SES. This

sul mes even more in -Jrtant when team membe engage in J oint

tea'hIng \tteinpting to prOvIde support teachers in these areas

appears -zo he a constructive goal for principals.

There are some interesting suQgestions for the principal's role

wi th respect to gen ral school policies in schools that have teaming.

For team members, p01 ic on student evaluation and student discipline

It should not be inferred from this result that the evaluations
of principals in open space arc more likely to be perceived as sound.
They are not (r .01).

8
Our assert _on that the relationship between frequency of principal

evaluat ion and teacher satisfaction has different meanings in tradi-
tionally organized schools and in teamed schools is supported by the
multiple regression analysis. in non-teamed schools, once principal's
support variables are entered, frequency of lirincipal evaluation is no
longer a predictor of teacher satisfaction. In contrast, in teamed
schpoIs frequency of.principal evaluation retains its power to predict
teacher satisfaction after the supportiveness is taken into account.

18()
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appear to have special importance in predicting teacher satisfaction.

In open space, a general policy on student discipline has an especially

strong relationship 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

schools is that if he or she wishes to introduce a technology such as

flexible grouping, it may first be necessary to improve the communica-

tion and interaction among team members so that they will be willing

and able to handle the possible frustrations of a task requiring in-

creased interdependence. Many open space teams seem to adopt and be

satisfied with cross-grouping; yet this often does not represent very

SOphisticatnl instructional practice and is not related to satisfaction

with teaming.

If open space teams are moving to cross-grouping because high

interdependence is espeL .11y frustrating in the open space setting,

then the principal may have to look for ways to provide more support

teams in this setting. If teams do develop to the point that they

are willing to increase their frequency joint teaching, the role of

the principal appears to be more important than ever as a source of

evaluation, an administrator of general policies, and, above _

supporter of the teac-aer's role.

In conclusion, this investigation into support for the teacher's

role through collegial relationships and vertical integration has been

able to sutgest ways in which the general proposition that organiza-

tional changes may increase teacher satisfaction are conditional upon

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

been able to draw a more complex and sofsAist cated picture of the

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

Introductjon

ing chapters we have been interested in the

organizational structures of classrooms, schools and school districts,

and in the impi-t of these structures on instruction and on the work and

orientation of some of the participants. We have not emphasized tile

effects of organizational patterns on "student outcomes"--the primary

goals of the m--hecause 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,

sociali ation, and adjustment are of particular concern to practitioners

who are responsible for operating schools.

Most research 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, aspiratic,ns, and self-concept; and sometimes whether

they have long-run -ffects on the child's values or social skills and

attitudes. We have, ourselves, inquired into the relationship between

classroom organization and the formation of students' perceptions of

tieir academic ability (Simpson, 1975).

the most part, the starting point for research on student out-

comes is the conception of the school as an organization working its

ptirposos with oreater or lesser effectiveness on student targets. This

conception has been modified as the research tradition has developed,

because it has become clear that students may be affected in ways

broader than those defined by the organization's purposes and techniques

This chapter was written by JohnW. Mcyr, Sus;
Robbins, and Carl Simpson.

18#J
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--by their personal relationships with peers and teachers, for exr!-Tle,

and by their overall experience in the school us a community.

Put it is possible to shift completely away from the conception of

ts as clients of the school, even thane th' is interestilv,

legitimatc. and successful orientaton, and to c,-Iceivf-, thc- as

members of 'rho school partieipate quite actively in

its life 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 oraanimation. The conception

of students as members of the school may become more common in the

future: in our society interest seems to he shifting from the:future

benefits children may derive from childhood and school to u considera-

tion of the satisfactions and well-being of the children in the present.

Teachers and administrators are even now highly sensitive to students'

affective respoires to the school and the classroom.

Once we decide to consider students as members of the school

organization rather than as client-., further choices must be made.

Ne might, for example, consider students aS part the s_c_heoT commotti_ty,

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 organi.zat_ion, focusing on

their work at assigned tasks in this organization. This choice, unlike

the decision to consider students us members rather than as clients, is

not simply a free intellectual choice. ln taking this perspective we

may he right or ,,J2 may he very wrong. lf neither thc children nor

those who work with them organize their lives in the school as if it

were a task-oriented work organization, but instead relate to each

other as members of a broad community, our data may showjhat our de-

cision to focus on students as workers was a mistake. (Or perhaps

teachers and students share an understanding that the schoo) is indeed

work organization, hut that the students are 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
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jobs to do (though without thinking of it in that way), that they are

oriented toward doing these Jobs, and that they derive their satisfac-

tions from their performance of thcse work activities rather than, for

instance, from their broader social _ lations within the school as a

community We will examine our data below to see how much sense this

1 hypothesis makes

[f students have "work" roles in the school, we are of course,

sted in the way the classroom, school, and district organizati ns

--e roles. As wjtl . any study of the relation of workers to

their jobs, many dimensions could be picked out 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

_hink they perform them; and how much autonomy they have in their

job performances. We then asked -he following questions about these

dimensions.

(1) What factors affect student job satisfaction--1 the degree

to whica pupils "like" school? We were especially interested in any

evidence on whether st-ucturally complex classrooms and complex in-

structional arrangements in one way or another expand the roles and the

s:itisfactions of students; but we report also the effects of other

factors often discussed in the literature on job satisfactin g. in

Pinnonbaum, 1966

(2) What factors affect student autonomy in classroom wo7., and,

in turn, what effects does autonomy have on other aspects of the class-

room? Again we were especially .i terested in whether clas sroom Corn-

piexitv offe-ed more alternatives to students; we hypothesized such

effects on both teachers and students. The analyses below suggest that

this variable has different meanings frYr students than we imagined, in

addition, our analyses suggest that student autonomy is m eh more

complicated than we had assumed. With more sophisticated conceptual za-

.0n and measurement of student autonomy, we would expect to see ver

different results. Some of our measures in this regard, therefore, are

not very useful.



(3) What factors affet 5tudents1 conceptions of ,heir academic

ability? This question, which concerns an intervening variable very

commonly evoked by educational theories, was of great interest. It is

examined in a separate monograph (Simpson, 1975). Simpson's study shows

that students' self-perceived abilitv tends to derive directly from

classroom experience and peer evaluations, and indirectly (through these

variables) from teachers' evaluations and test scores. It is further

shown, as we would have exneeted, that complex classrooms tend to break

up the simple "ability" stratification of the class, and thus reduce the

inequality among students in self-perceived ability.
,

Who Likes School?

We report below on the factors that affected the c\tent to ;Olich

the children said they liked school. As stressed earlier, ;02 conceive

of this as essentially a job satisfaction study--students are members,

as well as clients, of the sc,hool organization, and may find their role

in it more or less satisfactory. Their satisfaction, like that of all

workers, may be independent of the kind and amount of work they produce,

which in this case is the main goal of the organization. We are especi-

ally interested in any effects of school or classroom organization on

satisfaction, but consider a wide range of hypothr!ses, as is necessary

in all job satisfaction studies. And, as is usually the case with such

studies, we are investigating the meani_rig to the children of their role

and their satistaction with it as much as we are the factors that cause

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 role in the organization. And the re-

verse seems equally plausible.

The basic dependent variable is the response to the question,

"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 aat these answers are not strikingly different from those re-

ported bv teachers about their own satisfaction (see Chapter 7).

We discovered some initial evidence supporting the view that

children approach school in terms of its work, rather than in broader

ways, b- looking at the relationships between answers to the "liking

question and answers to questions about liking specific activ-

Liking school was closely- and positively correlated with liking

the main academic subjects: reading Cr = .29 h (. ), and social

studie (.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 ool" question.
1

In contrast, liking athletics

= .11) and liking drawing (r 10) were much less closely related to

school. However important and satisfying these activities mav

be to children as people they are not central to the work of the

school. And children apparently perceive this and choose to focus their

orientation on the satisfactions to b- derived from the main topics of

work.

As one might expect, several background factors affected whe her

or not the children reported liking school, but none of them have large

effects, 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 bosjs of the literature on the subject, but it should again be

no ed that none of the relationships are large.

What about the satisfaction of minor'ty students? Black (beta =

.08, p .05) and Chicano students (.12 p < .05) liked school even

han others. Although this finding is contrary to many popular

d beliefs, similar results have been duplicated in a few recent

1Standardied regression sl pes (or betas): reading (.24), math
(.30), and social studies (.32). In this analysi for reasons to be
made clear below, self-perceived ability and self-esteem were included.
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studies which show relat vely high academic se f-esteem ahd high in-

volvement and faith in school on the part of Black and Chicano students

(Fernandez, Massey, and Dornbusch, 1975). One interpretation is that

minority students place Much more importance on school and the work they

do in school for their sqcces5 than do other students. Another involves

the revolution in the special consideration and positive treatment of

minority students.

Methods

We studi d 334 third-grade students from 17 classroi Ps in siN.

schools. The scr.00ls were selected from among 16 chosen for our n-

tensive work with teachers to provide a good deal of variation in

organization and curriculum. The classrooms in each which contained

third-grade students were 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

classes had from 25 to 33 students.

Since the schools selected were part of our larger surveys, we

had district and school data of the sort discussed earlier in this report,

and we also had the detailed descriptions of classroom organization and

curriculum from the teachers. Further, for this study, the teachers in-

volved were asked to rate each student's performance in three subjec

areas; to describe each student's membership in abil. ty 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 standardized reading test scores the third grader-;

had received a- first graders.

A quest onnaire was prepared for the students. lt was pretested

extensively and was verv short. In order to make sure the students

understood the questions, the test administrator went through the entire

questionnaire with the students, 1 aving time for them to answer each

question after it was read aloud. The students report d how they per-

ceived their own ahilities in various subjects and the r beliefs about .

1
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the abilities of their peers. They also reported how much they 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

scribed on a systematic observation form. In these classrooms, we ob-

served one period each of math, reading, and social studies instruction .

nc practices, van ct ies of available materials, the uses of these

:atenials, the degree to which the children could choose what to do, a-

the degree of student and teacher physical movement were observed and

recorded. Three separate observations were made during each observed

period; thus, ea h classroom was observed at least nine times during

cur visit

ilmotheses on Student Job Satis: otion

Liking school seemed to mean liking the work of sehoo- 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 ) In this way, we

or six hypotheses.

arr ved at six lines of anation,

Abijity_and rewards. People te-d to be more satisfied with work

and others believe they can do well. One might organize a separate

Tuvicnt about rewards, but in the school situation, the student is re-

warded 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

studenl 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 hypothese_

,Jadent's own conception of his ability to do schoolwork
contributes to his satisfaction or dissatisfaction with
school.



The assessments by others of a student's iork contribute to
his satisfaction or dissatisfaction with school.

S.!lf.concfft. Over and above a person's specific assessment
his ability to do certain work, he makes qeneral assessments of h
-ucquacy. Higher self-esteem is usually thought to make a person abler
to perform roles and mor atisfjed with the roles and his performance
in them. One could imagine that a student who thought of himself as
having generally valued abilities for the academic task at hand
be more satis ied.

udent's general sclfconcept contribi
ion with school.

sat

A student's general conception of his intelligence contributes
to hi satisfaction or dissatisfaction with ,LhOO1

Social suress. Broader, more affetive aspects of a worker's
role may affect his satisfaction more than the specific task acti
do. Perhaps friendships and the ability to participate effective

socially desirable activities contribute to school satisfaction. The
school day, even more than the ordinary workday, allows for a great
deal of socializing. There is recess, lunchtime, physical education,
art classes, and afte school interzict ion.

A student's ---ial succc__
with school.

to his satisfactjon

A tonomy. An issue that flows through the literature on teacher

satisfaction (and the literature on Jfib satisfaction in general) is

work autonomy. Discretion in choosing and scheduling activities is
thought to he an important source or work satisfaction.

4. The deoree of work a-__Dnomy a student is allowed affccts
his sa 'sfaction with school.

Classroam_somElnil. An argument_ running throughout this report

relates the complexity of the classroom situation to the effective
integration of the child into the classroon work situation. Complex
classrooms offer the teacher and the student more ways to fit the



effectivel into the work situat on. These expanded possibilities

should increase the work satisfaction of the studentpartiv throu

the variables discussed above, and partly independently of them.

5. More organizationally complex classrooms increase the
satisfaction of the students.

Vertical integration. Effective involvement in schoolwork ordi

nril seems to require an effective working relationship between student

and teacher. any classroom--perhaps especially in a complex -ne-

higher levels of work-related contact (that is, more frequent a d indi-

vidualized interaction) between teacher and student are crucial to the

student's involvement and satisfaction, and may, in addition, increase

the rewards the situation offers.

gher levels of contact with teachers increases student-'
satisfaction with school.

easures_of Perceived AbOity and 5-1 Esteem

Throughout our analyses, two variables seem to importantly affect

liking for school: the child's conception of his ability- to do the

work, and his general self-esteem.

e measured the student's perceived ability by adding together five

ems: (1) Compared to the other kids in this class, how good are you

at schoolwork? (2) Compared to all third graders, how good are you 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, ( I'm better than most, (3) I'm about in the middle, (4) I'm

not as good as most, 'm one of the worst. To items 3, 4, and 5,

he could inswer: (1) I'm a lot better, (-) I'm a little better, (3)

I'm about in the middle, (4) I'm a little worse, or I'm a lot worse.

The most positive response was scored as 5, the most negative as l

A mean score on all the it ms was computed (for item int.orrelation

see Si pson, 1975).
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Sel_f-es_teem was measureL by combining seven items in which the child

was asked to rate hdmself on whether he was more hardworking or lazy,

happy or s-h1, kind or mean, unsuccessful or successful, a leader or a
follower, , .ird to get along with or easy to get along with. There

five possible answers, ranging, for example, from very lazy to very
hardworking. The most positive response was scored as S. the most ne
tive as 1. A mean score on the items was computed.

Ltors

Table 8.1 s ows the effects of self-esteem and perceive

on MC ing school." Beth uriables have significant effect

ability

Perceived
ability and self-esteem are positively corelated (.40), but ha-- 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.

TABLE 8.1

Reiircssion Effec__ of Pe ceived Ability and Self-
on Liking School

(N-292)

el

Var lab andardized regress
coefficient (beta)

on

Pc rceivcd Ability

-Fstc-em

.21

.24

io

12.0Sk*

16.15**

.01
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But let us consider Hypothesis lb. 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 w th school.

That is, the evaluation of his work-by others shou:,' work independently

to some extent. In facto however, it does not. Of course, these ratings

might partly 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

are added. The results from each indicator are as follows:

a The teachiz-ri; 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).

h Ea-h child was asked to list the best and worst students in
his 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 cho--;en ps 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 soci_al
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).

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 the 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

199



group, 2 medium group, 1 slow group). The correlation
between this index and self-esteem was --. that between the
index and pe ceived ability was .20.

_othes s lb is eliminated b the data. This is not to say that

teacher and peer ratings are unimportant to the child. Simpson's (197r

analysis of these data shows that these variables have substanti ef-

fects on the child's conception of his own abilit . 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 ability. Over and above this, having

his ability respected by others 'lease the child, but it apparently

does not make him say he likes school mc

fly otheses Llb and 3 fare no br.:Iter. Hvputhcsi 2b argued that
beyond high self-esteem, high and ,eneralized academ self-esteem would

produce satsfaeton with school. Along with the other self-esteem

items the children we ed to rate themselves on how "smart" they

were. These ratings were correlated with the other self-esteem items,

but showed by far the lowest individual corr( ation with liking school.

And when included in the regression analysis of Table 8.1, the item

showed an almost significant ptssgv.e effect of -.13 (bcta)' "smart"

correlated with self-esteem .45 and with percei cd ability .47. Think-

ing well of oneself and thinking one is good at schoolwork improves

one's satisfaction. Believing one has high capacity in the abstract

does not help.

lixv2:tlic3 (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 aLlded to'Table 8.1, ho ever, the item

showed no independent ef 't (beta = The corre ation is .21 with

self-esteem and .25 with perceived abL

Second, more powerful evidence is provided h.: a sociometric ques-

tion: The children were asked to name three frien. , and the number of

nominations received by each child was scored and divided by the total

number of choices. Here, the correlation with self-estee is .07 and

2



with perceived ability, O. This variable, when added to Table 8.1,

has an insignificant (.06) effect on liking school.

An even more powerful finding which provides evidence ainst the

social success hypothesis is that whether students think they have

feiends or not does not affect their liking school. When the percei_ved

sociometric choice item was added to the items in Table 8.1, there was

no significant effect (beta .00); perceived friendship was correlated

wi h self-esteem and perceived ability .20 and .16, respectively. The

students were asked to "circle the drawing which shows how many kids In

this class like you and want to he your friend." The five answer cate-

riec 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 not thinking about how many friends they have

or how popular or socially successful they think they are. They are

thinkieg about how competent they are at doing schoolwork and how the)'

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 lite 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. Tbey

liked it more if they felt they were good at it (but not if they thought

they wer "smart"), and they liked it if they had more general self-

respect. The point is, however, that they were telling us about their

-lings about their work, not their school life in general.

We turn now to examine the specifically work-related hypotheses:

4, 5, and 6. Hypbthesis 4 the idea that work autonomy should affect

job s on--an idea with substantial support in adult popula-

lons--_fails:

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

2 1
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effects (beta = .03 and .04, respectively). Student autonomy/ ime
correlated .14 with self-esteem and .16 with perceived ability.
With student autonomy/activity the correlations were .18 and
.08.

We asked the teachers how much choice they perm tted the
children. The effect en students' liking for school was c-
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 variable 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 classiti_d the ass-
rooms by the amount of physical movement among the children
which could be observed, on the grounds that in a 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 three
sources of data on student autonomy--teacher, stAW_at, and
observation--will he discussed in the autonomy subsection of
this chapter.)

We believe our measures of autonomy have many wea ne_ses, 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. Apparently our measures were so broad as to include

in "autonomy" classroom situations which provided so much uncertaintv

and lack of structure and guidance that the net effect lacked satis

qualities. If so, the result is reminiscent of our previous data on

teachers (Ieyer 6 Cohen, 1971), which suggested that some types of

autonomy for teachers, particularly those in self-contained class-

rooms, are so isolating as to be dissatisfying. In any event, these

data on autonomy seem important and even mon striking given that more

than a decade of educational innovations in oth the United States and

under such names as free schoc open education, demo-

cratic teaching, and informal education have been built on the assumption
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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, --e dedicated themselves to , s as-

sumption. The open space schools have actually committed themselves

structurally to this belief.- Our results, or rather, our lack of re-

sults, suggests that this process of student autonomy is not sutficiently

understood. Further research seems necessary in order to l)egin to

identify the specific conditions under which student freedom ic indeed

both meaningful and satisfying to the student.

We will return to this issue of student autonomy in th sec-

tion of this chapter.

The same failure confronts i1ypo_thesis_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=

Open space cl__ rooms show no effects on students sa isfaction
(bet -.04).

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.)

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 possibleexplanation for the origin of these move-
ments. He suggests that this belief in the virtue of student autonomy
is really based on philosophical assumptions about the nature of the
child, dating back to Rousseau's writings, rather than on any empirical
data. Bantock expresses no surprise 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 condncted 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 classroom

e were in. This was a fairly loose test, since any classroom property

(including some we have no measpre 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 analysis

of variance showed Inligni_ficant_ classroom diff rences (F = .1461 d.f. =

16,313).3

We have gone to some trouble t_ study, in this special investiga-

tion, schools that vary to an exceptional degree in structure and cur-

ricular organization. And the rewit 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

satisfact on.

The finding that variations among our classrooms in-pupil satis-

faction are not significant does not completely eliminate the possibility

hat a more exact examination of the effect of a particularly strategic

classroom characteristic will show a significant result. In 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

3
However, 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. Our analysis of variance provides no reason
to believe this is not an accident.

2 1,4
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report their ability or social success with some accuracy--beeause they

are within the classroom surrounded by more and less able and popular

peers. But they have very little between-classroom experience. And if

askedwhether 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

bases for comparison by talking with others (or by even more indirect

means)? Perhaps, in other words, o-ur data are not adequate for the

problem we are approaching.

apt2ItIaLs6 (vertical integ ation--i.e., communication with the

teacher--produces satisfaction) returns our analysis to the individual

level, in part. But the measures we use (feedback, grading, teacher

physical movement, collective teacher responsibility) are derived from

our teacher questionnaire and thus give the same score to all the stu-

dents in each classroom. Anifwhile we already know that no single

classroom variable is likely to produce substantial results, it is ex-

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 answers:

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 levelof .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 abilit (.01).

2
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TABLE 8.2

Regression of Effects of Frequency of Feedback
and Grading on Liking School

(276 cases)

Variable Standardized regression
coefficient (beta) F-ratio

Frequency of feedback .15 6.99**

Frequency of grading .05 .95

Perceived ability .21 12.03**

Self-esteem .24 15.4 **

.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 s udents' 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 ElluLsi moyement

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-

cant effect (beta = .22, F = 1.95). Our interpretation is s mple: if

teachers move about the classroom, it is to maintain contact with the

diverse student activities and to provide control and meaning to these

activities.



(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) It is collectively responsible for a common group of students in all

tih'ects, (b) It is collectively respons_ible foila 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: anSwer 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 individually. (Reading was the most important subject

taught in the third grade in terms of time and energy devoted to it.)

This variable, in our view, suggests a systematic attention on the part

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 child 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
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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 from (a) a general knowledge of

his moral worth, (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 succe-or
failure is not organizational or broadly interpersonal in character.

t 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 production.
4

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-concept,

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

4The 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.

2 8
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cultural definitions of the school, what the score is. And in

that, they evaluate their status with respect to the school.

The Ambiuities of Stident Autonomy

Ordinarily, a certain amount of autonomy in the performance of

work contributes to worker satisfaction. The literature on open clat,s-

rooms has been singing the praises of more autonomy for the student for

years, 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 chi/d, and would do

so by generating higher levels of autonomy. In a complex classroom, a

given child may work en 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

teacher, 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 dos, is better fitted to his tasks, and

is more satisfied.

This line of reasoning seems quite plausible--and indeed captures

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 observa-

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 Autonom, 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.



How often do you decide what time to work on different subjects?

I usually decide.

Sometimes I decide, but usually
my teacher tells me.

almost never decide. My
teacher tells me.

How o
schoo

sing data

25%

27%

2%

-en do you de-ide what kind of work you will do for

I usually decide.

Sometimes I decide, bu
my teacher tells me.

I almost never decide. My
teacher tells me.

ssing data

26%

39%

2%

To our surprise, the students' answ9rs to these questions concern-

ing their freedom of choice in school were not corr la ed with the

teachers' answers to similar questions. The 17 teachers were asked:

How often are students in your class free to choose their own
activities in each subject area?

Fre-uencv Math

AlwayS 7%
Usually 9

Fairly often 26
Occasionally 16

Seldom 35
Never --

Missing data 7

Reading

37

54

Social Studies

7%

9

32

31

Table 8 3 shows the correlations beteen the students' and teachers'

answers for 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 no

agreement. We tend to think that the teachers share something of our

own meaning of the term in answering the questions later present

2i0



TABLE 8.3

Correlations between Students' and Teachers' Reports on
Student Work Autonomy, by Subject

Type of Autonomy
Math Reading

Time .03 .04

N=(305) N=(327)

Activity .06 -.04

N=(305) N=(327)

Note: N is the number of student responses. They are correlated
th 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 the question as to make the answers

random. They probably mean Im!yliRE 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 struc ure 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 classrooms )5 and reading (.25 for 45 classrooms),

5
A sample of 36 classrooms was chosen for the classroom observation

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

(.35 for autonomy in both time and activities).

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 pa terns--particularly in social studies classes--may

have changed, (2) they were collected, typically, in one day. Assuming

that classroom organization 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 autonomy 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 seif-concept, 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 pictuie,

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. 6

The larger choice situations teachers Might notice could be oc7

casions on which the student works out LiA1.2 the t_eacher 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 complex

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 autonomy.

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.

6-
'Possibly the phrase "what kind of work" (Q2) meant "good or bad

work"'in the minds of some of the students when answering the activity
autonomy question. This should not, however, account for the finding
concerning the time autonomy question.
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Students'_Autonomy and Satisfaction

Accounting for the lack of associatlon between the child's report

of his autonomy and school satisfaction is a problem. None_ of our

autonomy measures--nither students' norteachers' reports--were related

to students' satisfaction with school.

It ispossible that many classroom si_uations in which students

might reasonably be thought to have a gocid deal of choice represent to

the child merely an absence of restrainti In such laissez faire class-

rooms, the students might have a great del of formal freedom that means
little to them. They would, in such clasSrooms 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 anomie

and in a sense isolating. Constraintwould be missing, but so would
\

guidance and help. It may be that, giVen the-uncertainties of studying

and learning difficult subjectsi'freedom 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 in 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 involve 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

214
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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 Joss in flexibility.

Another explanation for our surprising lack of results, i.e., lack of

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

faculty interaction and influence were more likely to operate class ooms

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 7- elementary schools. A- high

degree of school structuring and activity is rare, but may be important

to help maintain classrooms that achieve more complexity in relation to

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
(Measured by Teacher

Questionnaire)

Correlation with
Student

Autonomy

1. Principal more helpful
regarding teaching ideas

Principal more helpful
regarding discipline backup

3. School policy more influential
regarding discipline

.31*

.09

.22*

4. School policy more influential
regarding curriculum -.04

Talking informally more
often about subject matter .15

6. Talking informally more
often about control .15

7. Sharing materials more often
in math

8. Sharing materials more often
in reading

9. Morei faculty influence in
curriculum

10. Own influence greater in
curriculum

.30*

.33**

. 09

. 14

*p < .05
*p < .01
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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 categories of knowledge the chdld

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

autonomous child has to find out what the objectively right thing is--

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

Piaget, that authoritarianiSM and moral realism are inherent in early

stages of children's development.) School is not, however, designed

to male 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.

2i8
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2/16/73 $aperiatenZent questionnaire 2

SUPEKETMENT

To obtoio ao overall picture of your district, we would oppretiete the

folluing inforantion.

IF Does yoar district have en orsaaicstictal chatt shoving the tell-

tionihips amoog tbe district'a administrative sod professional

personael?

10

If TES: Say ae please hue a copyi

2. Does your district have vrittet job d crlptioaa t your admini-

strative 404 preeSeloned positional

All Molt Some toe

Hay we plead have a copy of those Job descriptions which ore

available?

Whit is ths total number of certifieated personal in this distrIct?

4. li your dintrict is a uaified school district, please indicate

whether elementary educatioe in defined as K4, K-3, or atm

other 40ohiaation of grn4e levels.

K-i

_Other (please specify)

We ate inte.4404 it the elenentery educational tiptoe. la the case of

milled districts, this requirea asking you to separate personnel who ere

concerned primarily with amour/ educatiot fres those concerted with se-

coadary education.

We aro tot concerned with persomel whose work is indirectly related to

the educational process it the classroom. la particular, we are tot concerned

with foed aerwice persomnel, custodial and malotounce parkland or transpor-

tation personnel.

We ate concerned wich all others who htve toPonsallities kl nlencnarT

education, Thia itcludea four categories:

(1) Pasoan 00 have gtaerai abLaistrative reaponsihilities at the

district level,

(2) Other administrators, who have respouthility for specialised

staff functions at the district level.

(l) Oda district-level profeasiottl or certifitat@d staff, non*

sepervisoriaL

(4) Oistritt=level persons who have direct inetructional iesponsibili.

tins for elementary school childret.

Ve have obtained 4 list of your districe-leval staff mothers from the

California Public School Dirottory. Ve have att 7ted to clsaeify them

according tt the four coteries listed above. Each of the follovini four

questions deils vi.th one of the ataff categories. Please check over each

liet adding positions not shown or deleting those which have Wm eliatiateii.

&lea, if you feel thit we hove placed Any position. in the wrong categories,

pleaae make corrections.

General Abiniettatioo

This category 1$ ttetided to include the chief arlainistrativo

officers of the district who have sees respet.ibilities for dent-

tory education. It skein include the superintendent ard his

chief assistetts or sasotiatei aho ere la charge of oltmenttry

ingructiOn, personnel, or Wsiness. It ahmuld not include per-

001 00 103tk !qt in aecotdary education or 512111 with food service

transportation, or the taintesance of bullding, and grounds.

Position

Superintendent

Director of PerSonnel

AiSittant Superintendent of Operations .

Associate Superintendent

PrOportion Of tine

spwnt in Elemeotary

Education

(Estiuse if_ necessary)

221 2 2



Sundt:00U gingionaire 3 Superittezdent Nettiocatire 5

6. ditisistratort of S iallied Stiff hoed=

This category la intended to irdode other district level

4,441pistrAtort oto hasi responalbilititt for special this Rd

A$ Wallace, special education, sulti-cultolrel educition, cur-

eiollri, commit, rilstioni inn COOTEAAtiO0 Of pummel ID

specifia tubjettliAtter Argat. It AbaLld oot ioclude putout

00 do oct 4opervise or evolutto other profoolooil or Will-

mud personnel.

foultion

Proptlon of tim

peat 14 ElcOootAr7

IdocAttiot

(iu WO if ricejsay)

Director, Widance and Special Services.

Coordinator, instructional Materials

Center

Director of Curriculum

Stipa Wend= questionnaire 4

7. Norpoo7i,irtra Distr_A SteltIaE1_17,1114 ragtime

Thie Magary i4 inttoded to include profwiral or

cad/fated perms vho writ at ths district level, but vlo

hsvi not been Ur-1)bl! in the lea tmo editorials Now

they do nOc 04P4711. 4 svaluete other profesilonal or

certificeted pommel. Them wires fill foto tie sub-

444511441

(4) holusioad Atiff wbo *ark directly vitt alastattry

Matsu IA A 1:411.ftWittf4AA1 malty (iuch es coned"

Peicholosists, ml etoodttto puma)

Iota No. of fall

tits equivaleoto

mon 14 nori

No: of related to

Position !fog! Elmethry Education_

2.23
FychaJaqi

(b) Froftiii0tAl stAff wbO do tot yak direttly with child=

too (Old is too4dItaots, curriculum ipeciAlistn, puythetriiti,

4td AttotOtAtte).

Position

Consultant

Suporioteolot iluationtire

TOts1 St. Of full-

equivilooti

maned in VA

No. of edited to

reijk Elettotirt Muoition

0

Nistrlat-Level Staff with Direct instructlosil Eeponslhilkul

This cdtdiorY id Wahl to latIods WWI wbo ere

imbue of the gaff of tha dietriet offite. Such tesabere

undliy Provide services to NOTO tbin pig 'Westin ickal.

Ism** vould imaluda musit teachers, speciel educetiot,

toed" iad physical &titian towhee 6 are eiperviaid

by district-office personal (rather thee by 1401 principg, .

do. of No. of fell-ttne

PosItion People evivalecti

2 I



Stperittudett Questiottaire 7

9, Masa erindoe the solvers to que Elm 5, 6, 7, 6 fk Would

you plume eetinate the number of distriot-level aoa-profes-

persoral hi vork it a support capacity for all these

district-level professional persotoel. This sill itclude se-

cretaries, file clerb, kemunch operators, receptionists, ati

0:442 in sielAr positions,

Eetimated Total:

10: Dots your district sllOcate funds specifically for the purpose of

hUbg consultants'frorcuteide the dietrict?

Yea No

IF TES, Approximately how calch ia tudger&I for the caret school

year?

U. Printed lintuals and umeuts

NeY we Plena hoe copies of any or all of the following documents

which you may ase it your district?

a) Mittel of Policies of the Board of Education (or equivalent)

Yee, VG 114N1 One Copy ill aliailabla to researchers

Printed faculty handbook (or certificated toployete handbook)

Yes, ve hoe one Copy is available to researchers

Printed student code or handbook for elasoury schools'

YCJ1 WO have one Copy is Available to researchers

Handtvok for eleneetery school principals, (or equivslent)

Tem, Wg hive one Copy is available to researchers

Cariculd: guide fot Machias resclioi in ilsmastirt schools (or

equiVident)

Tel, we have one Copy is available to researchers

f) Manual of evaluation procedures for profaseittal employale

/es, ve have one Copy I. mvailshle to reeearchers

8) baleation forts for professional epployees

Yes, 118 bilVe one _Copy IP available to researthere

12. Dm your diatrict regularly publish any kind of newsletter or report

ubloh provides infuriation to school permed?

Tea No

ILYIN; NW Often does it cone out?

Superintetuiest Questionnaire
5

13. Lrt acre eitkUtiry 1160013 it the district 4hiell currently receive

4ecial state or federal prOgran assistance &eh provides support or

intludee support for reading instruction 14 gracs 1-3 (for ample,

Niller-Iihruh or Title I funds)?

Yes No

IP YES: Plass list the sources of aid received, tha approximate

amovntsi Led the water of tithools directly benefiting fro

them program.

No1 of schools

Approximate directly bent-

fAil wort) f nthSource



Superintendent Queetionnaire

14. a) Aside from wad state ot f(alerel program assignee, does the

district have other funds get aide frat the regular Ludgeted

itrcia which elaspotari schools uay request for the support of

reading inscraatioo,

Yet No

b) !TIES: Nog much does your diattiat make available to schools

op aa anal basil?

15. Are there any eletentary schools in the district which have, it the

past two years, uodergone cialor doges in their res4ies programa or

antoaches in Braes 1 37

IF YES: Please list the =TO of each school trid describe the thugs

briefly:

Schoolligme mages

_ .

Superiatendent Queitionnaire
10

16: Ate there any datettary schools in your district utich have, mithin

the past tve yeas, undergole major changes io their gaffing arrange-

ments, the 104 of,reemo, aides, teacher specialization, for *Ample.

Yet No

ir YES: Plans list the mots of each school sod describe the changes

briefly,

khol Nemo



Superintendent Questionnaire

Do you ever assign distric awl personnel to one or more elementary
schools as a part of their tratning?

Tea No

IF_TESi Bow many people from the district offiee are typill
4* traipees in much a program at any given time.?

What t
serums

11

involved

of distritt personnel are usually trained in this

1. Do you ever sisign teaching personnel to district level responsibilities
AO part of s training program for future administrators?

TAA No

easy teacher* from your schools are typically lavolved in
treining program at any given time?

19. Is it your district's pol cy to rotats pr
regular hasio?

Yea No

IP US: Boy often ate they rotated? Every

20. Does your district permit elementary students to ettend schools in the
district other than their "*Seigoad" eehool at their permits request?

IF TYS: htni *any etud

Pits No

laced in this well

21. Does the district provide special programs which involve treasferting
studento from "assiguad" 040014 tO other schools ia the district?

Tem NO

IF TES: Please list these programs sad the Approximate amber of atuientr
in each.

2. 9
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22 We weld hie a =al ef the number as4 foottionin of standing 4letrict-elde committeee in three areas

of costars, Please include only committees whith affeet all the ekaltaty schools ih the dieeelee,

t. Co:fitting conterned with the teaching of reeling in grades 1-3. (This may include the selection of

fatgrisla, teohing rgeth3dg, evaluation of materials, or the training of staff for tesching roading.)

Number Hog dref

WPM:CC

Wit

tarts- unmsttee

LleCtli

Types La rarricipsnrs

d Adt stALIa..138.rdal gd.urstionts cti

b. Coofittag concerned with the recruitment, assignment, and working conditions cf the prOfessional
teaching

staff, (This may include committees mcerned vith selection of guff, stiaries and beoefits, for
esattple;)

These committees any be either advisory or declaionl]alting,

No, of HOW often Mu of Partic4ants

Committw

Name

Pattici-

-61E1

Committoe

Mail

(district staff, hoard of education, principals, teacher°,

eats others

LI

A



c. Comities costorod With school.comocity relations. (This Insy Lulu& cowsittai on eiltisculturai
stigstiost public rs1stLcii for owls.)

go. of lor Ditto
?OH.- ettlittie

cosirtia cistots Netts (district stiff, board of !buttes, pcindpoisi toasts, stt.)

Into of Participasta



Principal Questunnaira and
SOpeeihte0d0Of Weatiralnaire

Tour cooperation in filling out this questionnaire is vary much

appreciated.

WO have provided this last pegs for any written comments you

would like to make. Please fenl free to detach this page from the

rest of the questionnaire and hand your comments in anonymously.

Of course we would also V034400 your direct (verbal) comments

and criticisms about the questionnaire, or tiny other aspect of the

vas/etch we have bees doing. It would be most helpful to us if you

did express soy negative reactions you have had to this research pro

Jett, so we can learn to Ireve our research methods in the future.

in addition, ve really do appreciate all the help you Tuve given us

and would.like the opportunity tO talk with you further. If you have

questions or comments.



StIPERINTEMLVI MERVIN

1, liov long hue you bees euperintenieut
here?

2! Woo long ho

pita_ _

-on been uployed in this lobed distriett

Mil

212173

3, HMI 104 hive you ban an educational ad4iettgori

yeas

INTEVIDO, IF nua
(RESTIONIE WAS le YiLLID l'd like to begin

with the position-

ogre tie le4t you

miter,

=RI SAT: Ve vent to thank you for rescondieg to our avec-
quetioosoire, Then sre a couple of quutiou 1
went to dr you ibout thi mitten listed on the
either quutionsire,

4, We ould 1St or enema of the degree of influence etch comittoe
hes in Ito on MC So I reed the list of couittus1 pleat indicate
the km of influence exercieed by eittil

mums ME 111511M MU 1; HAD unrrim NAGS rum PAS 11-13 Or
MCI MINNIE SE 11030 11231151.5 IS KM Of UMW
Phi2-43.-13411 ADV,..r!' MIMIC

5, is Addax to principalet viat sctool-level personnel doee tke district
eteff regulorly mlute7

Interview-S.

6. In guerel, hos frequently do you evsluste haw veli or poorly principolo
are PrforliDg s echool adsioistrators,

_a) Vine ftwestly thit este s year

_b) Onct a per

_,c) Once every too yege

J) Once every three to five yeas

_e) Other (Piglet specify)

7. Ai you bow, in order to avslute my geder of your staff, it ii necessary
to develop crititis or sward* of evolution end oleo to gather inform-
tion on the perforeuce of tbe stiff seder being evaluted,

4; Vhat triteris or etssdords his btu set to detersins hos veil or
poorly principals are perforaing is ichonl okisiittatorit

viat types of inforntin ors collected to detersine how veil or

poorly principds ere perforaing ee school odsbistretors7



Interview-5,

B. Which of the following
Otatemente most accurately chareeteriret

the
procedurea used by elementary-school

principals for the evaluation of

teechita in this district?

a). The dietrict provides
standard evaluation forms to principals

end requirea their use in evaluating teachers.

b) The district provides
standard evaluation forme to Principals

but the priacipals may chme whither or not to use them it

evaluating testheti,

-) me diatrict does not provide standard (orms, but provides writteu

descriptions of criteria and procednrea for principals in

evaluating teachers,

__.d) The principals ire responsible
for developitg criteria and procedures

(er evaluating teachers;

t) None of the above: The test accurate statement would be aa follows:

9. Nes Che Stull act required any changes in the evaluation procedures it

this district?

Tea No

IS YES: Sadly, vhat 'ands of, changes?

237

I ut e rviewS

10. Does your district periodically
gather information for the purpose of

evaluating the overall performance of the
individoel (elementary)

achools in your distrieti

Yee NO

1F_HO, ASK QUESTION 13 NUT

1.1.Yq; A% THE MAW

11. ha tfttt is this tYpe of school evaluation carried out?

Would you say

_JO 'are than once a year

h) Ono a year

t) 04cd every tva or three years

.d) Only Oen a particular school stems to be having problems,

12. Do you u$0 Any of the following types of information in evaluating

yout district's (elementary) schools?

_Ye

a) Student gores Od stare

mandated standardized

teeta...,

Occasionally (Under

occircunitancte.)

b) Student goTes on other

ability or achievement

l

c) Non-cognitive data on

studente such Is attitudes

or interests of students

IF YES: 10714 you give mt an example of the type of information used?

1111FAVIEWD! TIM MUNN IS cOlTDIOID 0$ THE FOLLOWING RE



Interview-5,

Tia No Occasionally (Ooder 5

what citcusetsoces?

4) Itsff utilisation with

the 4001

1, frAl Volil You gloo 04 AA 41104 Of the type of bimodal used

44114r4 gaff satiefictioal

Yes Mo Occesionally Olmier

whet eirocutang41)._

4) Calwooity estisfeetion

with the school

IP YU: Wald yOu give me an (maple of the type of Woman pm,

nee to Nam ctmancity setiefeetionT

Yee mo occasionally Nor
obit ciratutsncesfl

Ieforistion on curio.

lir or program ?ove

setts by the echooll

I? TIE: Would you give se an ample of how you go slut gathering

vich WoreAtioa?

Iotetview--S,

9ow we weld like to elk you eta questions nn decision-in* LA your

district* We realize that Nhool systems differ in the !my decisione are

;ode. It eau system certain decisions are We primarily within the in-

dividual school, whereas is other tystems the so decision,' sre priancily
Nide at the district leval,

13* It put maim, wad 4 decision on how to reorganise A pirticuler

(elementary) ocbool'a pereonnel pallidly be mode by the individual

school Or by the district office? (ie hue in mind here such deci-

was as whether to en teaching teems, whether to increase staff

specitlizetion, ett.)

a) Primarily at the school level.

b) ?deadly at the diatrict level,

14* It your own opinion, At 1414 level ahould decieione concerping the

reorganisation of personnel within A particular elementary school

be made?

___s) Primarily at the school level

Primarily at the district level

IS. in your system, if a decision vere ode to Adopt a nev resdieg

program or a new approach to reading itstruttiet it a particular

school, weld such A &Okla bo made prbarily by the imiiwidual

sthool or by the dietrice officel

a) Prinat Uy at the school level

_b) Primarily et the district level

16. lnr OVA oPidt,,i if 4 deeleio4 vete :Me to mispt a new reeling

program or A new approach to reading inetruttion it a particular

school, ahould this decisioo be node by the individual school or

by the district office?

e) Prlaailly At the athool level

b) Prhmarily At the district Wel

240



Ioterview--S.

17. In your syetem6 when a perticular school wiehes to chaege the Minter

in which Mile ere grouped for instructional putpoes, would such a

decision be Ude primarily by the ituliVidual deka or by the district

office? (Tor ample, a school lay wish to abolish a eystee of ability

ereuplug.)

Priaarily at the school level

Prisarily at the district level

II Input owe opinion, if 4 ;,,,,articular school wished to chenge the MOM

le Which pupils ere grouped for instruetional purposes, should this

deeialon be Made by the individual school or bY the district office?

___s) Primarily at the school level

b) Friearily at the district level

19. Suppose 4 school wished to Adopt a An reading curriculum. We would

like to how how explicit the district policies aud procedures are

which the principil would follow in seeking approval for this program.

Vould you say:

,._4) This detieit% would be governed hy explicit policy guidelitee

and established procedures.

Ibis decision would be g by gentrel policy guidelines

only.

___c) Thie decisIon would be governed by Wares' or ad hoc arrangements,

2 41

8

interVie%p.

20. How explicit ore the district policies and
procedures applying to the

situetion in wiich a particular school wishes
to reorganize its staff

for teem teething? Would you ley:

a) This deeision wild be governed hy explicit policy euidelines

end sitibliehed procedures.

ihis Weir% WOuld be governed by genertl policy guidelines

only,

_c) :holder-Won would.he governed by informal or ad hoe 1TtiOC .

21. Suppose a ectool wished to adopt a sew mat, of grouping pupils for

instruction, Row explicit at the policies end procedureo applying

to this situation? Would you my:

_,,a) Ibie decieien woulil be governed by explicit policy guidelinte

and established procedures.

b) This decinion would be governed by general policy guidelines

only.

.=e) Ibis decision mould be governed by informal Or ad hot arrange.

tara,

22. Would it be accurate to say that your district presently hse a district.

wide reading program or approach to reading for grades 1.3?

IF TES, ASK: kid you please deseribe it briefly?

23. It seems clear that there are advantages and disadvantages scompsnying

both the policy to diversify reading curricula among schools and the

policy to make reading curricula the same or similar along mime

achsols lo the diatrict4 Nonetheless we would like to know which you

consider to be more appropriate tor your district: Whirl of these would

you say it is, all thiegs considered?

DUMMER: RAND useosour Ha 2

a) Highly valuable for schools to have the seme reading progrio

_.b) Somewhat valuable for schools to hove the same reading program

c) Somewhat valuable for schools to have different reading program

d) Highly voitioblo for schools to have dif ferent reading programs

242



Ititorriov-4
9 I S

1024, i influential ga the teachers' Ottaisation. vithis MIT Uinta(c7A or Pit locd theoter, or lie) in these sums

SCALI 1

e. Ss lades sad filage
benefits 0.

Not et

all Slightly ,Sindeutsly Very, :

Innen, Wive. Mao. Idiots;
treaely

b. 'teaching Iniitions, such as
clue ad entre duties

c. Custody' deciliono

d. Decisive oa ptofeuimil,
stiff assigovats

e. Decisions on the vay pupils
ere yelped or grouped

24. Does my heal tesehere gravitation in you district (CTA localaffiliate, Art, OT otter) employ a paid director or executivesecretary?

Yee_ No.
If yes, vt would like to ken Ale ergaintioas aviloy such a pdddirector or executive secretsry, end Adler this perste or personsis employed full time ni only part time by the orivilation(e) Inyour district:

Orgritotioo 000loyiog
paid tareetor or
ilicutna secrete_

CIA lovl affiliate

Other

rn11 time or PM tbe

25, 1 am gotog to rood a (pirtial) Het of the (elenentary) schools in
your district, and l p3uld like to kw hem you would eharecteriao
&lull of do regarding their openness to change or villingneee to
erperisoat, ?lean rate each of the 'school* using a scale Aire
+5 laititta very high itterMit to chenge es1 osperiutotatiou Ind
-5 indicates wry high resistive to change and experimentation.
Zero should iodinate the school'i neutral stance. Hass feel free
to mint "let kaom" if Vs are tumble to Innis a particular
school,

"=,4



ervi roS

lie would like to low whether thee are eny (elemetry) schools
iD

the diettict whIch you feel
ere outetscilin4 it either of the tun

followini etas:

11 Iaterview--5
12

a. first, art there any (elementery)
WW1 in the district which

Po WI Art Modally creative snd effective it teaching tad-

ite If so, plaam lie
up to 3 or 4 ($1011. DISTRICTS V? TO 2)

Idols end htiefly indicate why you chose due echoole.

hool
Resin

b. Snood, are there any (elementary) schools it the district which

you feel have organized their personnel in in menially creetive

or unusual saner?
If so, gime list up to 3 or 4 (11(41.1. DISTRICTS

UP 10 2) and briefly indicate
Why you dole those schools.

School Nate Reason

27, Vithtelard to the adult
coarnoity %thin which this diotrict i$ located,

Void of those alternatives
beet deectites the cot:unity climte regard-

ing education?

CHOOSE 1: CNCDSE 1;

Active

Waive

Med

ILUVICive

TraditiOtai

KVA

2B, In general, how tuth influence do
parents anA community groups have on

decisions aod planning in your district? ?treats and/or =unity

groups are:

t) Extmely influential

Very influential

Moderately influential

4) Slightly influential

_e) Not at all itflucotial

Fiaa1lYi 1 would like to ask you 3 questions concerning the way ia which

Pi lite Your ovti role es superintendent tas
).

29. First, we would like to know how you ace your 01 tele regarding WU-

tintl. Came With!: your district. Plum rge yoaRelf on a Kale

ou :a f;vN iere fiWe indicates that you sre sb4 to apod 4

6tcdt dil cf nat atitalatists OA* *hln tfie Mulct, nadi ono

indicates that you art able to spend ghost no tine it euth activities.

1 Algae no time

2

4

5 - A got deal of tke

30: Somd, we would like to kW W you view your own ?coition in relation

to schools in the 4is4ict. Do you see yoursolf mcre as ',1e

coo(dinccot of the Utivitits of separate st4 relatively aUtagnogi

ethool units, gt more as the head of en integrated organization with

schools a$ auhutits of the larger whole?

_a) Coordinstor of relatively Umtata and au tonomous sehool mita,

_1)) Ned of an ittsgrat4 organisation



InterviewS. 13

31. Finally, it seems possible that 541012 IS TO4r position

sight well view his or her role as an educational lesder

or as aft organizational manager. Recognising that all

roperinteedents ire involved in hoth tTpes of activities,

vtich oi these descriptions mit ittarittly chArittettzt5

ynnr present role 41 supsrintodeoe?

a) Educational bider

h) Organizational manager

That conpletes the inforzotioo we net& Think you very ouch4

247

SCALE 1

They are:

if DOt St iii influential

b, slightly influential

c. Warmly Itiflueatial

4. very influectiel

rittekly influantig

They are:

A. highly valuable for schools to have the sere reading

progrel

b. aolevhat valuable for ichools to have the sus raging

props'

c. Iowan valuable for schools to have different reeding

prom's

d. bithly valuable for schools to have different readiog

pupas



PRISCIPALOMMWM

It this sactiot we i& for a mu" of all ;enamel vho work it you
school, with the exception of cutodica atd torus,

h °act to get ta ateurate tow of your etaff, we ask About the
toga Di people, Lod also ;boat the tuber of "full.time equiwelento." A

halkime teuaselot lectld be reported II mie portoo, aid 1/2 full-tire equiv.
alente, Three helf.tke sec !vice woad

be Waded as three pencils, het
1 1/2 full.tlie equivelentL .f aceelairy IA the Me of district perkutel
whom time in yew othool

lay iluetpaiat estimate the proportion of tint tbe

mule spends in your school.

1. Certificated ?mune'

This that is intended ea a marl of ell paid cettifiested per-

Bonne' who work in yew school,
wept edmitistrators. :very paid

certificated perm who works in yetr acheol either full.time or any

indict of time should be itcluded. Soo persoos ray be reported

in more thza one category, but no one mate ahould be reported as

am then ma full-Me equivalent.
In uses of doubt, choose the

beet alternative. If no alternative is appropriate, pleaze use the

category labeled "ether" with sn explanatory note.

a

School Staff_ _

No. of Full.tiea

moods equivalents

Regoler dust= teachers

Teneheta with ;pedal dame

(e.g,, teeehete working with

mentally gifted clean, educe.

tionilly handimped classes, etc.)

Ttechera who do not have

regular clam (e.g,, remedial

reading teachers, quill teachers

ill art, Wile, phys, ed., ete,)

Psychologists ,

ameba , . , V

Speech therepista
4 4 0 0 f

Librarian

Curriculum epecialleta .

Othero (please specify) ,

MO

=M.ililMmesew

=/.gof
gl3L.M=1=

District Staff

No. of Tull-time

persoos equivalents

=s=

P. Questionnaire

2, AAtinistrators in thin chool:

No. of full-ttee

Title perms * evivaletts

a) Principal

h)
. .

c) Other administrstive petsonnel

(please specify),

.HOTE: la the event tie a per= carries aa adainisttative title

but alio curies a furottee teachltg asaigrment, time tote

that above in the column for full-time quivilette.

3, llow nany cleritel Monad are it thia 'door

Humber of persona ; Fulletime equivaletts

4. licw may paid teacher sides doet yttt eehnol employ?

Humber:of pereote ; Full-time equivalents

5, How taay adult volunteete (not.paid helpers) writ ie your echool co

a tyTical day? (If [leeway, pleale estimate the average at any

one time Mill the year,);

a) Adult volunteers working with teechers

0 Adult volunteers varking in other capacities

Please estimate the arsher of heurs spent in the school by the neap

Molt volunteer pet

6. flaw many of th4 t';lelleTS ie :ffiuT 41301 ore tenured?

a.

How many of your teachers have vor44 at this no'leoll

S) 1-3 years

b) 44 years

=12 years

4) Wet 12 yeas

How loag have yeu heap principal of this

liov long have you been et educetiotal administrator?

How long We you Welted in thin school dietrirt? r



P. Quest 0- ire

9: All Schools love faculty mecrino: but faculty meetings Jru organised

differently in different schools, Aieh of the following is the most

accurate description of faculty meetings to your school?

_a) Faculty m etings are primarily for guerenicatinz information and

soliciting ructions free the staff to ale the Administrative

process.

b) Faculty meetings Ate primarily occasions for making decisions and

setting pOlities for the conduct of the school:

JO: Ww often art faculty meetings hold? times per

IL DOOS YOW Saha havt any standing mittens for dealing vitt school

level matter$ such as curriculum, teaching methods, special programa,

Student discipline, etc.? If so, pleese list these committees And pro-

vide the information wasted.

4
p

j 0
n tA

I.
0

0 0
0 04 01
0 11 0
'0
W .1)

a 0
i.1 0
6
0 W
A 0
4 w

_ .
. 4

i Eri IA
iii MOW"

4,1j LA 12,0 i

iue 0.1.0 u
1,4 0 V 0 ti 14

' 4 0? 0 0

4
W i W

0 W 0
0 0

. 0 a
0 c 01
4 col

ii

4.1

0
3, g 0
0 g g
z o g

44 0
0

w
w

I-

A

A
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P. Questionnaire
4

11: Vould you characterit aay of your classroom as those in which popils

arc fret to choose t own activities derir, a 4410r_tOrtiOn tf

25:1'11112.1

If YES Bow many classrooms'',

13. would you characterixt any of your classrooms as classrooms in which

46 pupil proceeds independently using A series of phoned or pro=

gre=01 learatag activities of the ethool,dgy?

Yge No

IF lES: How many classrooms?

I4 H48 your school applied for any epecial district fundo for instruct is.-A

purposes during tte last two petit

IT Yts.: 41 Illy tines have Nu appliol?

Please list tbe application for which you received such funds,

and the approstuto amount the school received,

rutpoSt of_ Application Amount Received

15, Roes your school receive Special federal or state funds, such as Miller

Unruh or Title lii funds, for educatiotal programs?

Yes No

IF YES: Please explain the nature of the program or programs briefly,

and give the approximate amount of the opetiAl fonds,

Scum Approximate

Mate or Aosutit of

figure of the Pregle Fed crah1 peoia1 Fuhis

252



P. questionnaire

16, Have these foie easUg you tO CrOtt sty additioul position?

Yes Ho

Tt$: What typre of positions are they sod bow tsty of each?

C of Position

Principal Neitionnaire and

Superintendent Nestionnaire

Your tooperstiou i t . Illo: out this questiottaire ie very ouch

Appreciated.

We hive provided thia lest pep for sty Can moots you

wild like to sake. Muse feel free to detach this psge from the

reit of the questionnsire and bud your comments in troymoully.

Of course we vould also alma y001 dirett (lethal) costants

smd criticises bost the questimaire, or any other avert of the

research lit hive been doing. It soul& be mset helpful ro u if yet

did Isms Soy twelve ruction' you hoe hid to this reitirdh prs.'

Jett, so we con learn to imprvve 041 research methods Jo ths future.

In *d4Uoo we teeny do apprecirti ill
the MI? You he's Stsoo us

Ind 'mold libe the opportunity tO talk vitt y04 further, if you hove

(Nation Or tomtits.



PRINCIPAL INIMIEW

STAITIK PAIIrEINS

INIERVIEWER: if IN READING THROUGH 711E gaSTIONNAIRL YOU FOOD ANT

HISSING Ok UNCLEAR RESPONSES, GO
OVER TILM WITH THE

PRINCIPAL AT THIS ?OWL

1, I would now like to isk you about any teamiog or collaborative

relationships your Webers use in instruction. qe regognite

that there are a great variety of working relationships possible

among teachers; therefore, rather than asking you for the number

of "team!' you may have, I would like to know whether you have

any small teacher groups who meet cue or more of the criteria

on this piece of met.

IN-ray/run: ituo nocuu scez L (FIVE nns 0 COLLABORATION)

Lei I do No1 t don't

Ir NO: RIP TO NESTION 4 3)

lF TES: PROCEED AS HUNS

Please tell Mo how slay 24 groups you have, how many

teachers are involved ia each group, and Web of ehe

criteria on this liSt apply to each group.

List of Names of Col. Weave Groups No of Applicable Criteria

in

(Specify $0ject AttAS if Specialized) ouch group (Circle the letter)

BcDE

BC 0 4

ABCDE

ABCD

A BCD

A BCD I

A BCD I

Principal Laterview
2

2, a) Noy of all the tyscher
groups yoo listed above, which--if

any--do you regard as really
exemplary maw-that iS

teamS which you weld point
our as nodels for other schools?

INIMINERL If PEER! ARE ANY, A$K lb

019111ISE, ZIP TO QUESTION 3

b) is it poitaible for you to 1'120
identify the factors

contributing to the atom of that teeeber stool

Of all the reacher groups
poo have listed it cueetion 1,

whichif any40 you regard 4, havieg recurrent serious

problems in working together?

INTUVIEAR: IF NO RESPONSE TO QUESTION 3, ASK WESTIN 4

OTHERWISE ASI 313

l) II it possible fot yoo to tigly
identify the to ure of these

recurrent roblems?

256



Ptistipal Intetviow

4, gas your school developed a policy that courages teacher

collaboration or teasing?

Tea Do

IF NO: SKIP 10 OISTIOD 3

TM: ASK: A 11 this a fotnal written policy ot A :mural ntampheru

that encourages teacher collaboration or teen*?

Formal Comeral atmosphere

5. Froa your pusonal viewpoint as orincip41, do you vies./ teseher

collaboration or teak/ as:

a) somethiog that should be de.emphesised in your school?

b) something that should be increased it your school?

_:_c) satiaiattory at the present level ig your school?

I. Duriag the post tuo years, would you say that

the level of teacher te.Weg or collaboratiot

has:

a) imcreasui?

b) decreased?

c) regained gable?

on tbe whole

in your school

7 Does you school have any "open apace pods" or other inatruct onal

spaces where two or more teachers regularly work or the game time?

Yea NO

IF NO: EEIT TO QUESTION 8

IF MS:

A) How many euch ApaCeAl Vith bov Loy

taaaharaT

b) IA these pod.: or open-space tleairetste do the tesebore

snottily teach in such a way that they are visible to

each other while they work?

in gourd, this it true,

this IS true for ance, not for

_in goners', this is not true.

c) Has the ascot of such space changed significantly during

the past two year*?

Yes, it hae Jetta

jet, It has decreaseC

40, I: Ati remAlhai about the talc

Principil Interview

8. Ste my of your classroom sulti-grsded
or mgraded?

Tea No

IF NO: SKIP TO OIESTICII 9

IP TES: ASK: a) how way?

h) may of these Ire in "open spite' areas?

c) Wbst is the prof:Wilma criteria for asairminr pwils

to multi.gratle4 or ungraded classrooms?

_acacia* criteria (auth at achimment teat scores)

social or porsotality criteria

...other (please specify)t

d) In aseigang pupils to suiti.graciad or utgraded classes,

would yOu lay that yOu Are trying to achieve classroom

that are:

bosogeneous

beteragentaul

_other (please apacify):

9. tiov moldering your classrooms
whore all tho Pupils Ore in the

sale school grade, what is the preirsisset bests for maggot
pupils to these clossroomst

a) Academic criteria (such AS AChleveseut test scorvi

b) Socha or personality criteria

c) Other (Pleese swift)



Principal Interview

PART It MO%
ECISION-MAKIND

As you i400, schoOls dif
t it the matter of who is consulted or

becomes involved when various ica$1043 ate made. In this section we

ask about some specific
decision& which ace commonly made in the course

of operating 4 School. No are interested in
finding out which

i4diVid4412 OT groups aro consulted Or become actively involved When

these decision!) are made in your school.

Please note that we
are asking only about activo

involvement or

tenaultation, not about the naMMAt of influence those
individuals or sr ups

May hove. For example; teachers
may be actively involved in deeiding

whether to take
changes in the school

time sChedule, but they may not

he very influential
in the natter.

Please be careful not to
respond in temp( what should he the me

by anyone's standardss
Vm %load like to know

what the usual procedure
_

actually is in practice in youx school.

10. Please score each
person or group for each decision

according
to tha folloviag nolo;

INTERVIEWER: RAO MEE NE SCALE FOR 0UESTION Q.

1 - would never (or
almost never) be consulted or become

actively invelved.

2 - would seldom be
consoltcd or become actively imvolvedi

3 - would occasionally
be conoultd or become attively

involved.

4 - would usually be consulted
or becone actively involved,

5 wmuld always (or almost alwayo)
be contultod or become

Actively involved,

259

Principal Into_ w..6

Active PartiCipation or

Involvement

R

M

o A U
C 011
W W
0 Ow
q 1 0

1040
,A U
0 44
w

0

0
0

4. 0 UCig04 to hire a ttw teacher

(the apetific decision resulting

to a 'contract offer

b. Minion to adopt a mom majOr

reading currieulUM tO be uaed

within this school.

C. Dodd= alerting OSPila to

classes and teachers for the

next school ear.

d. pcditiOR to make chatges it the

school schedule affeetieg thd

whole school.

e Decision to adopt individualittd

itstratiot or sone othat partic-

ular teaching method, i4 more than

one class,

f. A general peaty declaim on she.

tiler to use paid teacher aides in

$Chooll given availehla

funds,

g. Decidiog on the agenda for faculty

mottle

h. A decision to alter the prefer

eionel essignments of staff ner
berg to pertit greater specialize-

1. h deciaion on the best course of

action for handling a serious

disciplina probla,

j. A decisioa whether to use ability

grouping, or some other form of

gtoopial of pupils, as a general

olic for this schools

h. A decision to develop a Braid
couroo or unit not standard ift the

curriculum (such as ecology) with-

in this school,

1, keisiots astabliahing school poli

cite let the use of the playground,

'buildings, and equipment (for, the

RIVAII.end ataff of this school ,



Prineipal IntervieV
7

14 the previous question wu asked about tho degree to which various

poten00 asd greepi ILItlicipate in certain specific decisions. 16 this

seethe we ask which persons or groups have the predominant influeece on

the outcome of these decisions,

Please keep i0 mind that 20 judgments are being made on what the

"right" way ls, we would like to ktow how thiags wotk in practice,

N *,

iii 02 each of the decisions listed, please choose the statement

from the list provided which mast accurately describes how the

matter is decided,

INTERYINER: HAND sgsPogpuT Tgg gag Fog olgTiog 11

1 - this decision is basically made at the district level, with

consultatioo with the principal andlot teachers,

2 tbis dodgin r. is basically made by the principel, with

consultation with teachers sodlor district administrators,

3 - in practice, this decision is basically made by teaChers,

althoigh the otinCipal and pethaps district staff persono,

are influential and Levolved,

4 - this decision is made at the school level, and in practice

is shareCquite equally between the priacipal and tandem

5 = no decision on this matter has been made in this Sch001:

tlueetinn cannot be atswnred,

Principal Interview

Choose the most

appropriate state.

sent hos the scale

for question 11;

!silicate choice iu

this column

a, Decision to hire a new teacher (the

specific decision resnitiag in 4

sow cootract offer),

b. Deti$100 to adopt a new major reading

curriculum to be used within this

56001 I

Decisioas wiping pupils to clews

and teochers for the next schnol year

d. Decision to make Changes in the school

schedule affecting the whole school,

C. Decision to adopt individualized

instruction ut soma other particular

teaching methed, in more than Me

.,

I. A general policy docinion on whether

Lu u$t pa1 tesCher sides in thio

ocheoligiven availoble funds

gi Width& On th2 Agenda for faculty

maws

h. A decision to alter the professional

OSS1-- ante of staff yam tO Permit

greater specialisation ,

i. A decision on the best course of

action for handing 4 serious

disciplinary problem . -

j. A decision whether to use ability

grouping, or seme other form of

groupiog of pupils, 44 4 general

policy for this school,

k. A decision to develop a special course

of Mit Mt ItAMArd in curriculum

(ouch as ecology) within this school .

1. Peasions establishing school policies

on the 000 Of th4 playground, buildings,

and equipment fer the pupils and staff

of this school , 4 4 , 4 .

0

If moors 113" or

114" Wawa, sok

the f0110Ving: "By'

'teachers' do you

mean:

a - the teacher or

teachers affected

by,the *Wet.

b - a committee, or

the teaching Staff

_.68. M_

0 0 I

! ! !

I 1 !

!

2



Principal Loterview

Prioeipers lofluetee

There tie tegy pt011000 On school principals, as we all know. Public

schools do Oot select the pupil: who vill sand: The concerns and interests

of Poreot* te4Oher$ end district adnitligttatott do not ;lays coincide.

SON thing$ about Soy school comet easily be chaoged.

We MOO that your echool ba$ ite ohm of difficulties end problem,

Civet tba sreeific situation you are in: el mild like your judgmmot About

the moot of lafluence you so tho principal can curt io a goober of

ones of colon Which ore tomato to oohed,:

a.

b

4,

o,

I.

h.

12. Complied to all the other futon influenethg tho eitOntion,

110i influeatial are you, ssiriacipil: in the in/lowing otters/

attenee

ly Influ

-ent111

Carrying out the polio

cies of the Board or

Diotrict At the local

school level.

Very

Influ-

!anal

Nero

stoly 1z-

:floatiriil

Wall
!Ulu.

laid

Not at all

1014-

ectial...

Detersitiog specific

aethoda used by teach-

ere in their daily

cloosroce work,
_

Hointaioing or aehiev-

ing god male and

behavior on the part

of pupils in the

sohool.

MP% weaker teach-

ers inprove the ooali-

ty of their work with

MoirWniog or achievo

Ong 000d et7Otu4ea

toward the school nn

Ine InSt of yrente.

,

Maintaining or achiev-

ing good teacher mOosle

Developtng atd or ndopto

log beproved curricula

or programs in the

school.

Raising the level of

achievemeot of pupils

who are weak it read-

1411Laod arithmetic.

Principal Interviov
10

13, Suppose you nod your staff desired ro adopt a oew reading curriculom

for your arhool, We would like to how how explicit the district

policies and procedures are which you would follow in seekino approval

for thie program.

,a) Thin docisiOn would be governed by explicit policy guidelines

and established procedures.

b) This decision would be governed by metal policy guidelinee

001y,

c) This decisioo would he governed by informal or od hoc arrange--.
mote,

14, Suppose you wished to outooniet
your otaff for team teaching. How

e101icit are the district policies ad proceduree applying to the

eltuatiool

...a) Thio docisieo would be governed by explicit policy guidelines

and established wooden°.

_b) This detision would be goverood by general policy guideliftes

only:

_o) Thin decte10 71114 be goverood by informal or ad hoc tromp-

:eats.

15: Suppooe you and your staff wished to develop a different aethoi of

grouping and ASSigning pupils for instructional purposeo. Bow explicit

are the diettict polities and procedures applying to tho situation/

_o) This decision would be governed by explicit policy guidelines sod

eitablished procedures,

.:.b) This decision would be governed by general policy guidelinos only.

c) This decision woold ba goverood by Worms). or Ad hoc arrange-

Bente:

4

2 6 4



?rind* iriterviol
11

16. M would like to kdow how you see your out role regatding educational 6014

within your school. Please rote yourself on a scale from one to five,

where five indicates that you are able to :spend a great deal of time

stimulating change within the ached, snd one indicates ant you are

able tO tpend almost no time in such activities.

1 - almost no Mae

2 -

3 -

4 -

5 - a great deal of te

17. Which IS the best estimate of the economic level of famllies whose

children tre servol by your echool:

Low-Intone Lowmfddie High-middlo High-

income income income

nud

IP MIXED, SAY: Please indicate the two Post predominant Income tate oriel:

18. With regard to the adult community within which this school IS located,

which of these alternatives best describes the community climate

regarding education:

Choose Otle:

ACtiVO

MDCe4

Choose one:

Innovative

Traditional

mixed

19, In general how much influence do parents and community groups have on

ycor school decisions and planning?

Parunts and/or coolunity groups are:

a) Estreoely infdential

_b) very influential

p) fWderately influential

_0 Slightly influential

Hot at ell influential

Principd interview 12

20: How influentUl is the teachers' organirntion(t) within your district

(CTA ut All local chapter, or CEC) upon decisicns made within your

school, in then areas:

...a) curricular decisions

.j) detisiOns On prefessional

staff assignmente

c) decisions on the vay

pupile are assigned or

grouped:

_0 school rola and

regulations

gig

* Opt 01 all influential

2 - olightly influential

3 - moderately influential

4 - very influential

5 - extremely influential



Principal Interview

PSI C: RRDflThDGRN

13

21. In your regular reading pro r in grades 1-3, bow many teachers
4:0 there?

if soy classes ate there?

23. In most clew in Ino: regular rdin proim in grades 1-3, hew
many of the fallowing types of personnel

ate preseat during A
typita bastructional pried in a aingle elegance?

...a) Teacher(s)

b) Paid aide(a)

Mult volunteet(e)

_4) Student tutors froo other schools

_4) Student tutore from other grade level' within this athool

) Student tutors from the same grade level withia this school

24. Dow my studente ate wally
present in a clots durim reading

ball:Latin it gradee 1.37

2$. Approximately how many Maitee a day 18 A chilli in grades 1-3

ordinsrily inmolved in the reading program!

Principal Interview
14

In your reading program In grado
1-3, Vitt nets of inntructioaal

matorlala ate used? In how many claws is each of thug used!

Hatartaa No. of classes

..E=r.rm_=swa.%

22. Is out of these sets of matarisla regarded as the main Oat of

materials it grades 1.3?

Ica No

IT_ItS: What 114t ii it?

NO: Do half or more of the taambota im &rodeo 1-3 mac ote of theae

auto of materials as a Talk out?

IP 1ES! Vlet is itt

110

268



PrWipal Intervi0V
15

28. Now 1 wad like to mk you about the way ill which &Wets are

made about which materials and methods are used in your readies

program iA grades 1-3. Fiest, &earning the materials:

Satetials Methods

a) Each teacher decides indepen-

dently which (materials/methods)

tu USe

b) Teachers at the same grade lavAl

jointly detenthe the (material/

methols) to use

f

0

el A emitted of olden ia the

4°41 determines whet (materials/

method's) to use . . ,

TKIS CONTTEI SAY INClUDR ilifilSTRATORS

d) A district-wide committee deter-

mines tilt (materials/methods)

to eac if

Nov about the methods (answer a throug4 d);

29. Which of the followlog Itatementa best characterizes
your reading

Regrets it grades 1-3?

a) 00 reading program varies considerably amoag teachers at

the same grade level in both materiala apd Weida.

L) Our runding Program Mita cooaiderably among teachers at

the s_. e grade lova in materials, athough the method':

used are about the Ma.

c) Our reading program varies considerably among taschera at

the same grade level in methods uaed, although the materials

art about the samt!

J) Our readiti program varies little in either methods or

materials among teachers At the Sams grade level:

_e) Odr Wain program requites teachers at the sane grade

level to use the lame methods and materials;

28.,J

Principal Interview
14

30, during reeding instruction is most doses in grades 1-3, how much

veriatieo is there it the materials used?

a) All stWenta pgerally uSu tiva SUE Uttrial6,

b) Students are divided Into 2 ar 3 groups, each group using

differeat materiels,

e) Students are divided into 4 OT MOM oupa, Sath grOtp

using different materials.

...21) Inch student uses different materials

=2) Don't kaow

InERVIEWLR: IF "b, e, or d" is checked, ASK 30A

ODOM, ASK 31 NUT

30A, Mist kieds of information are used as a basi for placing

and transierrirg students anon! groups?

(IF MOKE THAN I IS ORD, POSE RANK ORDER DEO

_a) Tura provided by the reading program.

b) Tests prepared by 00 tosoher(n)

C) Current alias= performance

d) 1146f teacher recommendations Winding hov students

were grouped in the past.

31. Vithia moat classes in grades 1.31 how do students generally work

durklig reading instruction ?

a) al students work at approximately tho sae psco;

Students aft divided itto 2 or 3 groups working at different

paces.

c) Stinients are divided into 4 or more groups work1nq at differed

pasta,

d) Each student works it hielher own pace*

Other (Please specify)

f) DOn't know

IMIERVIEWEI; IF "bh or "c", nit. 32

OlUEVISE, au TO 33



Principal Interview
17

N. ho tab1e are thue goupl

a) No one ever shifts between groups.

b) Dere is the potsihility of chAngiog groupe,

but almoet ell students remain in the same

group

c) The membership of these groups 'hate occasionally.

d) The membership of those gr upe shifts fairly often,

0 Don't know

Which of the folloving ere-elms best characterizes tht working

rclatiooships in your school Wag reeding tankers in grate 1-31

t) Teachers work filrly independently, hut have koowledgeof the

materials And approaches ueed by other teachers,

b) Teachers meet ocrasionslly to coordinate otteriAls And approaches

Weed.

_A Teachers meet frequently to coordinate OsteTtelO and approaches

used,

d) Don't know

34. FOT grades 1-3, which of the following eratement$ best thsracteriles the

working relstioaships mg teachers at esrlier and sore advated grade

levels?

_ 4) Teachers in grades 2 or 1 ireu_uita consult with teechere in

earlier grades About materiels and approaches used.

h) Teachers in greats 2 or I occasionally consult with teethra in

earlier grata abOut materials And Approeches used.

cl Teachers in guide' 2 or 3 consult OA ad ad hoc bui, ally with

teechers in eAtlier grades About materiel:4 and approaches uted,

d) Teachers io grades 2 or 3 never or Almost never consult with_

teachers in earlier grades dour materiels And Approaches used,

e) D&t NIOW,

271

hincipal iotrrthi
18

35. Do Any of the following groups of
people regularly work together on a

dey-to-day bail in your rending
program JA grades I.)?

IESPOODDIT NlY hESWER MOrE TRAN ONE

_4) Teachers at the nem grade level

_b) Teechert At different grade level.

Imbue and opecial stall personnel

d) 'etchers And administrators

36. Which of the following
situations 20Ot closely represents the

operation of your reeding prom. in grades 1-37

a) leading instruction is
specificAlly integrated into other

suNeet uses during the Ur,

b) leading inetruetion is
basically concentreted into oat

or two time periods daily.

_e) Other Rime specify):

37. Doti your school have Any procedures
for evalasting the itIct4ad

of the reeding program in Odes 1.31

Tee NO

ETERTIEWER: IF NO, SKIP TO QUESTION 41

On:WISE, *St 38, 39 i 40

38. Row often is the evaluation performed?

39. Who i$ pdristily reepontible for carrying out this evelnatioal

m) District.level ewsluerors

6) hind*

c) Teachers



Principal ltervicw
19 Pr ncipal Interview 20

40. Which of the following typo of inforution ace gehertd

for the purpose of evaluArbt your reading rug= in 42 la your opition, how satisfied are the teachers with tht reading

grades I-31 program in grades 145?

EfrERVIEWER; RESPONDENT CHECK MORE THAN Oa

8) Students' ScOrte oa achievement teati

_b) Other syetelatie data OD stuUnt perfortace

(foe ample, obaerettional data, bitotest inventories,

tte.) ?Wit iptcify:

s) Extremely aattsfied

b) Very satisfied

c) Moderately satisfied

Slightly aatisfied

e) Not at all satisfied

a 14 Your readies Program for grades l-3, bow much choice do materials

_c) Teachers' opinioos about the rtading program prevtde the teacher to aseiguing etwdents work?

_d) Students' opinion aboot the reading program
a) The teacher has Htly alternative materials available when

making a ehotcs,

el Parents' or community menhets' opinions about the

reading program

f) Othtr evaleation information (Please specify what)

(IF :NE 1-10:1 1 IS USED, PLEASE PANK MEP 110

41, How aatisfied are you as the Principal with the reading program in

grades Ill

_o) Extremely satisfied

__.a) Guidelines are supplied primarily by the developers

_II) Very satisfied
of the reading program,

h) The teacher has some alteraative matelials available when

mains a choice,

t_

_c) the teacher has few materials available when making a choice,

d) Don't know.

INTERVIEWER; IP "a" or "b", ASK QUESTION 44

OTHERWISE, SKIP TO QUESTION 45

44, Who providea the guidelines used by tesehere to select

materials appropriate for dealiog wIth particular reading

programa?

e) Moderately aatisfitd
b) Teachers' work together to develop guidelleeS.

d) Slightly satisfied cl Teachers independently develop guidelines,

t) Not at all satisfied
=d) Don't know

45. Is the evaluation of students' progress in this rending program

determined mote by; (Circle one below)

Teaching Materials Ths Teacher

.)
2



Principal Intervity
21

46. Vat special traitine of lay VIA proviiled to help the teachers learn

to lat any of the Materials In yocr reading program?

INTERVIE: if NO. SKIP TO QUESTION 50 (P, 22)

IF YLS, ASK QUISTIONS 47, 48, 149

47. For which saterlais was this training provided?

48. Vile type of personnel vee used in this training?

WERVILVER: YOU Mg CUECK 10RE MAN ONE

_a).Dist- porsounel

_J) consultant provided by the deVeloPer

_t) Other outside cOnsultant

4q. tilt types of training activities were Local

a) Speed presentations

b) Short term workshops

c) Summer training programs

d) Ongoing in-sarVit0 training

0 Other (Please speelfy):

Principal Interview
22

'4nu1d any of the vItarials and/er
methods used in your scaool make

it difficult for substitute teacher to continue reading instruction

in any of the c14,rooms in grades 1-3?

Yes No

IF YES, ASK: Row difficult? Would you say:

a) Extremely difficult

=._b) Very difficult

t) Moderately difficult

d) Slightly difficult

51. Have there beeo auy major changes in
your schOol's approach to reading

in the fast two years?

No

IF YES: P1t0e describe thaee changes briefly:

INTEWIEVER: IF YES TO QUESTION 51, ASK.QUESTION 5Z

OTUERNISE ASK QUESTION 13 ar
52. it.in has been chiefly responsible for

these changes of the

original program?

a) Individual teachers

b) Groups of teachers

c) Specialists

.4) The Principal

e) District-level N:sonnel

275
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Principal lot iN

FART D: EVALUATIN

Aw we vent to ask you some questions about how you evaluate teachers in the

reading program in grades I-3, For ample, you may compliment teachers on their

good uork periodically or criticize them for mistakes; you nay occasionally give

them formal uritteu evolutions; you may simply indicate your judgments of their

performance with a smile or a frowt or you may look at how they are doi4 and

say nothing, and yet they may know whether or not you are saiisfied.

In geceral, Oen you indicate In el. way; directly or indirectly, now well

or poorly you thiak a teacher it doinc, you are giving en evaluation. Please

remember that what we mein by evaluations includes much more thu formal written

evaluations,

5), In genaaI, how frequently do you .naluate hou well or poorly teachers

are doing on the task of teaching reading ingrades 1.3?

._,A) Very frequently

_b) Frequently

c) Fairly often

d) Occasionally

.2) Moo

f) Almost never

Never

A. As you know, in order to evaluate any member of your staff, it is

necessary to devrlop criteria Of standards of evaluation and also to

gather itfermarion on the petformance of the staff member being

evaivated,

a. aat criteria or standards have been set to detertite how yell or

Poorly ienaers are performing no the task of teaching reading

in grades 1-3?

Principal Interview

53.

h Alat types of information are collected to determine how well

or poorly teachers are performinz ea the task of teaching reading

in grades 1-3?

In your opihion, to vhat extent do teachers hive knowledge of the

orit_er4 which you use te determine how well or poorly they are doing

on the task of reaching reading in grades 1.3?

a) Teachers have a great deal of knowledge

===h) Teachers have considerable knowledge

_c) Teachers have some knowledge

d) Teachers have little knowledge

=2) Teachers have no knowledge

1



Principal Icterview

56, 14 general, in your view, now influatial
are the folloviog perms

Or groups iu determining the
criteria vhic4 you use to judge bow

veil or poorly trachara
aro doing on the tasIl of teaching

reading in
gredes 1.3?

I Extreme- Very Naderate- Slight-
liot at all

; ly 1af1u tci1u - ly Inf1u Ly Infle. nfl-
ent141 ati al entiol tntial ial_

1

6) 346T1ntegt:t ot!
WaLlitt

rintandat

b) You, a lgioall

e) 4k$91Aftof

Printipal

am!)

,!) m LAlty

of the schoo".

e) IndiViduAl

ttOehert AO

tht readImg

o ram

f) District-vide

=Meru

g) ?create

h) Efuderifs

279

Principal Interview
Z6

lo general, in your apinioa
hev influctrial should the following

Pet005a or grnapo ha in Utarnininl
the criteria which yen uSe to

Ndge hov vell er poorly
ttathers Art doing on tht rah of frothing

reading in grades 1-]?

a) Superiateadent

or Assistaat

erloterldeAr

b) Y0141 43

Principal

t) ASAittont

friocipai

4q)_

d) The faculty

of the school

A Individual

rtathers in

tht reading

raiz=

f) :terict-

ouraittato

10 Parents

a) Students

EArize- Very

I ly loflu Infln-

tntial

Moderate- Slight-

ly Influ- ly Irtan-

encial ential

Not at all

Influ-

ential

nitio(led are yow with the Way the criteria Are Atterofftd (or

)odging boy well or poorly teachers
are doing on the task of teething

reading An grodto 1.37

Eitremtly satisfied

_.h) Very satisfied

_e) nederattly satinfiad

d) Slightly satiated

a) Not at sli satiated



Pr ncipal Interview 77

59 Does the district provide stanl;Srd teacher evaluation farms for

your ust in evaluating teachers In your school?

Yen

Principal Interview
2$

DOeS yOur district periodically gather information for the prose

of evaluating the overall performance of the iUlividual schools in

Che district?

Teo

IZERVIENER: IF "NV, THIS IS THE END ri TEL INTERTIN

IF 4TE5', ASk OULSTION 64, etei

hive you developed standard evaluation forma far your own 54i 40 often is thls type of overall evaluation carried

ue in evaluating teachern in your school? out by the district for your school?

INTERVIEWER: Yoij my rum MORE THAN 1, WITH Mi EXPLANATION
Yes No

IF YES: Nay we have a copy?

60. Does the district provide written descriptions of evaluation

criteria and procedures for your USE in evallating,tC4C5OrS in

your school?

YeS

ol Does the district expect you to ketp records containLn e, systeeatic

information pertaining to your evaluation uf teachers?

6/. Has the Stull Act required any changes ill evaluation procedures

In your school or district?

Yes No

IF YES: Please describe them.

Pi

h)

f)

a) More than once a year

=b) Dna 4 Ye4r

c) Once every two or three years

d) Only when a puticular school Rena CO he

having problems

65. Does the distritt routinely gather any of the following

tYPen of information in evslnoties the performence of

your school?

Occasionally (Explain

Student scores on

state mandated

standardized teats

Tullio _under=whAt_circumataoces)

Student scores on

other ability or

achievement te,a

Non-cognitive data On

studento, ouch as

pereenality or interest

inventor

Staff sstisfiction with

the school (Please give

an example of the type

of information used to

measure tbia,)

Gommunity oatisfaction

With the school (Pleat

give an example of the

type of information

used to meamutt CU),

Information on curricu-

lar or program improve-

ments by the school,

That completes the information we need. Thank you,



70 BE LSED 'AIM PRINCIPAL INTERvIEw QUESTION

1

Teacher Collaboration or Teaming Criteria

A. Tuochers divide children into groups according to either

subject matter or ability and rotate 2tuddnts among groups,

B. Teacher group meets at least every other week for one or

nore of rho following purposes: planning of instruction,

evaluation of student progress, and/cr coordination of

student discipline.

C. Teacher group members work directly with each other in

Iustructi00, that la, teachers jointly teach the same

lesson to the same goo') of pupils,

0, IunC4r group i$ collectively responsible for it$ stu-

denti, who are rdallv Miguel to thc group as a whald

rather than to any individual member.

E, Teacher group deatgnarcs an official Ieador to coordinate

the groep's program with cther teachers and with your

office,

283

Priocipal Interview

SCALE FOR USE WITH WESTIN ID

I would never (or almost never) Se congt2Ited or

ben* actively tovOlved,

2 - weld seldom he consulted or bgecr :,!tively involved.

3 wmald occasioWly be consulted or blew actively

involved.

4 would be consulted or become actively

involved

5 would alwaya (or alia--$) be consulted or

become actively involvg44

Administrators or gaff at the district office

Principal

School faculty M a group

Tudors individually or an a teaching tem

Parents or =unity groups

284



Principa

CA1E FC' 'SE WITH QUESTION 11

ThAs decision is basically msde at the district level,

vith,consultation with the principal and/or teachers.

7 - Tti decision is basically made by tbv principal, with

consultation with teachers and/or district administrators.

In practice. this decision is basically made by teachers,

although the principal and perhaps district staff persona,

are influential and involved.

4 - This decision is made at the school level, and in practice

- is shared quite equally between the principal and teachers.

No decision on thin matter has been made in this school:

question cannot be answered.
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3h, 4, often do mot of your St,uderitt e5ao 41 nch

of activities as pert of their Instruetior within

a, ao!iing pules or play leo gaines (e,gi ,

Nath(77)

oe.1 Id, I

Soeral t iivi a week 7

About gnu a week i

Onco er kite a month k

1,e1; that, once a with

of the following types

each subject?

Readi_r1(28) Social ctudiet(79)

Teachers differ in Ihy number of ruin Or Odd inei they Wahl kh for the i r
tiaiset varouo green ruleS Or fuldelineO studst$ know will be

followed). In each Of the following three nootions, please Inflate the
approach LE take;

(36) 37, liov many rules or gulleHnes do ri establkh for your claos(es)
regarding queen conduct and dkcipl ine7

I) Noy

2) A coosiderahle number

3) Some

h) Few

None

I

2

i

k

5

I

2

3

4

5, P,3ki9g °lino iel,, 'drawing or boi Idiog smethio0

(31) 38 Ild9 ekplIcitly do you define for your clesc(es) the raethods by which
Elatl (30) ite,__JILnifil) -5ocial)tuOles(37) students' acidemic performanoes will be evaluated?

Everyday I I I I) Very

Several t Ime,; i mk
.i. 2 7 j) Nodtrately

hout once i week
3 3 3 J) Somewhat

OfiCe w. Eke a moth 4 4 4 4) $lightly
....e

[Aso than once a
5 5 J) Not at ail

C,

29"

workinn with ; ; I !

luu,OMzu3! 313ferlaiSk Akrolgauy Of in Mt groupv
19, whet! You tvilmt I Student at the end of ome period of Om; you

molder many faOtOr$, Four MA factors are listed below, Please

rank tho to show which you emphasize eost In evaluating 3 Otodent,

7 mot important, 2 WO moot iMportant, etc.)Everyday

r NO(33) bilkat3k) Social !topes(35)

bewal times a week 2 7 2

hollt Ofte 3
3 3 3

()B)
AKe Or twice a month k 4 , 4

Less than once a myth f
) 5

r
4 (39)

[4)

(41)

Now each Otudent' o work oboes to the

work done by the rest of the class

At* the $tudent's work meets oriteria

set for all studen,to at his/her lyvti

The root of improvement the student has

showh dorkg the yeari regardless of moil

level of performance

hgti hell the student has worked, regardiets

of actual level of cerformance

fink



If YO0 nod to 11" Ostni for a few days and ssarled your do(o) to

continue a', if suu were there, how difficult would it be to instruct

a %anitituit ft !!lot he/she ECNI4 teath yOur subjects in the 11112u

traEn tv,1?

Math(Q1 _y_ta-(43) Social St.4dies.M

klreN oiffialti:i
A 7 2

"IIL I icil
3 3 3

S';Intiv diffl

gut at all difficult

41, IndoLt iOn ti,ro 40te adopted texts, what curriculum materials

tm kits) have you osed- most frequently during the current

50001 year, in oath Suojeot7 Please write tne names

Oath Reading Social Studies

7t1' r'ot 14 questions concern your readil OrOgram: If yeti do not teach

rroail, kip 10 oueition number til

WhiCh Orocedart best describes the why in Wnich decisions ore made about

wfiith materiais you uie and ablaut which methods you use in teaching

2.y,2177Z the most appropriate answer for eaEni

Mater ia (ft5) fiethoesk0

0) I decide independently which to use

O) Teacbers at my grade level jointly

deeide Which to usg

0 A colmittee Of teaEhers in the sOool

determines whiCh 10 uSe
3

d) A diStrict.wide tcwittee determines

wnith tO use

43 , Which Of the f011oing SLitemehtS DOSt tharatterites the wOriOng relation .

shipi you have with other Winn. teachers (irtludilig hoth team

Veers. if aPaliCable, rid others)? (Check ono

1 wOrk fairly independently but have knowledge of thF materials

and approachs used by other teacher,

2) I rke1 with other teachees omasidnelly to coordinge materials

and approacheS

I Mel fullPgfltlY With ether teachers tO 0OrdlIO

ooroahes used,

Do you have any other cements Oh ytur curriLulum or

ihStructiOnal MethOds?

materials

4



T'.e lot :4,Jestions a4 about the influent! of different perms or group; in

wlool fegardN several decisions areas. If you are not a member of 4

tololo tear, pleoe leave the appropriate line in each oestion

17 do6;;oes regarding the conlynj gf the lessgos !Eke students of

I PartiCular grade or subject, how influential Is ead of the follculn9

persuis r group)? (Please circle the most appropriate number in

each roc)

fmtremelY .VerY Moderately Slightly NOt At All

lofluer Influen. Influen. Influan. inflgen. Don't

tial dal nal tip! nut IchN

2 1 4 5

pr.hCual 2 3 4 5 0

faOlty

Yoar Ncning team 2 3 4

3 4 5

P4reTh

lter !plqse specify)

1' Or nfiOn h hflijential ShOUIJ nO1 of the following persons Qf

RCiii0MS regarding the cOntent eLthe. lessons teach

'!tudofm of a particular grade or subjeit?

Extrenely

flfluentIal

)1ifitA prAnnel

he faulty

Your teaghIng tef

vii

Parents

Other (oleue spuLIN)

1.7

0

Rry Niderately Slightly Not ar AU

Influential Influential Infloential Influential

2 3 4 5

3 4 5

7
3

4

2 3 4 5

2 3 4

3 4 5

3 5

1O4-iI d i

,n C,5;01$ regarding Ih A urse Of attion fOr handlllouS

disciptinaryirohlefiii h idluentihl i eDch N follooing persgos

or gram?
Lstromely Veri Moderaiel'y 411011y Not At All

Influan lofluto- Influen- longer Influen Don't

tial tlil tial nal lie] boow

(62) PiStrict personnel

(63) The prircipa'

(64) The faculty

(65) Yaor teaching

166) You

(67) Parents

(66) Other ( Icile specify)

I 4 5

2 3 4 5 0

4 '4 0

3 4 5
0

2 3 4 5

5

47 In yoer opinion; how influential 0004 eaoh of the followin r or 14

e!

amain be in kcisions regordIng the nest werse Of aCtiOn for nandlin

serious di$Ciplinary probti?

6Atremely Very Moderately 5lIghtly Not At All

Influential Influential Influential Influential Influential

(41) District personnel 2

I/0) The principal 2

(ll) The faculty 2

(77) Voer teaching team 2

(13) YIN

(A) PArents 2

Other (please specify)

(15)
.

i 4 5

3 4 5

3 4 5

2 ; 5

) 4 5

4 5

303



48, In decining to the agenda for faculty mtetinas, how ;nfluential ls each

of the following persohs Of groups?

ktremely Very Moderately Sli9htlY NOt At All

influen. Influen- ihfluen. Influenr Influen Don't

tial tial tial dal tial Know

l; Di 51r i CI 0060041 Z 3 4 5 0

[ILI The princioal
3

h 5 0

!1-2 The facult 2
3

0 5 0

:ii NO ,440 i 1 2 J 5
0

' YOU 2 3 0 5 0

Other (please spetity)

J 2 1 4 5 0

44
in degisiors regarding Luiptipils w i l l be assighed_to. claases and teachers,

how Influential is each of the following person or greepsi

EAtrtnitlY Vtry Kodtrately 5lightly Not At All

Whew Ifflon influtP Influen. Influen Dool

llil tlal tial tigl tial Know

District personnel I 2 j 4 5 0

1171 The orintipal
I 2 3 0 5 6

ill thu faulty 1 2 3 0 b 0

21
Nor teaching team I l 3 h 5 6

l 2 ) 4 5 0

1,
%her (please SpeeifY)

Scnook ditftr in the numbef ahd type of stheol wide policies or guidelines

e5la0lish0d in variOuS artas. Tht next three questions ash you about policies

tOtl lilidel;An at Sohooli regardless of who eatablished them (e.gi,

principal or facdfiT

50: Mow much do school wide pollcies or guidelines govern student conduct

ht aur 560011

A grtat deal

A considerable 3M0Arlt

A mogeratt amount

01ightly

Not gt all

2nnt know

123) btl, How muth 00 schooiwide policies or guidelites ipern what Igittigri At

Your school include ih th.o W74010 4( their doses?

II A great deal

...2) A tonSiderahle AmOunt

)1 A moltrate amount

_01 Slightly

Noi P.

61 DO4't kION

(2A) Si% How much do sehoolwide policies or guidelines govern the ways In which

teachers at yOur school evaluate the endemic performance of thtir

sthdents?

A gent deal

2) A tonsidtratilt amount

3) A moderate amount

;) Slightly

Not a( all

6) Don't know

Oo ycli have any additional comments on (he ways In which

declaims are made at your school?



(3))

elationk will $00ol Personnel

7ni nekt sectiOn deals with more of the ways your WO rk may he related with

toot of otnor scho(J l pers00011,

53. low Ow w,ild you say instructiOnal Mdroti315 drE oared among ttathos

3! sOur Ow) ifl each subject areal
(Please circle the most appropriate

Timber if: MO cliJinn)

Rath 05) Itoding (26) Social Studies (27)

Very frequently
I

Frequently 2

airly often
3

Qe A Oa! I y
h

seldom
5

Never 6

I I

2 2

3 3

4 4

9 5

%01 relemd time (e.a,i Planning periods or minimum days) do you hove

plannino lessons or Coordinating with with other teachers? (Answer in

whi0 toe category fity your situation)

nOwfs ptr day

co,
.

hours per 41,

ar

hoors per mono

On tne average, now trequently would you $gy other teachers at your school

(including team members, if applicable, and others) obseryc aspects of your

performance in each arta below (Please circle the most appropriate number'

in each row)

EVey $61r01 dote het Or Lr:on The

Day Times a a Twite a Once a

Week Week Month Month

Teacning subject matter 1 2 3 4
5

maintaining control in

yOur del(o)

56. On the Map, how frequently wOuld yOU Say yoUr principai observes

n$Oents of Your ptrfortanct in each area below?

Every Several

Oay Times a

Sleek

Once Once or

A Twist 4

Week Itnth

Once or

Twist a litvar

Year

(31) Teaching subiect matter 2 1 A 5

02)
Maintaining control In

your class(0) 1 2
3 4

5 6

(2)) Record lioeping 2 4
5 6

57. HOW often do yOu talk informally with other teaehers in your 50001 (in=

(Ming bOth team members, if applicable, god others) about

Teaching subjett matter

Maintaining control in

your elass(es)

Wry Several Onte Once or Once or

01Y Hots a A Twiee 4 Twice a

Week' Week Month Month

I 2

3 4 5

HOW fre4tOtly do you dISCOSS yoor teaching or your students with

Specialist at your school?

) Once a day Or more often

..2) Several times a week

OnCa a week

43 Once or twice a Month

5) Lass than onto a month

0) No specialists at my Owl

(37-42) 53, 5Uriny 3 4pital instnetioNi wipe io each sob.jest, hisjm aides

and adult volunteers are In your classroom? (Please write lo Now many)

Moth headini Social Studies

Number; WOO; Humber

Paid eito(s)
(37) (36) _053

nitult YOlUnteer(s) (4) (41) (U)

3 07



P'vjs ine4ate how much of their time your dn tnd on tath of the

101iuing types of activities?

All of Host of Some of Nont of

Their Their Their Their

Time Time Time Time

10 Instructing or tutoring 2 1 4

students

Performing Cle,. ii:4' rjk. 2 3 A

a SUPOY6i4 (Mutlioing)

;IO5 PtivitiOS

hi. how helpful i otif prineipol regarding eaoh of the lollowing arm?

Extremely Very Moderately Slightly Not dt 411

Helpful Helpful Helpful Helpful Holpfji

Providing teachers with

wO0 to gain no teaching

i4lqs (e,g, througn in;

qrvice training Of ViSit5

tO Wet KNOW

Sacking up fathers on

student discipline

matters

fJuolourting 4ecial pro-

jectS yOU may wiSh tO

undertake

t45) RelatiOns with Oaronto

and the cofnunity

4

Evaluation

how we waht to ask you 5OMf questions about how often you receive ratings

or evaluotions; for example, an evaluator moy Lompliment you on your good

work oath day Or Criticiae yOu for MiitokeSt you may occasional!y receive

foroal written eviation; an evaluator may Simply indicote his jodgmtots

of your performance Wilh a Vile Of A frOwN oh todUatOr Ny lock at how

yuu aff doing and say II lhing, vet you may know whether or not he is sotisfied.

In general, when you leorn 1. Iny,way, directly or indirectly, how well or

poorly on evaluotor thinks you are doing on a took, you art receiving On

evaluation. Please remember that whol we mean hy evaluations includes Muth

more than formal written evaluations,

We realin that the arta of evoluotion is undergoing change in California.

For thtst questions, however, piffle 0115Wer only in tOrM5 of the current

school ?tor:

' 62, Now often do you learn in any way, directly or ihdi!ettlY, yhor prinioo
evalUation of how well or poorly you ire doing on each task below?

Very Frequently Foirly Occasionally Seldom Hever

Frequently Often

CO)
Toochiri svbjct I 7 3 A

roller

5 (

Maintaining contml

in your class(0)

3 4 5

Do yero hove other comments regarding tht queStiono ;6 this section?

(50

Record keeping I 3

6

63 , How often do you learn in any way, directly oe indirectly, other teiehers'

evaluations of how well or poorly you are doing on cock talk below?

very Frequently fairly Occasionally Seldom Novo

Frequently Of ten

Teaching sobjeot

RAW

2 3

(53) Niotoining control I 2 3 4

10 your olois(ts)

6

309



04 :n NCI area higY!, h04 Wundly bosed ore Nur pr_Inciyal's evaluations

°I wu' wuri (i.e- " extiol 00 h!5/4er evOlutions accurately

refleCt tht ouolity of your performance)? Although many people fii4 evoluote your work, perhaps not all of them have

ioniMOtt 01 your OrgarlizatiOnd rewards and penalties.

[,I

YJbl

%biect motter

ra;gaining

sour class6)

Record keeping

Extremely

Soundly

Based

1

Very

Soundly

Based

2

2

noeerotely

5coatidly

Based

3

3

3

Slightly Net it ill

Soundly Soundly

Based Dosed

4
5

4 5

4

(61)

The term, JILIserwiellizoraoltitionsIroi, includes many things for

example, glass assignments; room assignmeots; pey for Imre wow;

Wort; schedoliog preferences; salary; assignments Of 45515t4Ati; leaves

of absence; access to equipment; being retained in 50000S Of the school,

etc.

68: How importont to you are the organizational roward 4nd penalties which

your school offers?

MI 6

3

In eoch drtd OtlOw, how soundly woo are nrhor r a k
eValUali005 of

yoUr werk WC' to what extent do their evoluotions accurately reflect

the quality of your performance)?

Extremely Very Moderately Slightly Nut at all

Soundly Soundly Validly Soundly Soundly

8ased Based Eased (lased Based

TtochIng, subject matter
1 2

haintoinlog control in
1 2

yOur class(es)

h

Extremely important

2) Very imoortant

Moderately important

4) SI ightly IMpOrtan(

5) hot at ail important

5 69, How much influence does each of the persons or groups Ilsted below have

on your orgahllatlanal rewards aod petialcIell Is each:

11N helP(Ol 4re the vAluations you receive from your princjpal, in improving

your teoching performance?

I) Extremely helpful

2) Very helpful

) Moderately helpful

4) Slightly htlpfwl

5) Mot at ill helpful

, how helpful ore the evaluations you receive from other teachers at your

school in improving yOtIr ttiChing performance?

.

I) Extremely helpful

_2) Very helpful

=3) hoderately helpful

_4) Slightly helpful

5) NOt at all helpful

Extremely Very MOderately Slightly NOt at all

Influential Influential Influential Influential influential

Superintendent or

2) Assistant Uper

intendent

(63)
Principal 2 I 5

(60
The futulty of the I

School

(60 Indieldual teachetS 1 5

(66) Members of your teach-

imp team (if applicable)

1

2 3

(67)
Aides or voluoteers

(If applIcable)

Parents

(69)
5todents I 2 5

3 1



73 . In your ocilion, new man influence should earl of the persmi or groups

;,,,t141 bc$0 Uve Of, your orvirjlgjomAI rn,drd% JP penaitin? Should

How SnM ii the educatioal background 0! nonl of the studeht csigned to

you this year?

eatn De:

Extremely Very Hoderately Slightly Not at all

Influential influential influential Influential influential

1) Eget lent

2) Very good

3) Goal

4) Fair

Sdpar intehdent '3r

Asistant super
5) Ponf

inteodent 2 3 4 5

i
Principal 2

3
4 (II) 12 Which is the best estimate of the OtOnOmic level of famiiies whose ehil

orto ire iP your cJo(n LlrLl e more the grg if it i5 iopmibie to

The faculty of the 2 3 4

school

5

genera( ite.)

) Low. income

Ihdiv duel ttathers 2 3 5

2) tormiddirinCoMe

14: meters of our tow- .

ing team (if applicable)

5
3) Hi ghllidd le. income

4) Highleiddle

A1 4e5 or 14OluriteerS I
2 3

4

if applIeahIfl
Ul

73. Meant indicate whether you agree or di5agreo with each of the following

Ai Parents I 2 5
statervehti.

Students 3 5
(12) a; 1 could see my5elf help(ng to lead a workooa on teaching leanings,

1)StrOhgly dgfte _2)agret ..2)Peotral 4)disagree 5)str000ly disagree

Do you have any other comments on the Wdy you are evaluated at

our wool?

(13)
b. 1 would be very ouch intertsttd in showing other teachers styles and

techniques I've dgyelgped,

_1)strongly agree 00gree _pricutral 4)disagreo _5)strongly disagree

((4) c. If my Wool encOurnned MC in Unniring d Sgetvkhry certificate by

f(nancing r4f I uoouI h e gWehely irgerested.

_I)strongly agree )agree 3)neutral 4)di Aree Sistrongly disagree

(15) d. 1 perSttodlly wish 9004 teaoherS get mere reeugniteo,

_..1)otrongly agree .j)aoree ))neutral ,..4)4isagree .2)strongly divagrii

(16) e I would be competent at making supervisory evaluations of other teachers.

1)strongly agree 2)agfee 3)neutral Odisagree Ostrongly disagree

313



(17)
f, It is very important for me to be in a schooi wi h many opportunities

for advancement for the classroom teacher.

Ostrongiy agree 2)agree Aneutral 4)disagr 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 OF set Of skills the teacher possesses.

Ostrongly agre 2)agree 3)neutral 4)disagree 5)strongly disagree

(19)
h. My work experience (since finishing my training ) is extremela helpful in

enabling me to carry out my work.

Ostrongly agree 2)agree 3)neutral 4)disagree gstrongly disagree

(20) Pi. In general, how sa isfied are you with the school in which you presently teach?

Extremely Very Moderately Slightly Not at all

Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied Sati5fied Satisfied

1 2 3 4 5

(21) 75. In general, how satisfied are you with your occupation as a teacher?

EArremely Very Moderately Slightly Not at all

Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied

1 2 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 YOU

3 14



STITENT QUESTIONNAIRE

((Micas possible responses are show here, rho student chose Nu

of five responses ranging frOm "I'm one of the best" to "I'm ono

of the worst" or from "I like it a lot" to "I con't like it at

1. Compared to the other kids In this class, how good are you at

school work?

2, Compared to all other third graders, tidy good are you at school

work?

3, Compared to all other third graders, how good are you At seien, e?

4. When you answered the last question, were you (a) very sure which

answer described you best, (b) pretty sure" (c) pretty much

guessing-1

5. How much do you like science?

6, Compared to all other third graders how good ate you at arithmetic?

(a) I'm a lot better, (h) I'm a little better, (0 I'm about lo the

middle, (d) I'm a little worse, (e) I'm a lot Wale,

7; Wten you answered the last question, were you (a) very sure which

-answer described you best, (b) pretty sure , (c) pretty much

guessing..?

H. how much do yOu like arithmetic?

9: Compared to all other third graders, how good are you at playing

games, like dodgeball or running rues? (a) I'm a lot better,

(b) I'm a little beta, (c) TIM *tit 10 the middle, (d) I'm a

little WOM, (e) I'M a let worse:

11 HOW Mud dO you like playing games like dodgeball or running races?

11. Compared to 011 other third graders, how good are you at reading?

(a) I'm a lot better, (ete,)

12, Do you think that will change? (a) It will probably stay the same,

(b) , probably thaugea little, (e) probably 01040 A lot,

13; How much do you like reading?

14: Compared to All other thifd graders, how good are you Ar social

studies? (a) I'm a lot better, (etc.)

15: Do you think that will change? (a) It will probably stay the sasel

(b) probably change little, (e) ,., probably change a lot.

16; How much do you like social studi

17: Compared to all other third graders, how good are you at drawing?

(a) TIM A lot better, (etc.)

18: How such do you like drawing things or making things?

19. Write in the names of the 3 kids in this Class who are bust at math:

20: Write in the names of the 3 kids in this class who have the most

trouble in math.

21; How often do you decide what time to work on different subjects?

(a) I usually decide, (b) Sometimes I decide, but usually my

teacher tells me, (0) I Almost never decide. My teacher tellS me;

22. How often do you decide what kind of work you wi

(a) I usually decide...(etc.)

1 de for school?

23. Do you think you will go to college? (a) Yes, (b Ne, (c) I don't

know,

24. What kind of job do you want to have uteri you grow up?

25; Write in the names of the 1 kids in this class who are best at

eueial studies,

26. Write in the names of the I kids in this class who have the most

trouble in social studies,

27. Write in the names of the 3 students in this ClaSo who you like

the test:

28, Circle the drawing which shows how many kids in this class like you

and wont to be your good friend, (a) (Drawing Of one face in a

box), (b) (Drawing of three faces); (e) (Drawing of alX fuss).

(d) (Drawing of ten faces), (e) (Drawing of fifteen faces),

29. Circle the One that descrihte you best.

Example 1.

TALL very pretty middle pretty SHORT

Example 2,

WK very pre tty midd le pret ty ETRONG

(continues with HAPPY/SAD, LAZY/HARD WORKING, MEAN/KIND, SUCCESS-

FULAINSVCCESSFIX, LEADER/FOLLOWER, GOOD LoOKINGINOT mal LOOKING,

DUNE/SMART, EASY TO CET ALONG WITH/HARD TO CET ALONG WITH),



Do you usually know how your teacher th le other kids in the
class are doing at their school work? (a) Yes (b) No.

Do you think it's true that some kids are just aatter at most
things than other kids? (a) I'm sure it's t (b) I think maybe
it's true, (c) I think maybe it's not true, I'm sure it's not
true.

32. What kind of jobs do your mother and father have?
(b) father's job.

33. How much do you_like school?

bter'-


