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Preface )
. o .
< ."This volume presents thé proceedings of a conference on "Creating ;
Conditions for Effective Teaching," held at the Center for Educational
Policy and ‘Management, University 3f Oregon, on July 1g‘and 18, 1981, \
The conference was supported in part by funds from the National Tnstitute
of Education. It marked the cglmination of two years of revisirng the Center's
research mission and reorganizing its reséarch programs.’ During that
- time, a number of deve]obnent% took place that the conference sought B
to integrate and. summarize: - : \ '
.- 1. Several new'research‘projectk Qere funded or approved:for fhnding ' e
in the areas of collective bargaining, administrator-teacher ) ,
work relatjonships, and. inservice education, ameng others.
2. A paper, "Lining Educatiohal Policy and Management with Student
. Achieyement," was writtén setting ‘forth a new paradigm for research
© i at CEPM. - *
c" - - °
3. Additional Zonceptual papers were written on the impact on ‘'school v
administration of recent history in law and regulation, proféssional
organization, and community activism. ’ L
4. At CEPH, working teams.of researchers, pracfitionérs, and®pnlitically- _
active citdzens were drafting a strategy for making research more _
relevant and useful to-current issues in educatiopa1,p011cy and ) .
management. ° : . .
5. CEPM was extending its network of collesgues at other R & D .
*  institutions around the nation. - ) - -
M ’ . (4 ’
The 1981 confgrence, which we hope to be the first of many, focused on school
conditions that inflilence teaching effectiveness and administrators'
) N ¢ . ,
discretionary dpportunities to improve those conditions.
Three formal sessions were conducted that correspond to the three segments
of the Center's research paradigm which is displayed on the following page.
These sessions’dealt.with conditions of effective teaching, aqyinistrative .

influence on those conditions, and role pergeptions of .administrators that
. i ) ) 'S
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i may' impede attempts at such influence. A fourth sessian was dévoted to

summarizing the conference and its.implications for school improveément:,

K]

v ! te The first session, “Professiona] Developnent Imp11cations of

P - o

Teacher Effectinmess Research " grew out of the paradigm's segment on teaching
and 1earn1ng as stfuctured 1nteract1on Research on d1rect‘jnstructﬁonal
techn1ques, such as the University of Oregon;s DISTAR program, and on
. ef&ective teaching‘in genera],‘such as the Beginning Teacner Eva]uation)
Study, has convinced us ‘that *school” productivity can rt#e with systematic
1mprovenent of certain teacher performance variaoles‘ Efforts to induce \

such 1mpro¢enent and school cond1tions that can”hinder such 1mprovenent

are therefore of great interest. We posed four questions for this session>

. 1. -What suggestions can researchers give to administrators

. T -, about effective teaching? ’
£ . 2. How can teachers be persuaded and preoared to use effective .
. teaching techniques (e. g., direct instruction)? . . ’

[ 4

/
° /

- 3. How shou]d-professiona] development activities be organized?
4, .Nhat role shou]d adm1n1strators\p1ay in such activities?.

CEPM commisszoned a paper for"this session from Jane Stallings, who

at the Stanford Research Institute conducted a widery-known eva1uat10n study

o
.

of Follow Through programs that gave high marks to d1rect instructional
programs. Stallings is now d1rector of the Teaching and Learning Institute

in Mountain View, Ga]jéornia;-where she had developed teacher inservsice

education programs that improve practice in secondary school remedial
- reading classes. From her experience, she draws a number of implications
for' administrators who wish to fac111tate 1mprovenent of teacher pract1ce

He asked three peop]e to comment on Sta111ngs paper William Cooley,

- N -’

(4
.
N
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. professor of education at the Unjyersity of Pittsburgh and director of
. <

S

evaluation studies at the Learning Research and Development Genter; Robert

Slavin, research scientist at the Center for Socia].Organizatlon of Schools,

Johns Hopkins Universitﬁf'and Richard Hersh, former director of teacher

.

-~

education and present Assooiate Provost for Research at the Uni@ersity“,

of Oregon.
abridged, follow the formal presentation.

The second session, “Instrﬂctipnal Leadership: Impiﬁcations of Collec-

For each of the sessions, the reactors' comments, edited and

tive Bargaining Research " was suggested by the paradigm's midd]e segment,

<

1

which. emphasizes the prob]ematic inf]uence of administrators on teachers'

"ha

work. Hhi]e Stallings suggests how administrators can faci]itate improved

instruction this portion. of the paradigm

\

piores how administrators can

influence teaqhers. level pf-effort. Recent erates about the importance

- of strong administrative leadership for schoo]xeffectiveness make it critical

to identify barriers to ]eadersrip, and collective bargaining has been  /

thought to -pose such a barrier.
this session:

1..

w

- L)
o

Hence, we posed the following questions for

&

lthat do we. know ahout attempts of administrators to
- supervise teaching work? .

How is collective bargaining, especiai]y contract ]anguage,
.affecting such attempts7

3 -
-

. “VWhere are teachers i:ke]y to turn for instnuctiona] leadership

in the future (e.g., colleagues, professiona] associations)?

conditions?

What is the prognosis for teaching effectiveness under these

s [}

The commiSSioned paper for this session is by Susan Moore Johnson, ‘a

researcher at the Harvard Graduate School of Education Johnson's case

iv
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' coiiective\bargaining agreements enphasize the range of administrative - - -

‘poiicy formation processes and the environmental forces impinging thereon

has been found recurrently in recent organizational.research in education

Y

A

studies of schoo]-byfschooi variation in districts operating under

——/ -
discretion and teacher responses to ca]]s for ‘increased effort. The three

/

reactors. for this session were Elizabeth Cohen, professor of education

and sociology at Stanford University and researcher at the Center for .

Educational Research at Stanford; Charles Clemans, superintendent of R

1

schools in Oregon City, Oregon and a member of CEPM's committee on tegal-
x ’
administrative processes, and Randall Eberts, _professor of economics at the

University of Oregoq and researgher on coi]ective bargaining at CEPM.

- Session III, "District. Instgycciona] Policy Implications of School
A\
Governance Resea“ch " addressed the left most segment, of the paradigm which

sityates adminirtrative discretion in the probienatic\context of district.

St

Evidence of loose coupling of district palicy and classroom instruction N

1]
Moreover, school districts have not been found to, be responsive to disaffected

'

ciients aithough there seéns to be a vague and general congruence of

vaiues between school administratorS?and their constitueucies. Dissociated

and ambiguous instructionaﬁ po]icy might handicap the efforts of teachers and ~
administrators to improve instruction discussed in Sess;ons I and II. Further- o
more, pulicy that ignores community criticism or comment would' seem to =

expose scheols to a deterioration of community resources and support for the

+ instructional program. With vnese thoughts in mind, we posed the folloying

questions: for this session' ) . . . .

1. What inf]uence do community groups and individuals have
on district instructional policy? .




T 7 ) . . ® .
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. . \ .

2. What congruence or conflict exists batween district .
interests- in instructional” program stability and respon« -
siveness to community preferences? -

s . _' 3. How does. district governance affect administrators' efforts- .
. : . . at professional deve]opment and instructional leadership? )

. ' - ~._4. Is the policy formation process a productive focus for efforts .
;o " to—-improve schooi _instructional outcomes® .

T ——

_ Rather than comnission a neﬁkoaper~for‘this_session we asked Haimon . . /
Zeig]er professor of poiiticai science at the Universit;~3f“0regon\gnd‘§ . A
researcher on conflict management at CEPM, to describe some of his recent\\‘\\\“‘>\lié
research’ on district responsiveness and on educationai administrators' ) /* )
perceptions of confiict 'His text is a recent research report, "A: Comparison,

of the Source and Substance of Conflict in Echationai and Fuwicipai Governance,"

q.;..

- submitted to the‘National Institute of Education. gIn these proceedings, we -
. include an edited version of his actua] remarks rather than the Tesearch .
: report itseif Zeigler focuses on the contrast between the highly confiictua] o
world of the city manager and the perceived piacidity of the_school admini- -

strator s world. Reactdrs to Zeigler's presentation were Betty Jane Narver,

reseérch associate at the University of Hashington s .Graduate School of T
Pubiic Affairs and affi]iate ‘of Seattle's-Citizens' Education Center A

t. Northwest; Milbrey Wallin McLaughlin, research scientist at the Rand

Corporation, Santa Monica, California, where she was a principal investigator .
° -]

of the study, "Federa],Programs Sopporting-Educationai Change";ﬂand James

. Kelly, professor of ps;choiogy at the.University of Oregon and coauthor of
a paper commissioned by CEPM on "Community Influence on Schoo]s and Student

Learning." o, ]
o . For the final session of the conference, CEPM'asked three researchers )
o . - 7
charac'terized vy the breadth of their knowledge of schools to summarize o ’

. -

. the main points of the conference proceedings.and:to Suggest future actions,, f/

3. ¢
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‘by CEPM to improve the paradigm,’ improve research conductad at CEPM, and

-

bring research to bear an school improvement’ efforts. Discussants included

Daniel Duke, formerly professor of education at Stanford University and

. &
about to assume the directorship of the new program in educational admini-

°

stration at Lewis and Clark College, Port]and 0regon Harriet Doss HWillis,

v1ce-pres1dent ‘%"or ‘programs;at CEMREL, a reg'lona] laboratory dn St. Louis,

MTssouri; and N W. Charters Jr., professor of education at the University

of Oregon and researcher at CEﬁM. Edited and abridged transcripts of their

. {
comments are presented Yoo, — 4

We wish to take this gnportunity td thank all of the:conference
narticipénts once,agaﬁn: ’Their contribgtions ekceeded our charge to them.
They camennot’EnIy to speak'uut also to listen. One of the most encourag1ng
aspects of the conference was the degree to which researchers and educators
rrem disparate backgrounds found that they had something to learn from one _.-—

another.

The editors of these proceedings wish-also to acknoW]ed@e the pain-

_staking work of Terri Williams in preparing tragscripts of session comments

.

from tapes of varying quality and of Sissel Lemk°~nn typing the ed1ted R
comments. In addition, we are indebted to CEPM faculty and research assistants
who helped to summarize the sma]] group discussions: .Jane Arends, Meredith
Ga{], Deug]as Carnine, Mary Ann’Cammack, Bruce Bowers, Carolyn Lane,

Lynde Pauie, Wayne PaJover,.and Michael Pearring. Fina]]},'éredit belongs

o Robert‘Mattson, director of CEPM, for his support and encouragement

of this event.
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Session I

What Research Has to Say to Administrators of Secondary Schools
About Effective Teaching and Staff Development

a

Jane Stallings

Seldom before in the history of education have schooi administrators
been confronted with such & combination of problems that include dwindling
student Qgpu1ations, decreasing pudgets, decreasing test soores: increasirg
community expectations and co]]eétive bargaining. , Sincé most.administ;ators
in schoo]g today,were trained in the 1940's, ]QSd's:anchQGO‘s, little of
their formal’ education provided methods for solving the§§ problems.. ‘While

there is a burgeonjng bBody of research cn effective classroom teaching there

has been very Eﬂtt]e research to guide effective school practhes and.policies.
Studies of school program in the late"1960's and early 1970's concluded that

compensatory education money spent to‘provide better libraries, laboratories,

school services and staff training did nothing to improve the achievement

level of ,students (Coleman, 1966; Herrnstein, 1971; Jencks, 1972; Mosteller
and Monynihan, 1972). In fa;t;'by the mid-seventies test scores had plummeted
toan all- time low even for college bound high school students. Another
segment of the high school popuiation had not even mastered functional.
ski1]s\;n reading, writing and computation. High schools in the 1970's in-

cnerite& from the elementary’schools extensivé remediation problems resulting -
in part from the:general practice of passing students along to the next grade
regardless of academic achievement. Ultimately fhe secondaryaschoo1s have

" borne the heaviest indictment for graduating incompetent students.

Parents in several sections of the country sued school districts for not

'providing adequate schooling. The response of 47 states has been to enact

—3 - - o - - - - « 2

e
ey
N
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Al

legislation requiring students to pass minimum standards for graduation.

. 5

In many states this legislation includes provisions for classes to remediate

secondary students.
14

17

e ’ Research in Secondary Schoots

keseanch during the 1970's in elementary and.secondary schools does
prov1de some guidance for effective pract1ce Essentia]]y, researchers
observed in samples of classrooms and 1dentified how teachers organized
their woréﬁand how they spent their time in classroorns where students maae
achievement gains. The following sections report finding; frem-s;qdieé of
secondary e]assrooms and schools.

¢ -
\-

Clarity in First Day Orgapiiation and Planning

? hork by Carolyn Evertson (1§79) fpcused upon first-day org;:?iation'éf
102 junior high school Ené]ish and math classrooms. _Several characteristics
d1fferent1ated more and less effective teacher-managers In cﬁassroohs where

_ there was less student mis;%havior and more student gain through the year:

- 1)+ Teachers made rules, consequences and procedures clear
on the first day. This included teachers monitoring the
students ahd following through with consequences for those
who did not comply.’ ,
2) -Teachers established a system of student respons1b1]1ty and
accountab‘11ty for work on the first day. .

3) Teachers were sk1]]fu] in 8rganizing several instructional
activities.

¢ The E]ement of Time and Students on Task

/
A study by Sta]]ings, Cory, Fairweather and Neede]s (1978), 1]]um1nated
a number of instructional strategies that are effective in teach1ng bas1c

skills in secondary schools. These inp]ude management of class time,

Al .
(]

1ﬁteractivg(instruction, and focus of instruction.
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Management of Time

In 14 schoois the length of the class period ranged from 40-55 minutes.

Such time differences were not related to gain .in reading Student learning

‘depended upon how the available time was used In ciassrooms where teachers.

. were efficient in making assignments and a]iocatdng materiais there was more

-~

time available fer instruction and students gained more in reading. It‘is

important to start on time and continue until the ciosing bell rings. ' The
P

distribution of time across several activities during the ciass period was also

v

an effective strategy for keeping studgwiﬁ on task. Effective teachers

fe

who heiped secondary students who read at the 1st to 4th-grade level gain )

'up to two grade'ieveis in one school year distributed time in the

)
following way:

) instruction-giving examples, explanations, linking

to student experience . i6%
‘ Review, discussidn of seatwork and story content 2% . K
Drill and practice to help memorize . K " 4% .
- 0ra] reading in small groups ‘ 21% -
Si]ent reading - / . ) 9%
Written assignments % 4%

The percentage of time aiiécated to each of these activities varied

across classroonis according to the achievement level of students. In-

terestingly, an ample amount of oral.readdng was helpful for E?e Tow

achieving'students. but was not so important for students achieving abeut

the 4th-grade level. The oral reading was hand1ed through lessons where

. vocabulary had been carefully developed, and where teachers heiped students

develop work concepts within a small, group setting of students with similar

'reading skills. Students who are operating at this level need to hear and say

&
4_(.

D [ S
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vworkbooks with very 1itt1e instruction from the teacher.

e

" * "i

the words as well as read and write the words. These students can usually

pronounce or sound out words but often do not understand words in the context -
. ¢ © : e s . .

of a story. Secondary studentsf comprehension scores are often Iower than ..

their vdcabu]ary scores. Oral reading aliows the teacher to hear the

students' reading problems, nsk clarifying questions, provide explianations '

to help students cbmprehend new words, and 1ink the meaning to students’

prior experience or knowledge. : ‘ , K

-

RN

"

Students who were in classrooms where slight or no gain was made spent >

more time than other students-on-written assignments,(28%) and- silent‘'reading

(21%). They.had less instruction,-discussion/review, and dri]l/practice.
Some of these students were assigned'td spend entire periods.worging in
Such Ciassrbomsi
often registered more student misbehaviorﬁ "Students with reading p‘obiems _
are likely to have shorter attention spans and 'the opportunity to be invo]ved :

in severa] activities during one class period seemed to help these students

’
\ 4 o P

stay on-task. (See Appendix A for these/data.)'

° Interactive Supportive Instruction

During the study of how teachers allocated time to various ciassroom

~.

activities it became clear that teachers who were interaztive in their

teaching style had students who™ achieved more in reading. This interactive

style included- proyiaing oral instruction for new work dis\ussing and re-

viewing students’ work,wprovﬁding drill and practicez asking questions,

acknowledéing cgrrect responses and supportive]y correcting‘nrong responses.
’ It was imnortant that teachers try‘to include all students in class-

¢ -

room discussions.and review sessions. The effective teachers did not call ubon

volunteers but rather called upon.a particular student. HWhen volunteers ) -~

are solicited, the same people take part each day and many students may nqtf§

N

- -

- % -
.

- , 1}7 ,




be involved at all. hen calling a student by name it is important to

ask a question at a Tevel where thg student is-most Tikely to be successful. -

However, if the student gives an incorrect response it is important that the

instructor stay with that student and rephrase the question or give a clue -

so that the ;tudent can succeed and_give a correct answer.. A wrong answer
- can provide an opportunity for the teacher tq'clarify'and reteach; if

‘necessary. It is important in secondary remedial classrooms that wrong

responses are handled in a supportive manner since research indicates thesé .

students do not thrive on deneaning experiences of failure.
This 1nteract1ve type of 1nstruction is 1mportant when teaching subjects .
other than remedial reading. Tom Good (1980) found junior high schoo]
students earned more mathematics in cfassrooms where teachers were active
1n their 1nstruetnor These teachers made assignments and provided information
'1n a cJear manner. They asked stqdents appropriate questions and provided
- immediate feedback to student responses. Unfdrtunatelv mahy teachers of ° -
' genera] math students are not active in their teaching style. In a study of ‘
math qI/;ses in 11 schools; Stallings and Robertson (1979) found that teachers
rmore often told general math students to do written workbook assignments-
1n class and less often gave them instruction or review of seatwork than they

S p—

' did students i, geometry or calculus classes (See Appendix B). In classrooms

(%

- where students are more involved more achievement occurs. Students in’
geqera] maéﬁ or pre-algebra were off-task signi?icant]y more often than
were students %Q algebra II, geometry, or calculus ciasses.

E]eveﬁ_of the.teachers in the study were observed in both lower and
advanced math classes. when«the observaticns.of the teachers were compared,

we found the saﬁe.teaeher would be active with advanced classes and not

. -
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active with the lower classes. These low-achieving students need instruction

“

from teachers to stay onf task:

learn the mathematical relationships necessary to cope in life.

~ v .

can see in students'

A teacher
faces whether or not thev understand. A teacher can
’ se]ectcandther exampie from the students' background and‘expiain it on the
"chalkboard.

need to actively teach.” The advanced ciasses received-active instruction

and the less able students in genera] science ciasses received workbook
assignments This is not effective instruction for ]ow achieving students.
Relationships similar to those described in mathematics classes were found
in genera] ‘science - ang physics classes. '

Focus of Instruction

¢

If teachers are interactive in their instructiona] style, to whom sh0u]d

they focus their instruction'
{

During the last decade considerable erergy has been directed toward the

individuals, small groups, or the total ‘group?

deve]opment of individualized programs. Federal, state and local funds have

been spent to develop programmed reading, mathematics and science books.
A11 of these programmed materia]s,were aimed at providirg children with

activities in which they could progress-at their own rates. It was assumed

that if students were working at their own pace through a series of sequential

\
exercises, learning would occur--it did for some students and not -for others.

-

In general, there has been a great disillusionment with individualized

1nstruction Some students learn best when newﬂinformatidn is presented

)to a sma]i group of students who are operating at a similar pace (Stallings,

1975; Staiiings, Needels and Stayrook, 1979). Learning occurs when students
. . « - q [

Programmed workbooks will not help them .

The most important finding in this research is that teachers ~\,
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read aloud, and hear others ask questions and reSpond. Hearing and speaking
as well asﬂreaﬁing‘and writing helps students 1nteg}ate.and retain 1ntonnation.
Individualized progr;ms based almost totally on-workbooks do not allow for
this type of group'leanning. 7ﬁ . _

At a conference sponsored by the National Institute of Education regarding
_'jnstructional dimensions.asixty teachers discussed their experience’with and .- :
_ attitudes towards individualized instruction. Teachers reported that‘jn most =
individua]ized programs thex"felt relegited to being record keepers. Where
wo>kbouks wene'relﬁed upon to ?rovide insiruction for students, teachers felc
unable to integrate the students' learning (Amarel and Stallings, 1978). It
appears that students need interactions with teachers. A **achen can deue]op .
concepts w1th a group -and can change examp]es or 1]1ustrat10ns to coincide g
\xwith the group's batkground experince. If students "do not understand, the .
'teacher-can\ffnd yet another example. Bocks or machines do not do that;‘ Books
or machines prduide opportunities to practice and reinforce:what teechers are
teaching, but research suggests<they are not sufficient to provide the
instruction that students need (Sta]tings, 1975). Pninctpa]s can support
well-focused instruction, interactive teaching and effective-use°of time by T, 4

o

maKing teachensggygre of these findings and providing appropriate inservice
training. - h

»

School Policies Related to Effective Instruction in Basic Skills

. “Student outcomes have been found to be re]ated to effective classroom.
practices which are sometimes dependent upon school practices and po]1c1es
Rutter (]980), found that secondary student achievement attendance, and

de]inquency_were related to several school varlab]es:
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Consistent expectations of students throughout the
school, e.g., be on time.

ob

EmphaSize pupil’s success and good potential,

) e.g., monthly awards for achievement,,attendance,
. sports, drama, music.

‘@

* Communication and feedback to teachers and students
is clear, direct, and timeiy.

** Teachers willing to see students for personal assistance.

Curriculums planned jointlj by staff acting together.

*.~. School kept in good repnir (2ncouraged students to* respect
wE surroundings and behave more appropriately),

%

While working with teachers to change specific behaviors, Stallings,
Needel§ and Stayrook (1979) found several school po]icy variables that

were related to student achievement gain. The include po]icies toward

’

absences, cuts’ and tardiness, intrusions,assignment of teachers to classrooms,
assignment of students to classrooms, grading systems, avai]abi]ity<cf'student
information, reading in the content area, and parent support. All of these
variables can be manipulated to some degree'b} schnol principals..

B

Absence Rate and Tardiness : . .

El

A samp]e of San Francisco Bay Area secondary principals report that
student absences contribute significantly to the prob]em of student low
achievement (Sta]]ings and Mol lman, 1081) - In this sample, the absence rate'
(which inc]uded cuts) ranged from 5% to 25%. This rate is higher for low
achieving students. Clearly, teacgers cannot reach students who do not appear .
“in class. However, the way teachers teach in.cfass does have a relationship
- to student absences. In our study of teaching strategies in remedial reading

ciassrooms i1 secondary -schools, we found that students were absent less ‘often
. N N J X

.
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in classrooms where the following variables existed to a greater degree:

Students perceived theclassroom to be a friendly place. :
*  Students perceived some competition and high expectations.

o ° Teacherswprovided ample verbal instruction. b

v

¢ Teachers~prov1ded‘instructipn to the total class.

° Students sometimes were in 1eadersh1p and provided 1nformatvon
to the class--oral reports, etc. .

* ' Students had opgﬁrtunities to read aloud

“

Students were absent significantly mdre often in _classrooms where the follow-

ing variab]es existed to a greater degree

v

a

* Students were doing written assignments in workbooks the
majority of class time

° Students were reaoing stlently the mdjority of class time.

‘EQ,‘ Teachers were dging managemenf taskse-grading papers, making
- lesson plans, keeping records--and were not involved with students
the maJOrity of class time. e

* Students were being discip]ined for disruptive behavior
Absenge rate and tardiness needs to be brought under contro] at the |

school 1eve] as ‘well as at the c]assroom 1eve1~ Some of the techniques

schools have sUccessfu]ly used are the fo]lowing

v vy

®* In many families both " parents work. Call at night
(7:00 -°9:00 P.M.) to report absent or tdrdy student;.
This requires volunteers or payment for someone to
call consistent]y, One school that had a 25% absentee
rate dropped this to ]2% within a’ohe-month per1od

®* The clergy in one schoo] district vo]unteered two hours
each morning. They greeted tardy students and called the
parents at home or at work to report tardy or absent
students. This school reduced a rate of 40% absent to 15%
absent within the school year. \,

® Students.who cut classﬁg'uere tardy accumulated\time -~
that had to be made up by assisting the school custodian
clgan the grounds and lavatories at lunch time, after -
school, or on Saturday mornings. This school's absence
rate dropped from 15% to 9%. " :

it

N
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To reduce absenteeism and tardiness it s necessary to have a stated

school bo]icy with all of the penalities ?br non-compliance made very

clear to students parents and staff. Consistency in follow=up of non-com-

®

piiance is the key to reducing i11ega1 cuts and tardiness. If some members

fo]iow tke school policy and others do.not, students wi]i spend a lot of

effort trying to find where the Yules can be bent. Sometimes nrincipals have
to reprimand a teacher or staff member for being too lax with tardy students
and not supporting the schoo] policy. Clarity and consisteficy-seems to be

¢he;hey to solving this probiem./?'/

Intrusions . I W
P o Research by Sta]iingsi‘Needeisrand~Stayrook (1979) indicates that - —
ci;ssroom having more intrustons from the cutside--e. g.,wannouncementS‘on
the intercom, reqvests for students to leave the room, tardy studants
ceming into the room--have students who make ]ess gain in basic reading .
skills. Other school personnel (counse]ors, schooi paper editors,
drama ccaches, physicai educatjon coachez, music directors, detention
officers) may. not appreciate‘how difficu]t it is to get a classroom of
Tow ability students on-task and productive, and how easy it is for them
to get off-task. When interruptions. are allowed during class time it
implies to the student that what is gccurring in the classroom 1acks,va1ue.

School administrators ¢an estabiish clear guidelines about the sacrosanct

nature of classroom teaching, i.e., 1f we are serious about teaching basic
skills, no one disturbs a teacher when c]asc is in ses<ion. Nothing less
“than a catac]ysmic event should stop the teacher in progress. Some admini-
strators allow 10 minutes for announcements at the beginning of the day

rather than make announcements at random. One classroom in our study had 20

<



. Assignitent of Ciassrooms to Teachers

-

Jintrusions during a 45-minute period. Clearly it is difficuit to accomplish

=l

academic tasks in such-an enviroament.’

-

g

L

This-.research indicates that remediai reading students make more

gain where teachers have permanent c]assrooms. Teachers of basic skills need
¥ -
to be able to arrange a reading environment wiiera student growth "charts can

be kept on the wall so thdt students can keep trac of their progress.

" Teachers need to have diagnostic and prescriptive materials at their fingertips--

and many high interest books at the right reading level. Teachers whe have to

o

shift from one ciassroom to another cannot achieve an environment conducive to
developing basic skills. , . ’ .

The rooms need to be large so that students can be arranged in aroups
whenever small group instruction is needed. The research indicatgs that
working in small groups is beneficial to, those students in secondary

classronoms who are reading at below the fourth-grade level.

Assignment of Students to Classrooms

Students who require remediation make more progress in tlassrooms
where the student$ are more homogeneousiy grouped. In the study
previously cited, students achieving below grade four who mdde gains were.
in classes averaging 18 students (See Appendix A).. The ciasses with students
achieving between the fourth-and/sixth-grade avergged 21 students and'ciesses

with«students achieving above the sixth-grade averaged 26 students. These

data suggest that students who are achieving at a lower level should be placed R

-

in smaller classes than students who achieve at a higher level.

Classrooms of 40 students with one or more aides assisting the teachers

[

are still not good situations for the'rEﬁediai student. These students tend

.
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to he distractible and the more bodies there are, the more distractions

.
-

.——~ "there are to filter out,
4, 4

: - 1
v - These data do not advocat
: * . - g . o, . . ..
classes and somg homogeneous grouping arégﬁore effective for basit skills ©

e tracxingfgyt they do sugge;t that smaller

’ . . 3
! classes. . .
- 4

e & .., Grading Systems .a 2

A variable grading s;sfem_;eéds fo be established for éhé remedial.
classes.” Students who have a history of failure thrive best when they can .»
’experienqp daj]y‘sugcess. for examp]e; in programs. that are set ﬁp to allow
these students‘to make daily gains and achieve 80% to 100% correct scores on

theip exercises. .These. students will be overwhelmed with a sense of failure

Y

if they still receive a D or F on their report cards because they are still

below grade level. Some teachers tried to conssle their students by saying

-

that 'a 90% F is not as bad-as a 30% F. However, any F means failure to students’
. a
“and parents and may discourage students from trying furthér. In view of this,
severa]*possib]e alternative procedures are proposed. -

4 Idéntify the counse by name as a basic skills course for-
improvement in reading and give A; B, C, D, or F on the
basis of the student's progress in. the course. For example,
. ; a 10th-grade student who tested at the 2nd-grade level of
° ’ reading when. the coursé began and progressed to the 5Sth-grade
- .level made excéllent progress. This student-received an A for . .
imprdvement even though he or she is still below grade level.

. . * Variable credit could be earned on the basis of productivity.
Ir a five-credit course,-students who complete one-half of the -
work in a .semester might receive two and one-half credits of C
: work rather than failing to receive any.credit and receiving
) “an F. Some students learn more slowly than others but they
can, and do, learn if given.adequate time., "Faster is not
necessariiy better," says Benjamin Bloom (1976).
*® In systems where the previous two suggestions are not used,
E, S, or N might be used to show when excellent, satisfactory,
or no progress has been made.

-
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. ® - Changing from one grad<ng system to another 1s a difficult task that

AN

requires parent support as wéll as school staff‘support A year of schodl

planning and COnsultiqg with school systems us ing these systems should be

)
1

_allowed.

Student Informati%n

@

Altpough teacher need {nformation about students’ reading preblems and
théir read}ng'lerel'at the time c]asses are assigned, host tedachers surveyed
do not have student 1nformation eastly available. Teachers feel that their
abi]icy to select materia]s _based upon student needs woyld be increased if
at least the reading leve’s ‘of students were printed on*\he class lists.

To “get the readiqg Scores, teachers must go through the® counse]ors
files and record the data:avai]at]e for each of the 100-150 students in their
c]asses} This requires~5-ld minutes per student. -After searching for the
records, they may find that test Ynformation is not‘!%hi]abte for many
students. The testing program is particularly lax in many sécondary s'hools.
O0ften thegzest data are several years old aid transfer studenfs may not have ‘
any records available until the middle or the end of the semester.

In the past we have been re]uctant to make test scores easily avajlable

. to teachers, believing this information might prejudice teachers' attitudes

toward students. However true this might be for other subject areas, it

should not-apply td the teaching ogqbasic reading skills, Here the teachers
'need all the 1nformat1on they can get.o While reading grade level is not suffi- .
cient 1rformat10n, it w111 he]p in understanding the range of student abi]ities
More student information is needed since seconuary students. who have ﬁi

history of failure in reading are‘likely to have some perceptual, physical

or emotjonal proﬁ%ems in addition to problems of'encgaing, decoding,‘and

comprehension.’ There are some group tests developed by tpe\gincinnati ' .
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$¢hool District that contribute this type of student information (See

. e )
Reference Notés). . - " .

A strong case.can be made for providing secondary teachers of reading

with inserviqeiworkshops on how to»diagnose reading problems and prescriBe’ “
cdrreetiue treatment. Workshops on how to use these kinds of materia]s should
be conducted in the sdmmer so that teachers can.-diagnose the problems of their
_ students duréng the first week of school. In some school districts this is_
‘accomp]ished b;ihaving students startpschoo] seyeral days after the teachers
start in the fa]i * The students who need remediation wouid be schqdu]ed for

diagnostic testing during the first few days. and the teachers could select

k4

-

an appropriate program béfore school starts. -

'Reading in the Content Area

Teachers. who must-try to teach reading in_the content area need
-3 - -
textbGoks that provide similar information at different reading levels. - Most

often such materials are not available. In that case the teacher has several

l;?3options' ‘,v’//
* Teachers may attempt to write their own materjials for

the students with low reading ability. Several teachers
R could skare this responsibility. .

g

Teachers may try to locate or develop audio tapes of
the textbook (the state produced some of these for use
with the blind).

Teachers may make extra effort to develop frameworks
so that students can comprehend the key concepts.

In any gase, the administrative staff needs to convene cross-department
meetings to discuss and make clear a policy regarding reading in the content
area. If the probiem is not dealt with, many sgudents who are bright but have
Tow reading abi]ity may be pena]ized unfairly and not receive the information

in social studies, science and math that is necessary to cope in our society.

27 "
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Parent Sunport

Administrators can create an atmosphere where parents feel needed

-

<

.to.he?p~jn their child's gquqation--not only to work on school cbmmittees,

but to really assist their child to Tearn required skills. Some skills

simply need more drill or practiqe,.and some ideas may need discussion.
Research onlthe effect of ‘parents’ séhoo] involvement reports a ',

positive're]atiﬁnship with tﬁe.children}s'progress under the following

coqditions:, : | ‘ ) |
* The parents are given specific tasks to do with the

. children. For example, they -receive materials and
directions for helping children at home (Corno, 1978).

®* In programs where. the parents receive training frem. school . (of
personnel to help their children, as well as receiving I
materials, the children make progress (Gordon, 1969). RS

Administrators can make a policy that guides teachers ‘to elicit "

positive, }Efivg parenyq]‘§uppoﬁ£lfor~tne1r chi]d{; edJéation} If teachers R
can use the parénts as a squrcé o7 energy to he]plghildreﬂ learn, it could . 3
Tighten the teacher's load. It i; 1mp6rtant that parehts and teachers feel
¢ thq& they are striving together toward a common goal: to help the student -
‘ ]earn_nécessary akills. éi%enfthe large number of two-parerit working
. [fam111es some schools have~arranged forteveding meetings with parents.

En this instance, counselors or teachers might be given school day release

~time,

Staff Development

The secondary principal {is required to function as a school manager and
as a staff developer. The problem of helping teachers learn the skills
required to teach the étudénts in cur schools today is the challenge of the

1980's.
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The problem in staff development in the past has not been in having too

« few doi]arsl The probiem has been in de]ivering a well focused, comprehensiye ‘.
program that will serve the needs of children and teachers. In a study of 20 <.
Teacher Corps sites it appeared that there was little OVEr]ap among the cate- i
gorica] programs. Seldom did the personne] from Teacher Centers, Teacher Corps
or other categorical aid programs coordinate project planning for teachers
and students. Teachers in the schoo]s reported that the activities of
,several federal programs in a schoo] setmed to fractionate the education of
children. Nhere there are severa1 staff deve]opnent programs in a schoo]
they often co pete for teachers'-limited time. If edch categorica] program -

has a director with his own budget the directors are likely to think in

terms of the program rather than in terms of children and teachers Isolated

pull-out programs seem to work to the disadvantage of chi]dren. In $chools
/
Where the administrator appoints gne person to coordinate the severa]-programs, *

- plans can be made as a group for the good of the children needing the services.

In the faceﬂof dwindling dollars, more than ever schools need'a well-focused
comprehensive staff development program. -

Choosing A Staff Development Program

.0ften, principals in a district are'gi;en a budgét for staff development.
This allows a given number of days for teacher re]ease time and dollars to
attend conferences or hire consu]tants to come to the schooi. During the past
four years of stodying schools we find that principals use these funds in very
different ways. Some principals tell their staffs that each person gan attend,
for ekamp]e; two conferences. They then provide a 1ist of conferences that are

acceptab]e.) It is important that principals provide for continuity or

v
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follow-up to see how the teachers have benefitted from the conference
If they do not, teachers will not have the opportunity to share what they
learn with their co]]eagues.

Some of the “principals used their funds to establish a school-wide

prOgram. For~examp1e, a1l teachers would attend the Assertive Discipline

Progran offered by Lee Cantor, or Fred Jones would-train a group of teachers

to use his cTassroom management techniques in his _program entitled C]assroom

Management Training Program. These teaqhers wou]d then teach the entire staff...
Other nrincipals have béen successful in estah]ishiné Madeline Hunter's program

for classroom management. One entire high school district near our home

. base has been trained to use the techniques offered by Sam Kerman to provide

- Equal Opportunity in the Classroom (See reference notes).

1

Staff development makes the most difference in teacher behavior change
and student achievenent when the program is schoo]wide.’ One school in which
we work has every teacher teach at 1east five key words a week” These words
nust be centra] to the course of study. The meaning and: the spelling are
taught. Misspe]]ings are handled the same way in every'¢lass.c’ Over a tno-year
periiod, this school significantly increasedytﬁeir spelling and vocabulary
scores on a standardized testhStallin;s/and Mohiman, 1981): . : , i

A Model for Staff Development

Every staff development model includes a curriculum and a delivery ‘
system. Curriculum means the content and delivery means where; when, how, and
number of narticipants. A good content with poor de]ivery, or vice versa, is |

not ©ikely to be effective in bringing about change in teacher behavior.
l

Program is to help teachers learn to manage their classroom time effectively.
The curriculum is based upon research findings. The delivery system is

persoha]ized instruction and interactive small- group problem solving. -The

P2

.
_The goal of the Teaching and Learning Institute's Staff Development ’

Ly . ) :
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’ content of the program is derived from research funded by the National »~
° Institute of Education. The delivery system was also developed with funds
from that agency.* SN -
e . Essentially our-model coild\pe called a Mastery Learning Staff T
: < N - ) »\\ -
Development Model. It has components similar ‘to Bloom's Mastery Learning
¢ . ' .
Model -(Bloom 1976). y > E ¢ -
L Pretest :
L. Obserye teachers >
' Assess what is. needed .from teacher observation profiles
P Start where they are
- Inform ‘ , .
o Link theory, practice and teacher experience
* ) Provide practical examples from classroom situations
Organize and guide practice
Provide conceptual- units of beha¥iors to change
Support and encourage behavior change
Assess and provide feedback
Help integrate into scheme-
Posttest ‘
Observe teachers ,
P Provide feedback to teachers
! Provide feedback to trainers -
- ' The ‘key features are to: state the objective of the staff deve]opment

program; select or develop 1nstruments that will measure the behavior of
-1ntere§t; observe and or test teachers to see how they are 1mb]ement1ng the
instructional strategies before the intervebtion; arovide the  intervention;
. observe the teachers; and measure the behavior change.
Using that model 1n a quasi- experiment (Stallings, Needels and Stayrook
- ‘ 1979), treatment teachers implemented 25 out of 31 variab]es by the end of

¥

- *The early research was carried out at SRI International in Menlow Park,
California.

13
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the school yea} and their students gained more in reading than.did a control

grouﬁ of students, e(See Appendix C for a description d; the workshops.)

Preparing feachers to:Use Effective Techniques )

To provide an effectiié staff deve]opqent°program for the quasi-experi-
ment we established that the following conditions should be met:

*: Adequate time is provided to 1nfroduce theé program to admini-
strators and then to teachers, and to make clear the links
between theoriés of learning and the research findings. -

‘ .\Recomwéndpiions'for behavior khénge are based ‘upon research
findings from classrooms of students similar ‘to the students
in the school. -

¢ Recémmeﬁdatith'for personal change are, based ubon an a
objective, understandable profile of each teachers'
observed behaviors. - o

® - Teachers' observation profiles are confidential and b#ﬁvide a
basis for staff development rathgf than- evaluation,

®* A series of workshops'will assist teaéhers in learning how to
- implement the recommendations.

*  Teachers can select:one or two of the changes recommended
on their profile of behavior to try in their classrooms the
. next day. - s

® Each week time is provided to discuss what teachers found
they could changs/anﬂ what was difficult to change.

® . Group size/js/iépt small enough so that each teacher's problems
of implementing the recommendations can be adequately discussed
and practical suggestions can be received each week. - .

® The training leader encourages teachers to share their techniques
for effectively managing time and student behavior, and for working
toward more effective administrative policies in regard to the
use of time. ) ’

®* The training Jeader is supportive o% the teacher's effort to
change; and (while recognizing problems with students, parents,
and administrators) establishes a forum where solutions to the
prob]emsﬂwilj be generated rather than just airing the problems.

Co
o
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The training leader requests teachers to do some homework
activity to increase awareness of the class structure, e.g.,
keeping a“seating chart-of to whom the teacher speaks during the
class period or of-which students are off-task during the
beginning,- middle, and end of period. Teachers can then
evaluate whether class activities are appropriate, or student
seating is appropriate.

The training leader acts as a role model for teachers j.e., starts
on time, is clear in expectations, stays on-task, distributes
interactions to all participants, “is supportive and guiding,
respects confidentia]it&, respects individual teacher differences
(experiénce, training,/school environnent personal attributes).

"Teachers-are inform that their behayior change will be )
measured at the end 4f each semester and that only they will
receive the 1nfqrmation.»

Time, place, and length of meetings are con!gnienf/?;r)teachers.
o .

Some type of incentive is provided‘ release time, stipend,

credit. ‘ . )

0rgan121ng Staff Deve]opment Act1v1t1es

Ir. onganizing staff development activities it is, important.to start

<

. Where teachers are in their deve]opnent. Then link the -new information tc
//teachers' prior experiences, and provide assistancé to integrate the‘change.
% ’ Start Where Teachers Are and Recommend Specific Change (Pretest)

% .

e - Any staff development program should have an accountability plan. It

~

will differ in where they start. We found that all teachers were using some:of

//" . the desired behavicr to an acceptable degree at the pretest. All teachers
- needed to increase or decrease some behaviors. Our objectire was to help as
many teachers as possible to implement as many.of the program variables as
possible. To know whether we met our obJect1ve, teacher behavior had to be
observed on a quant1tative observation instrument. In a recent study of
& administrative leadership style, in addition to behavior change, teachers'

feelings of efficacy were expected to change as a result of the training.

is important to know whether teachers are implementing the program. Teachers
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Efficacy cannot be observed therefore we used a survey instrument The
point is, the objective of the program needs to be assessed If stress
reduction is the objective--is stress reduced? by ‘how much? for how long?

4 <

Inform: Link Theory, Practice and Experience’

A

Teachers need to know -the what and the why. Thus, the training activities
themselves should start with iinking the research finding to iearning theory.

For exampie, we have a finding that indicates oral reading is reiated )

. to secondary students reading gains.. why might that be so? It is that

secondary studengs achieving at the Ist-4th-grade reading level Qere the most

Q

positively affected by oral reading. Learning theory te]]s us.that at that
Tevel it is important for students to hear the words and say the words, as

well as write them and read them siientiy. Using all modaiities helps inte-

grate the 1earning. Silent reading or fi11ing in blanks in workhooks may
. » N h¢ ’

be‘non-iearning activities. Our research suggests that in secondary remediai \\
reading, classrooms. teachers should Tisten to the student read'some of the

" time: This heips teachers diagnose reading problems as well as providing
opportunities for students to have oral input and output. k .

0rganizg[Conce9tuai]y Compiete Modh]es

Activitibs should be: grouped so that they conceptually hang together
and build one upon the other. For example, planning the activities that
will occur during a class period requires teachers to efficiently take the role,
mahe assignment?jioass'papers, and change from one activity to another. .It is
important to discuss’hgg to effectiveiy conduct the single components,vbut they - .
are\handied as a conpiete unit. ‘

An interactive“instruction module would need to include instruction
on how to proride'students with new information, link it to student’backgrohnd |

+

. H 7
and experience, check for understanding, reinforce right answers, positively
b

34




%

@

P

o

3 g e BTt

23 IR

.
s ~

e . . v ™~ .

e

correct,“and~gui36'ﬁrong anewers to become right. This interactive Jnstcuction
jmodu]e also inciudes making certain that aii students receive some gUestions
and positive. support. Questions:shou]d be deliyvered at a level that_yiii;l
chaiienge but not overwhelm. Each module shouTd go from the simpler adtivities

to more compiex ones all combining the what with the why and the how.

Fo]]ow up Training with Assessment of Change (Posttest)

S~ ‘, After the intervention has been,provided and the teachers have had™ the

‘opportunity to try the instructional methods in their ciassrooms, teachers

:4',5 .

shou]d be observed again. This second observation, serves as'a posttest and
provides teachers with feedback on the degree to which they are impiementing
the program. The posttest aiso-provides the trainer with feedback regarding
the effectivaness of the training program. '

- Qur experience in training over 150 teachers of a]i ages and experience

range is that they can and do change behavior when given specific feedback on

«

~their own behavior and a guided practice period.

@

. o Summary

. ) ! P *
Some of the most important points to emerge-from the research on effective

~

schooiing for students who must gain basic skills.are: ~ . '
®* Teachers need to be interactive and directly invoived with
students to keep them on-task.

L

—

¢ Teachers sgouid distribute questions to aii members of the,
class and be supportive and guiding in their feedback. - y

Teachers should offer several activities during a class period so
that students can develop 1istening, speaking, reading and writing
skills. This helps students integrate information.

Co
(9 §




- ® Teachers need a well focused, comprehensive, continuous staff

e ) development program to gain the skills needed to be effective:
. teachers. . .

Schoo]s shou]d keep distractions ‘that intrude upon classroom time

* - Schools should have a consistent and enforced policy for
absences, tardiness, and misbehavior

¢ *Schoo]s ‘should gain- parent participation and support. .¥
T . * Effective schools are a friendiy place to be--teachers are C '
‘ available to students,  schools.are .kept in good repair, student S
success 1s recognized throughout the *school (Rutter, 1979). .

é‘ . Teachers need he]p to effective]y teach the students in their classrooms.

. The onus fs upon school administrative staffs to select a training curriculum
thnt is focused upon schho{cimprovement. Further, the program §hou1d be comprehen=
sfve and ongoing with opportunities for teachers to néceive feedback on their

‘ progress. It is 1mp6rtant that every program should be evaluated for‘

. effectiveness by observing teacher behavior befbre and after thexintervention

The impact upon student achieuement

and then measuring teacher changé.

and absence rate should then be evaluated.

The - bu]wark of pubiic education

is being challenged and it is imperative that the teachers 1n our schools

are prepared to meet that challenge.

o~y
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Lee Cantor, Fremont, California.

!

C1assroom Manat ement Training' Pro ram is conducted by Dr. Frederick
Jones, -Santa Cruz, California. . ~
Increasin Teachin Effectiveness is a four part “workshop series
conauctEa by . Dr Maaeline Runfer, “Les Angeles, Ca]ifornia. .

‘E ua! 0 rtunit 1n the Classroom is done by Dr. Sam Kerman “the
,Eos‘Inqeies County Eepartmenf of Education. The program now goes
* . °by 2 .new: name.’

It is now called TESAj Ieacher Expectqtions and
Student Achievement. '

l

The Teachin and Learnin institute directed by Dr. Jane Stallings
- Js Tocated in Mountainnvgew, California. : ,

. Jiagnostic Pe_;pective Re%g% Systen, Planning and Development Branch,
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. Distribd%ion of Time Across Activities in ~ A\
Four Ability Groups in Secendary Reading Classrooms

]

4

" APPENDIX A

o

=

-

_Group 1I
. (X Percent)

PrsS
I 4
¢

Group” I1
X Percent)

o .

A

.Group III

PRRSURPONL ot

_Group IV
(X Percent) (X Percent) "

»

—Interactive. On-Task

-

N
.

*  Activitiew: \ ' :
L - "Reading aloud 21% . 9% 1 1% .
o ©  Instriction - 16 11 " ¢ 17 10

T Discussion 12 5 3 1 .o
< Drill and .Practice . 4 4 4 2 M
P Praise/support** 19 le 7 11

. Correctzve,feedbacg** - 20° 16 4 12

%v;;L Non-Internctzve OneTask ' s . R :
. Actxvities' »:§~— -l " v C ‘
;f;*’ ~~Classroom ‘management . 12 15 17 27 ’

s Readzngoszlent&y ~ 9 16 12 21 =
Lo Written asszgnpents 4 22 23 28 - .
5 Off-Task-Activiqies: . . . @ﬁ
3 Social interactions 5 6 3 ‘o8

/ Students uninvolved 6 4 4 9 R
{ Notes;” Group I--Lou pretest (students at 2.5 = 3.7 grade 1l: vel) °
s ) . gain: 4.8 - 5.4, " .
i ' Group II--Mod prétest (students at 4.2 - 5, 8 grade level)

L . gain: 5.5 - 7.4,

? - ) Group III-—H;gh pretest (students at 6.4 - 8.5 grade level) :

< - Al

gain 7.8 - 9.5, e

Group IV--No gain (students at 3.8 - 9:1 grade level) .
gain.308 - 9.50

‘ ) X = Group mean. : S ;
fi N *These actzvit;es may occur szmultaneously, therefore, the sum ¢ :
is.greater than 100%.

**This variable, is reparted as frequency of

: observed occurrence, o -
e g per 45 minute period. ‘
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. Percentage of Student Time Spent in Activities for Three. |, s

.. Types of Mathematics. Classes* L ’ {

‘variables - Type I “Type II , Type III

~ . Instruction : 14, - % 25. . .% 30, 8 -~
’j\neviéw L 8. % 21. % 23. 3 3
. Written Assighfents = 34. % . 15. % 1. s
., Teéacher Management/No = ' 24. % 20. % 15. % h
Students ‘ L ) B
. \Social Interactions 1l. % 13. % 13. 2 Y
'étuden3§ Uninvolved 11, % “6s % 4. ] :
Discipline’ Y S | .20 % P58

. »> N : s ! '\:3
Type I = General math or.Pre-Algebra b {j ;
Type II = Algebra I, Geometry s )
*{ Type III = Algebra II, Trigonometry, Calculus &

* Some categories are oﬁerlapping and the c?}umns will not sum to 100% j
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- 4 Desérjption of the Workshops

Workshop 1 provides® each teacher with a profile-of his or her observed

behavior (see Figure~C-1). The obsérvation variables are 1isted in the left
column. These are-variables used in the study of Teaching Basic Reading
Skills in Secondary ‘Schools (Stallings, Needels and Stayrook, 1979). They
have considerable face validity which makes the findings understandable to
teachers. The fact.that the findings were generated from classes similar

2 * to the ones in which {the teachers were working lends credibility to the research.
The variables used in the study are very specific and translating them into

f
e

T aia

reconmendations for teachers is not a difficult task Each teacher receives

" his/hér own set of recomendations for beaavior change based upon three days
of: observation in a class of his/her choice. For example, we observed Sam
Jones*' period No. 3 prior to a serfes of "inservice wbrkshops‘ He received
the behavior profile-shown in Figure 1. The X indicates Sam's pre-training
observation. ‘The 1ine down the middle is the mean for approximately 100 classes.
Sam Jones was Spending 46% .oft the class time in management tasks (see pretest

. score for the first variable) This indicates that Sam was spending approximately

one ha]f of the class time not being involved with students, e.g., grading .

' papérs or keeping records. [he mean for all teachers on this variable-was’

28%. :After interpreting the study findings to Sam we made the recommendations
“shown. in the Teft column. Our recommendations was to provide more instruction,
more interaction, more feedback and 'do less paper grading, anu record keeping
during class time.

More and less ‘are. defined in terms of percent of -time-spent in specific
activities or in terms of frequencies of-interactions. These recommendations
-are guided by the level of student achievement, To succeed, lower dchieving
_students requine more auditory input and more oral expression that do higher
“achieving students. The data on Table C-1. are based on analysis of variance
comparing effective teaching processes for three levels of achievement of
secondary students and the ineffective 'teaching processes in classrooms where
students made 1ittle or no gain. .Teachers with students achieving below the
fourth.grade 1evel will be encouraged to provide oral reading approximately
20% of the time, oral instruction approximately 16% of the time, etc. Teachers
with students dchieving above the sixth grade 1vel would not be encouraged
to do as much oral reading but the amount of instruction is about the same.

The remaining workshops in the series provide the assistance teachers .
need to carry out the recommendations.

In Workshop 2 the achievement level of the students in the class chosen
for study are used to determine more exactly how students should be grouped,

how time should be spent and-how reading should be approached. Methods to
develop vocabulary and word concepts are described for each achievement group.
Science, math and social studies teachers are given practical suggestions of
how to help low achieving students develop a vocabulary to understand the key
concepts of the course content. Recommendations for assessing student reading
ability are provided. Some schools have very little easily-accessed information
for secondary students. \ .

. .
S w e T Neb ek e s, R TRy e - -
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' Figure C-1 4"
. ° v ¢
Teacher Name: Sam Jones ‘
Lakewood High School, : Standard Deviations from the Mean ‘
Washington Unified School District Mean for A1) Classes -
: A1l Classes Sam's Class Implemen-
Less Frequent ¢ 5 More Frequent. Pre Post tation
/ . 2S.D, 18.0. 0 1S.D. 2 S.D. '
: Snapshot Variables itRecocmzm;ulations
) Teacher ,class manage/no students Less 0 ¢ X 28. 4ﬁ6. 07, v
i R Total silent reading Less - R - : . 08. 09. 0. V4
Tota) reading aloud . More X 30 09. 06. 29. v
Total making assignments 0K 0 g——X 06. 04.  00. v
Total instruction Hore 06X 10. 18. -13.
Total discussion More ——— 0 02. 04. . 18. v -
.. Jotalpractice drilloo ... MOre- s s e e ey e e e e e e T T
'; o Total written assignments oK . %0 - 27. 17, 2. v
, Total test taking More . X0 . 02. 00. 00. .
- ' Total social interaction | . Less 0 ¢ X 04, 15. 07. v )
f : Total student uninvolved Less , 0 ¢ X 05. 15. 0). v a4
Total discipline oK X0 . . 00.3 0. o00. .
Interaction Varfables
Teacher ?‘o individual “student Hore X 5 0 89. 48. M3,
Teacher to groups More X = 3 0 13, 0. 38. v
Teacher to class ' (114 ’ 0 : X 44, <137, 3. .
s -Teacher- direct -question, reading More Y ——t—0 4. 23.  50. v
. Student :response. reading More X —————} 0 ' v 2. ‘ 19. 43. v
. Teacher jpraise, support, reading More X -0 13. 08. 34, v
. Teacher lcorrective feedback Hore X — >0 13, 19.  s3.. v
* A interactions/reading More X —p———d 0 ' 208. 230. 304. v
” " AN intéractions/behav‘ior . (] 4 ’ . X - 0 B 06, 0%. 11, Ve
* A1) interactions/positive More X X —— |0 04. 00. - 04.
A1} interactions/negative oK X0 ‘ ; 00. .00.  00. v
) Student comments, assigmment 0K ‘ ‘%0 - 09. 0. 03. v
A1l interactions/class assigment’  Less 0¢ T X 69. « 144, 17. v
. Teacher manage class, no student Less 0&— A x 33. 73. 05 e .
3 AN . |
X = Pre-Training Observation . \, , . as 44
_) ‘43 0 = Post-Training Observation PROFILE OF SAM JONES® PRE- AND POST~TRAINING OBSERVATIONS ) ‘ o i
: Q —» = Direction of change ‘ e . . Cets
: FRIC v'= Correctly Implemented - ) N .
: . ;
| SSu. ‘ Lo e



*Table C-1

DISTRIBUTION OF TIME ACROSS ACTIVITIES IN
FOUR ABILITY GROUPS IN SECONDARY READING CLASSROOMS *

Group 1

Group I1I

- Group III -

)

SN 1 . R T
R N AN IR I S N LR T o

<

i

Group IV -

(X Percent)

(X Percent) - {X Percent) .

(X Percent): .

PRSI

-
s

Vo,

; ’ Interactive On-Task o - %
‘ « Activities i
i Reading aloud - 21% 9% - 1% -1% N
Do e Instruction 16 1 17 10 .
8 - Discussion 12 0;5 3 ] ,%
iR . Drill and practice 4 4 4 2 3
. - Praise/support¥** 19 16 7 11 3
N - Corrective feedback** 20 16 4 12
o Non=Interactive On-Task . - T ‘?
; Activities -

; . .Classroom management 12 15 17 27

kN Reading silently- 9 16 12 21

o ~Hritten assignments 4 22 23— 28
o Off-Task Activities. . ' ; '

f » - Social interactions 5 6 3 8

i Students uninvolved 4 _.6 . 4 4 9.

i: Notes: Group I--Lcw pretest/high gain ¢ g §
. Group II--Moderate pretest/moderate gain 2
i Group III--High pretest/moderate gain -
: .- Group IV--No gain . ;
; X' = Group mean ;
% *These‘actfvities may occur simultaneously; therefore, the §um is greiter 'E
‘ than 100% . " ~ ;
\ - ’
' This variable is reported as frequency of occurrence per 45-minute period. ]
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i ) Norkshog 3 focuses upon making good use of the- tqta] class period.
; -~ - Efficient means of making assignments and making clear expectations for .
- quality and quantity of work are discussed. If classrooms have students of
/ different achievement levels, teachers are guided to teach two or three
groups to accommodate these'differences. Lesson plans for several groups or
models of group instruction are provided and teachers are guided to plan two
. or three dctivities for each group rather than just reading silently or do1ng
: workbooks all period. .

R ~Norkshog»4. ‘Because so many behavior variables were found to be nega-
tively correlated with reading achievement, this workshop provides specific
recomendations for behavior management., Each teacher receives a packet to .
read-before the session. ~During the Session, the leader asks the teachers’ -
~ what-was—the most difficult behavior problem they had to “andle the past week. )
In each of the prior sessions, the teachers have eventually mentioned the same
problems: tardiness, absenteeasm, arguments, shouting our demeaning remarks, v
and physical fights. The leaders ask how each teacher handled such situations.
Some of these incidents are role played. Ways of handling such situations are
suggested, by the teachers and the trainers. Teachers then formulate recommenda-

' tions based on the research findings and group suggestions. Techn1ques for
motivating students toward good behavior -and achievement are'also discussed
R in the fourth session.

; orkshoE provides 1nstruction and practice in a direct‘method of\pro—“

P .viding instruction, questioning and feedback. Teachers are encouraged to

) provide some verbal instruction and ask students (by name - not by volunteers)
to respond. If the response is correct the teachers provide some praise or -
acknowledgement feedback to the student that the answer isycorrect.: This

. needs to be specific and clear. If the responsé is incorrect the teachers
are trained to provide some form of positive corrective feedback. Such
feedback might be to probe by asking the question different]y or to provide some
more information and re-ask the quest1on.,

Workshops 6 and‘?,are conducted after observations at the end ofseach T,
semester to see whether recommendations from the earlier workshops were
.followed. New profiles are prepared for each teacher in the form of transparen-
cies so that the second and_third profiles can be laid over the first profile

to examine changes in teacher behavior. Feedback based on these profiles of ‘;,,é
teacher behavior is given to each teacher 1nd1v1dua]]y. Recommendations for
cont1nned behav.or change are made. f . A -

Staff DeVe]opment Model

l

|

1

— i
' 4

|

i

\ " This sta&{ development model requires that the number of teachers being |
. trained is kepg shall (five to seven). The training sessions are 2.5 hours
\ iong. They are conducted once a week for five weeks ‘in November or February,
either after school hours or during school time. The school system either |
provides monetary incentives, release time. or inservice credit. The content |
* of the workshopssis gquided by the findipgs from research on effective teaching.
. Research find1ngs are presented and thqories of child deve]opment are
: discussed. The theory and research are, then grounded in practical classroom
examples, teachers expenlgnces~and-prob1em solving skills. The, training
process -is interactive ‘and supportive..Teachers are helped to f%nd methods |
to work with the students in their care and to find ways to work effect1ve]y -
’ [ERJf:‘ in their school situation. The focus of the five workshops is, to\help s

o teachers think in terms of using time effectively, prov1deﬂsgpportive and
- interactive instruction, and motivate each student_to-stay on-taskl




Session. I Discussion:

Reactions.tg.Stallings Presentation . y

William Cooley:

I‘m going to talk about conference concerns and speak about my own work and

experience as it bears on this conference and the theme “Creating Conditions for

-

Effective Teaching." 1 am going to do that in reverse order. Its always”more

4

fun. to talk about _yourself so I am going to start there but actually I have to ‘.
e et sy s 1 e TR snprmg :—--a—-o%‘—.z-

~ do it in order to establish my credibility as a discussant for Jane s fine

paper. In her note to me she said, “well this paper clearly isn't your cup of ¢

tea—-you won't be able to count the tea leaves in the bottom of the cup.“ She

N -

" obviously dismissed me as an quantitative type. She doesn £ know that I am a

R e e~
RSN

reformed quantitative‘type. I-even have a phone number now that I can dial when
I get this sudden urge to do a multivariate analysis. I think its Bob Stake's <~§

. number. . ‘ - -0

A tittle personal history maybe uould help. One of the ‘things that 1 have I

;«
!.
H
3

had the pleasure of doing over my 25 years in educational research was directing
the-Learning Research'and‘Development Center with Bob Glaser. And in those 8

years; we hadisolutions in mind and we did a Tot of research and devel opment

L Y g Rt e g
- oLt PR M
2 .-, N R SR
LR A

—_— tﬁward'those solutions and Individually Prescribed Instruction (IPI) was an

i example of that. We knew what. the problems were, we were going to build
solutions, and all we needed to do was to get them into the schools, and then
the schools served as our placé of operation for doing our research, and that S
f\ . what we did. We did our ‘thing - and used the schools for that end. And I'm a
‘ ' slow learner: it took me eight years to figuré out that that really wasn't t ]

: e " getting us anywhere. So I formed a little group within the center to try to do

" something else. It is known as the evaluation research unit within LRDC.




What we decided ~0 do was to work on the problem of district-based evaluation or 'é
distgict-based client-oriented decision-oriented research. It used to be .
called act}on research T guess. And we started with the Pittsburgh Public
Schools,.since,mhat & where we are and I am a great believer in proximity. We '“j
started working onwtheir problems. We first had to convince them that we were :

serious about that ~= that we really oid want to change the rules and have them

BN

g

- drive our.enterprise and not Just’rip them of f in ‘terms of students, teachers,
time, etc. So we worked hard'to establish an effective working relationship.
NIE was willing to support us in thlS because they expert us to be able to
figure out ways in which district offices for. evaluation, testing, and research
might go about their business more effectively. We said we were‘going to work
-on the problem by. actually doing it. So we offered our services to the
district. It's kind of 1nteresting. Pittsburgh‘Public Schools is where Mel L -
. hrovost did his important'workbas a district-based evaluation researcher. -When
he left, the entire office Just collapsed and they had no activity there \
whatsoever. So we made our services available and started working on their N
problems. We had a few syccesses, and then last summer things became a little:
untidy.\ After we had built up a good relationship with the superintendeht,.he ‘
was fired. This district submitted its eighth desegregation plan to the State ’ ;
Civil Relations ‘Commission. - It _was -rejected. The teachers. had announced that"

Jey were about ready to have a strike in the fall. And I said to my friends in

‘ou} unit, -"we had better look for another district.! Fortunately, we hung in -

[4

_ there. We ecided that was life in the big city. This was not exactly

.

something you aren't experiencing in any school district in the country. e we , g

started to get re dy ﬁg&QEhe new superintendent. Fortunately, the new superin-

LT
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tendent was Richard Wallace. Some of you may know Dick waliace. ‘He's had a
long background in research. He had been d1rector of research at the Texas R & D
Center, director of a Regional Laboratory, and school superintendent in
Massachusetts for seven years. So he came in | as our new superintendent and we
have‘been working for him night=and day for the last -nine months._ It Has been

the most exciting experience I have had trying to make research relevant to

education.-

/ N . . R
™ .
- te N N
N . i .

I want to teli you Jjust a little bit ‘about what we are doing there. The
first thing we did was,a district-wide needs assessment. We did surveys of. °
all the big stakeholder’ groups, and ‘we did’ a,iot\of analysis of the data.\ WS
became students of the 5ittsburgh Public Schools and tried to understand their

data on achievemnnt absenteeism, and suspensions. They were a district with

45,000 kids and they didn't reaiize they had 23,000 suspensions last year! And
S0 we worked up all this data on the district "and made a presentation to'the
board in Febrqary and‘suggested>si§ priority. goals for the district. They bought .
every one of them. And we were‘Very pleased with that. Thén e started working
on the’ plans to reach those goals, and action plans for each priority area were
submitted tp the board last Wednesday. ‘

o The major change that is going.on there right nbw is that sthe district has
been trying to solve education probiems through district-wide progcam changé or
program improvement. They weren't happy with the reading scores, so they
changed the reading program around. Since so many students weren't learning
from(normal classroom instruction, they laid on several new remedial programs.

They had of course the Title I'program§: They created a new program called

,Project.Pass for children who had failed. They had so many remedial programs
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going on in that district that, in most grades, half the kids were in-one or -\

" more remedial\programs. These were in layers, you know. "The federal categori-

cal programs stimulated all of this. So what we are trying to do-now is Took

'w1thin buildings. vwhat we are finding is that within the- buildings these many,

many programs are Just clobbering each other.

Now, none of this is very

profound.

What we are doing is Jjust making available an analytic capability to

—- -this-district—to help”them"figure'out“what~their problems are.

* these 70 schools.

_their act together at all.

The problem'is

) thatothere was‘no building-level problem solving going on in that district. The

principals weren't dcing it, the teachers weren't doing it--nobody was doing it.

The assistant superintendent for’ elementary schools had 70 principals reporting

to her. She was the one person in the district whe .ad any responsibility for
There was no building-level staff involvement in problem
solving going on. Principals and teachers within the building didn't have

If there is anything we have learned from the school
effectiveness research, it is that you may find these minacles where principals
and teachers are working together. They have a consensus of goals, of
discipline goals--they've got it together. But the way that this district had
peen solving its problems was sort of "musical chairs" for principals. ‘1 sup- .
pose that is going on in districts all over the country too. Every summer the
muSical chairs--princials get bumped into some other building, and that's how-

they thipk they are going to snlve the problems..

2

.50 what we have beer :
looking at board policy, ...

of information that tk-y

. intelligent policy decisions.

k)
« 15 just becoming students of this district,

yring all.the board meetings. Noticing the kinds

wished they had but dian't have in order to make more

‘e have been working most closely with the

90
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f < \ his in?ofmation needs. We are now workjng with school improvement by working
§ - .. With a subset of the district. We took seven of the elementary schools in this
large district, and we are working with the building principals and classroom ‘

teachers. We are working on student achievement. And I'm impressed with the

) coﬁp]ex ways in which these board policies, what the central administrators do,
§~;—w~'~— - ~»hat—-the-building principals do, and what the classroom teachers do, are ail

b

: related to student achievement. " N )
= I must admire CEPM's effort at trying to model this very complex set of

: interrelationships. That's clearly been missing in education thinking. And I
think it 1§ very importanf that %hey_are mounting that effortﬂ I think we need
"a6~awf;l lTot of debate about these models and how these various levels interact
withleach other. I hope they are not going to mount a massive empirical effort

now and turn it into a formal model preblem and measure all these things and go

é . | \crazy trying tq_rela?e it. I think that the/hext step is clearly fo continue
: wﬁqs they are a!ready doing--that is, to l?p@ at ghe research of Stallings and
oth€h§ and try to piece all of it together. What's been‘fqund in this little

3 netwofka\what‘s been found in that“aittlé network. Try to get an inéegrated‘
- ~% picture df\these variables from thesg;&arious‘levelg within the district,
there{; no question that }ou have,@/Qery clear hierarchy there--try to
understand how' these, various levels of hierarchy affect each other.

I'm very excitedlabougfthe possibilities of building-level problem solving
as a means for schooi 166quement. Its been one of those profound things in
%/ education. If you Qé;t ggﬁhave school improvement, why don't you work on

improving schools? The problem is that the districts have attempted to solve

centri] administration. The.superintendent‘s particularly trying to understand

T
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N that‘connectioneis.very important and principals often don't see the rela-.’

thidbs:distriét-wide, they won’t focus' They’l]'Spend money on'staff‘ %

_ devel opmént--they want to train the 3,000 teachers they've got, 1nstead of the
.30 ‘that are in absolutely desparate crying need. Or they want to have a school

1mpr9vemeht strategy for all. of their 60 e]ementary schools, instead. of the six
or séven that 2re in crying need. 0f .course, you have got the problem of stigma

associated with being 1nvolved in these things, but we have worked out ways of

¢

_Mm_*_makmg_the_publjc aware_of what__ is_going_ou—in jt_,qeneraLJ:ay, S

Well all this brings me to Jane's paper. A few years ago I would have
pioked away at her methodology. I would:have proven that she.couldn't poss1b1y
have fOund those relationships with so 1ittle classroom observation, bacause
knowing that there are a 1 000 hours in a school year, you have to have at
least 15 hours'of observation—-we have actual1y.shown that--.n order to ‘get
reasoiably precise estimates of'the kind_ot phenomena that she is talking about.
There ;s'no way she had all that. But now I say it was fine; it rings true. I
ah going to go back andggive her pa}er to the gentleman in the district who is
responsible for the high school Title I remedial reading program, because that
is what her paper is for. I think that her paper.is for the person in the

school district who.is responsible for the remedial educatioh program in high

"schools. And every district has that now. We have looked at those programs,

and, I ‘think what she is doing there in the paper is 1dent1fy1:§ the maJor ways

in whch school pol1cies building-level policies, a?%ect instruction. See1ng

-

tionship between what they do and what happens in classroom. They think,

"teaching is what teachers do." The ‘whole 1nstruct1onal leadership area is now

blossom1ng finally, and it's very exc1t1ng because I think that s right exactly

!
i
i

.
L
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where the problem 1ies. ’Principals need to become aware!bf the role that they
can play. As wa work with them, we try to get them to see that they don't
real{ze what they are doing. Thete principals that we have worked with in
schools that have had essentiallyazero growth in a courae of nine months--théy
are Jjust running around and they dun t know where they are putting their time.

We helped them see that--its almost like* the diagnostﬁc thing that Jane does

with téachers. Teachers don't realize where their time is going, and principa]s'

don't real-ize where-their time is dping. Hold up a mirror and‘hglp'them see
that ‘and shape that. * i K

At any rate I think that the wofk that the cénter here is doing is extremely

T

exciting in terms of how they are starting to look at the relationship between

po11cy and achievement. I think that Uane papgr is particularly helpful in_

terms of summarizing a whole lot of 1nsights. I wouldn't cail it quantitative
results--that's not near]y as 1mportant as the fnsights that she is providing as
a result of her having been in cIassrooms and showing us what she's seen.

Robert Slavin: . f

[
I was just going to respond to Jﬂne‘s paper and comments, but I realized

that people might want to know whereil am coming‘from as well. So I thought I
would start with that. I have been doing work for many years on something that
is at the other end of the research spectrum from the kinds of things that go on

N |
at CEPM. My concern is how to make the classroom more effective both for stu-

dent acﬁievement and for a whole bun%h of other variables. Most of my work

involves studying instructional méthéds in which kids work in smail learning

, .
teams, about four kids apiece. Thera is instruction by the teacher, and then
the kids get a chance to try to masttr the material working with one arother in

|
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heterogeneous groups. Then there is some kind: of .a- reward on'recognition given

i to the groups based on how well the members of the groups iearn the materia!.‘

. The bastc, the original, idea of the program was to capture the peer noqpﬁgorce
that ordinariiy tends to work‘agalns__the teachers' goals in the cTassroom and -
have it work for the teac| goais.r In other Jords, by hav1ng kids work with

. . -one anothér towards a commbn goaT we ‘want to haée kids saying to each other,

i ""Tad—you—camewto—cTass-today 2 or uy want—*o iefrn this;" or other thingS“hat

3 d T

are totaTTy different from the kind of thing yod’ordinarily hear, especia]’y in

afJunior or senior high schooT where at best kids are, unconcerned aboutuhow

R their classmates %re doing academica]lyr§ At worst they are act{vely working o
S R

against the teacher to say, it s,not important to do well--in- fact it 'S 1mpor~ -,
tant to see if you can- hit the teacher in the back of the neck with a Spit ball

and not important to try to iearn your "math of reading" . - ..

So we devetoped a number of these’ cooperative Tearning programs and tried .
i

them out in a:long series of systematic experiments in schooTs. We compared the - ;‘“f?
f > v

f , teams to control groups, and we did find(out that wnen you have kids working in °

these cooperative groups, in genera] they Iearn better than when they work in

" traditional classrooms. “We' ve done the research now with grades three through

PRI O e S, S

;, - twelve in many subjects. MWe did a Tot of Tooking in the data to find out why

these effects occur ”and found, out "that the main thing was that the kids sup~-
y o
-ported each other, that norms of the classroom began to support doing well

academicaTTy. The kids motivated each other; they said, "come on, let's do it."

N .
That turned out to be tremendously 1mportant--Just hav1ng des ‘saying. to one - —

another that they are supposed to prepare outside of class. Its also important

that kids help each other--that they interact with each other--because kids can

F

: oot |
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\ o
often explain thlngs in a,way that teachers can t.. And the act of explaining to \

someone_e]se is a very useful.th1qg for Kids in terms -of 1earn1ng. 1 Ji
The cooperatjve lea;niné Etrétegies also have a.way of making a lot of sub-
jects excit1ng that often are qulte borlng for a lot of kids. ‘These strategies
.make it very difficult for you to be off task-~no£?off task as you observe off
. task but off task as in really off task, whlch is gge s1tuat10n some of you may
_ be 1in right now. You might be looking toward the front of the room, but
thinking of something else. You would be scored as "on task" if we were doing a
sweep here, but your brain is not:actually;engaged--it‘s off\on —somethiﬁg elsei
“Well I don't know if any of youlare like that, bhF a lot of‘kids are off task
during a2 lesson. There are cleériy situations in\ hich students are not taking
very much in-=it's not sticking there if it's go1n§\in there a% all. When you
worK on a task with somebody else or in a small group with a coup]e of other
kids, it's impossible for that to happen. You may ta]k:about other things once
-~ in a while that are off task, but dt's almost impossible for you to not listen,

/

" not pay;attention, when somebody iSXtélking«to you one on one. ¥We are taking /

v

advantage of that.

. The %Pird thing we found in our component analysis of these cooperative
learning  strategies is something that will be dear to the hearts of Jane
§th11ings or Tom:Good or any of the people that work on direct-instruction-
rglated methods. Just the fact that we were using a systematic structure,
regardless of Qhether wefhgg teams in it, mage d difference for achievement.
Now, the‘teams made more of a differepce. In other words, they add to the
effec?. But part of the thing is simp{y having a systematic way of approaching

these instructiona; tasks: you teach this material, the kids get a chance to




e g

e

try to master 1t and ther§ is a regular assessment. That by itself makes a big

difference in terms of student ach1evement because it applies a regu]ar set of .
activ1t1es with a regu]ar kind of feedback to the teacher about how the kids ave
: _doing and feedback to the kldS about how they are-doing. That already is a
maJor nmprovement over what goes in the traditlonal classroom, where the teacher
may be teachlng but is not always aware of whether the students are learning.
The teacher may go through a lot of activities, but if‘material is not presented
in a regular pattern, Mhere‘you are sure that you have covered things, covered
them again, given stuoents a chance -to master theh? and then dssessed mastery,

it is hard to be zure that the students have iearhed anything.

Moreover, it's not just academic achievement that we are able to influence.

3

-- ~—__We were conscious ﬁrom the very beginning that while academic achieyement was

going to be number one, there were things that you m%ght be able to do with kids
workino together fn cooperative groups.‘ One of the most obvious things is that.
the kids 1earn;to know each other and to 1like each other‘ahd get along well as a
‘result oé working in these groups. Now, that is of very great importance ‘in \
situations whereiyou have, for instance, blackiand white students or Chicano ano’
Anglo stu&ents'or some kind of barrier to positive interactioh. You make up l
these teams to be heterogeneous, and you find very con51stent1y that that hmpro-
jes re]atlonships between those groups. The kids have many more frlends outs1de
of* their own\ ethnic group as a result of working 1n the cooperative groups. We
are now worklng in the area of mainstreaming, where there is a s;ﬁwlar problem.
The mainstreahed kids are not well accepted by their classmates and often are

actually rejected by their classmates. What we are trying to do now is to

‘create methods that will meet the needs of those kids but also have them

(W3
(&)
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interact cooperatively with their classmates and, in that way, improve
relationships. That is now underway, and our first ré§y]ﬁs have been quite
encouraging. Another thing we have seen is improvement in the student's self

I
esteefm. _We know that self esteem for kids is largely a product of how they feel

they are doing_ﬁn school, how they feel they are doing wigﬁ their peer group,

e . ~ N

and how'they are dbingﬁwjth their family. We know we are taking care of the z

peer group and we know that we are taking care of how well they are doing in -~ |

school. Kids feel they are doing a lot better, which they are. So for these

reasons we:are beginning to see a Tot of improvement in student self esteem as a

}esult of these cooperative learning projects. ‘ . '
We have new projects where, we are combining individualized instruction and

mathematics, In maEhematics a heterogeneous class must have an inqiviqya]ized

program bécause each sgi]] depends on an earlier one. A combination of indivi-

caualized inséruction and team ]earning‘is a way to meet a wide range of needs

but sti]i have kids help another and have kids entirely maﬁage instructional 5

activities iﬁ the individualized’ program. The teacher does not just become a

program checker but is allowed to do direct instruction. During the time the )

teacher is doing the direct iqﬁtruction,\students-are making progress on their

own instead of éy;t»ﬁ144§ﬁ§ out worksheegé

I now want to talk about Jane Stai]ing:>\paper in the context of the things ,
that I have just been talking about. What I was\particularly excited aﬂout in
her paper'was something that she really didn't empﬁ%size very much in her talk.
What she is doing is starting to develop a technology 6? igftruction, a set of

. . AN .
research-based methods that we can give to teachers and say, “If\you do tnis, you

will get results on student achievement". We now have something that we think is

S7




fairly effective. Now I am not entirely convinced that there has been gnough-
demonstrdtion that that is the case with this particular program. But I think
that is where we ‘are headed, and I think Jane's work is a major step in that
di}ection. We are héaded-toward§ éomethjng which could be very exciting and has
major implications for staff development as well as for the procéss of education
itself. And that is a situation in which we have well-thought-out,
well-developed, well-specified models in which we can train teachers. Once we

' train them in those models, we know that they will be effective teachers. We -
can thén go and assess them, and, if they are doing what they are supposed to be
doing, then we know that they ar; mﬁking a difference. Now fhat'is no small
change. [ wOu%éfthink that there would be eventually several models, based on
reseafch, that have been evaluated and compared to control groups that are simi-
lar enough for comparison. With these models, we Qi]] not only hav; investi~
gated the wpo]e program'bﬁt the componen%s of the program ;eparately. By
pé]]ing components out, we can see whether the program still works. .Then we can
say to teachers, "if you do this you will be effective." | ’

We will have made the jump from the teacher as-sort of a loose applier of an
art to somebody more 1ike a physician, who applies his or her skills creatively,.
flexibly, but who has a skill. The physician has something that he knows will
produce a certain effect if he applies it in a certain way. Now he still uses
judgment--we do not want to take that away from teachers--but I think we are
getting closer to a situation where we can have that kind of skill to present to
teachers and know that it is going to make a difference. Now I don't think we

—are there yet, and I think that I may be a little bit in disagreement with Jane

on how close we are to that. It requires not just correlational research but a
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Tot of experimenta] research and component analyses over maybe the next ten
years before we can really be sure that we can tell teacher;\wgséher they a;;
doing their jobs correctly or not. And while I don't think we are there quife
yet, we cangbe there with a'great deal of continued 'research.

I was once a special education teacher in Beaverton, Oregon, and I aiyays
have this moael'of what the iind of thing that I am describing could be like.

~

We were a school working with trainable mentally-retarded students--most of

them very low--and we were using behavior modification. We were all taughtgbgha;

vior modification and we were satisfied about the degrge‘to which we were\using
this model for traingb]esmentalﬁy-retarded students. That methodo]ogy is\incre-
dibly effective and I think if you are not doing something-that is behavio
modification then you are not teaching those very retarded students. We talked
a common language. We modified what we were doing. We had-heated discussion

about methods that we might apply. We could learn directly from the re§earch on

. behavior modification to the dégree that it was.translated to us as teachers.

We were verj‘effective, I think. \whi]e I don't think behavior modification is
| . .
the answer for the regular c]assr?om, I hope one day we will have such effective

methods and teacher§ will be able'to apply a systematic method tg‘ipggsygtion.

-

Teachers will have been trained in the "X" method of tdaching and can talk about .

the X method, improve their methods, apply them Ereative]y, see wagré théy might
be going wrong, and assess them cr have someone in the building who canahelp
them with that. The-principal then has to become an instructional leader,

because the school Qas a single wéy of appRPaching things instead of one for

« every teéchér. Staff development w%]] becomg something that people will seek

and know how to use; we can really take it seriously instead simply providing




igeas or tricks to teachers. I will conclude just by saying that- 1 think'We are
/] ' ,

‘;/atfthe verge of something that is very exciting, very important, both for the

?: T %administnation of the schools and for actual instruction in classrooms. \ \\

3 . : . ‘ ' \

L2 . . ~ ’ . N . ! \

b Richard Hersh: ' . \
Lo ' ~-Happily the. work that we have heen doing thls year seems to converge with ' °©

éf what we have heard today. It's my task I think, to try to brlng this 577"""

together in terms of the ‘work that our commlttee has been doing all year. Llet

B

e me see P can summarize\some of the major th1ngs that we have relearned this

" year. Flrst, there is a recognltion.of the,fact that people run\schools; we/
; A ' ,

have renewed our belief that\people, like administrators and teachers, are -
\ . S .t .' . & -
#mportant. Second it's the quality of the way in which ‘we use resources, /not

3 i—_/l'fh\ @
the quantity. The early studles on school productlon functions measured 1nputs

and outputs dnd correlated them, He]l that research has been useful’, bot it is

4
T

cTei?T7:insuff1c1ent to tell us much about what &e ought to do. ) /‘ o
R - .

i
i

f we are going to improve schools and moye“toward»more effective rather
‘ < T k

¥
— /

. . . / ‘
» than less effective practice, then we have to worny\about two kinds of ‘things:

schooléJevel change and individual teacher change. ‘Tﬁasé”th¥ﬁ§§‘happen at the

\ . .o
same time and affect each other. That's been said severa] times today, but what
w/"“—_—‘ -

.Y
o 1

do we know specifically about that? Well, we reviewed 2 the literature we
< could find on inservice education because the educational professions committee

was concerned essentially with how we improve the ability of administrators and,

. teachers to°improve instruction. We know that collective bargaining and

district-wide factors and community factors are all critical to enhancnng school
- -effectiveness, but our committee chose to focus onaschools and classrooms. One

of the things that we have fdund in our review is the same thing that Jane was ’

B . 13
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“saying earlier. I will~qu6te here from Bévérly Showers' and Bruce Joyce's .

review, of 2bo inservice researcﬁ proiects over the last 20 years, because I
think it is the best summ&ry of research 1§terature in inservice I have seen., )
What they found was th&t if you teach teachers just theory (and Jane point out
earlierrthat it is very ihportant to teach tﬁeory, and that of coufsg is joyful

to teacher educétors) that you might do pretty well in getting people to

dnderstanq Kbﬂlberg's theory of moral development, for example, but they won't

. be apjg'tojglitl-they will not be able to domonstrate the skills. When you go .

in and measure new skills in actual classroom studie$ you 'find a five to ten

" percent transfer. So a theory-only presentation is not very powerful. If you

v

add demonStration--a lot of video tapé demonstratiohs, real life'demonstration--

you don't get much of a change. You get-10-15.per§ept~transfer %f'skil]s.' If

‘

you fﬁrther add a lot of practice in peer-group teaching or micro-teaching:in

4

any sort of controlled setting where you can give people practice and feedback

“but it's still outside the classroom, you doni't-get much of an increase. But

)

90u get a gian; Jump when_you combine these plus in class coaching, where

someone is there providing additional feedback with real-time coaching over °

time-~90% transfer. Now that may not be shrprising, but how many school .

districts want to do this? Or are doing it?_ School districts constantlf call

us: ."Come in for the first day of s&hool, and we w%ll give you én hour. or so,"
and so forth. So if we, are serious about cﬁépging people's Eehavior on iqy ‘

model of tqaching and you really want transfer skills, the tréinfng itself has

to be much mo}e péwerful. I find that exciting'because it's something that :
verifies oﬁr own experience. But it's also'depressing because we are so far

from doing it. It's a major .policy issue.




__The_researth on school- 1eve1 _effectiveness is equally interesting. We

reviewed a]l the studies we could find on school—]eve] effectiveness. If | G

_’quote from three os§four studies, you will start to see things converge. " From

the Rutter study, 15,000 000 Hours (which has some methodo]ogical problems, but when

you get ten or fifteen studies done independen;ly of each other in different

kinds of settings and they all come up with the same findings, it weighs more

heaVily) We find effectiveness related/ta'home work‘graded by the teachers,

student work.displayed in school, time on task--teacheFSastart on time end on .

\

time, keep\you éoing on task--obvious teacher caring,\use of school library,

high teachereexpgctation high common expectation torﬁbehaVior and academic

achieVement. There is what Rutter ca]]ed an-ethos in the school' a common]y-

agreed-to set of values and norms for behavior. Administrator 1eadership is .

important. Students understand the reason for rules--both school Tlevel rules

¢

and classroom rules--with regard to behaVior and with regard to academic expec-

o
1]

tation and achieveme Ask” kids and they will give you the same answer' we

v

are here for these reasons".

* Ron Edmonds' research—if Urban schools emphasizes strong administrator

¢ . IS

Teadership, high expectations, orderly and unoppressive atnosphere, common staff

academic priorities, and frequent monitoring of pupil progress and feedback to

. students--which is one way of saying, "we care about whether you learn or not."

A1l the above are ufder the contro] of the school.

A review of literature by NIE found strong administrator leadership, common
agreement on.priorities and focus on achievement, caring but orderly school
climate, common discipline standards, public rewards tor academic achievement,

school wide emphasis on basic skills, high future éxpectationsg and a system of
' |

- &
.




“schoolwidé agreement on ‘goals, classroom activity geared to maximizing produc-

'both ]ega] and personal, to teaghers tasks teacher aides to help keep kids on

rules and sanétions. These are the kinds of:attributes that Jane was taiking

_the r1ght conditions at the classroom ]eve]? It seems to me that when you are i

mohitoring student progress all ]eading to high academic engaged time. - -
,Tomlinson, in a recent artic]e, reviewed the school effects literature:

tive time, use of peer pressyre and peer support for on task behavior, prin:—“\\\\\j\*g

c1pals who are 1ooked uprto by staff and students and who ]end their authority,
\\\\

task, tlght and narrow curriculum with emphasis on direct instruotion, shared

3

/
/

about earlier. ‘// \
Well, you can go on to the latest Coleman report wh1ch is full of* political

prob]ems but some of the th1ngs are not surpr1sing in hi§ discussion of

pub]1c versus private schools. He claims that in-private schocls there- areJ

things 1ike more homework tand more disc1phne and a more orderly‘ atmosphere.

This is a school- ]eve] issue. The question that we are interested in 1s how do

you create those cond1tions at theoschool leve] that a]]ow teachers to create :

creating a-research agenda as ‘we have dong this year, that-you have to figure

out how those things dovetail.




T
|

%

T n % ks 74 Par
N
&

]

395 A % NS

¥

N e e Agracey

S e s

<

ERE Iy deyerecr

e
Al

BIESER
* .

Ter W%

g
[
3
.

R
.

PR

. ERI!

EONIA i Text Provided by ERIC

7/
Imp
.
.
. .
.
S y
&
L)
,
.
.
.
.
.

Ll

-

~

I e A e e

- Session I,

4

Instructiona1>Leadership3

Tications o

v
+

f Collective Barghining~R§§earch

.

e




ing into the offices, 'classrooms and corridors of schools in

RS - v - FE

7 zigsibn I1.
Collective Barg ining at the School Site:
\ A Varied Picture -

Susan Moore Johnson

.Since 1544 when the “irst teachers' contract was negotlated
in'Cicero, Illinp'is,l 31 states and the District of Columbia t
have granted teachers bragaﬂning ;ights.2 éontracts_are being
negotiated in s"'@s tﬁ;t have passed such législation'as
well as others, such as Ohio and Illinois, that have not.3
‘Curféntly, well over,GS'pgrdent of the nation's teachers belong

)
to teacher associati.cm.s*and-miions.4

It has been ‘recently
argugq Ehat only desegreéation a;d gévernmental aid to education
have'haq a Wpomparéble impact on Ehg.nature‘of schooling in
America. "3 Howefér, while public attention has been drawn ’
to this gipansicn of teacher unionism, there has been l}ttlé
systemdtic analysisgéf'tﬁe effects.of dollective~5argaiﬁing on
schools. How has it affected "the gature of schooling in’ ‘4
Americaé" How has unionism changed the role.ofithe principal, -
the gervices provideé by teachers, the relatiqnships amoﬁg staff,
and most importantly, the ;nstfuctioh‘of children?
—-@his-papgrmexamineg the impact of teacher unions on the

§day to day operations of schools by folloﬁing collectiye bargain-

6 I conclude thit -

order to document and describe its effects.
. N
while the structure of negotiations, the format of the collective

agreements, and the organi}ation of the unions‘appear to be \\

.

® .
quite similar from school district to school district, their \

effects’ differ markedly both ‘among districts and within districts. pﬁ\

]
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The process of collective bargaining does not leah inexorably

o

to unriform outcomes. Local school officials and/bulldlng admln-

istrators can and do substantla;ly shape the contents of the con-
« !

tract, the 1mpact of collectlve bargaln}ng on the swhools, and

/ -
the character of labor relatlons at the school sSite. .o

. '
< \

In seleéting the sampi° oflschool distric“s for this research,
™~

~,

I belleved 1t was 1mportan to. look at collectlye bargaining in

a range ‘of settlngs, to conslder both districts with expanding
l [

resources and enrollments and those experiencing decllne, and to ¢
z .

wiew lahor practlces in tLe conteét of both cooperatlve and o

i

} ’ '
‘ adversarialfrelat nships. The sample of districts, therefore,
is 1ntent1onally diverse.. The six districts included in this'
study, Wthh have-here been asslgned flctltlous names, vary'&n

size, controlling 1abor statutes, AFT/NEA afflﬂlatlon, regional

.

locatlon, urban/rural/suburban character, rac1dl and ethnic Eom—

a

position, enrollment and economic trends, experience with strikes, r’
’ J

. g y /
and strength and complexity of the contract.’ Table I summarizes
these: district features. I assumed that such’ a sample would:
make it peossible to map the range and varlat;on of labor practlces

C

and to-illustrate the effects of different contracts and unions

on the schools. In-depth interviews were conduoted with 294

teachers and administrators in the districts. Details of the
research methodology are included in the Appendix. ’

VARIATION AMONG DISTRICTS

The effects of collective bargaining on classroom instruction
\
are more indirect than direct. While the teachers' contracts

v
I %

. . \
4 . .
7 . B A
v

b
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. | TABLE I
| |
— { , - * ; ‘ . .
f ) ' STUDENT NUMBER
5 | ! ‘ i COMPO- -~  AFFILI- OF
! TYPE - ENROLLMEN';‘ ECONOMY SITION ' A'TION STRIKES
Plantville Urban I9',769 ? Déclining White AFT None
. Declining N Multi-ethnic
, Shady Heights Suburban 18,090_§ Deciining - White AFT Four
/ .-~ | Declining . \
1
Vista Suburban ; 17,500 3 Expanding ‘White NEA None
Consol- | Expanding ‘ Small Mexican
. idated ; '
Metropolis Urban ; 240,070 Declining 62% Black AFT Three
. . Decliaing : 32% White
’ : 6% Hispanic
Mill City Urban { 17,000 . Declining Predominantly NEA Fivz
- ' Declining Black .
Northwood Rural 844 Stable wWhite NEA None
‘ Expanding .
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pra;:ices (e.g., class size, length of day,

regulate many school

/ \
layoffs, transfers{/;eeting schedules, leaves‘of absencev evalua<
tion ptocedureé/spreparation periods and more), there are\many

that are/Ehaddressed (e.g., theé structure of the school dAy,

the;zjgection of course offerinzsnghe instructional content or
organizational format of classgs, the .assignment of teachers to

e

A

evaluation of students). The core

——2 s

classes, and the’testing ap

of teacher activity:-ciassroom instruction--is notably not "

addressed by collective bargaining agreements. // ' |
There are, however, many contract proVisions that are believed

by teachers and administrators to influence the quality of instruc-~

tion: TheseAdefine such things as the number of honrs teachers~

spend with students, the use\of non-teaching time for instructional

/

preparation, the ratio of’ teachers to students, and the assignment
of teachers to superVisory duties. - Such contract proVisions and ’
their effects on schoo- operations were closely examined in this
study.

The six sample districts had negotiated notably Ajfferent
contract provisions regarding these various issues and the six
unions varied in their aggressiveness enforcing what they had
negotiated.\ For example, Metropolis had a well established and

militant union that had negotiated‘a strong and detailed contract

and maintained an adversarial relationship with, the district

s . .
administration. By contrast, the Northwood union, while strong,

had nurtured an.intentionally cooperative relationship with the

€3 '
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administratlon and negotiated a teachers' contract of only modest
strength. Therefore, as might be expected, there were discernible
differences from district to district in the effects of the con-
tractxand the union on the schools. Four contract provisions

that wére believeq by teﬁchers and principals to have important

| . /
effects on instruction will-illustrate such differences. These

I3

include the class size p#ovisions that re&ulate student assign-

meﬁtsL the length of work day provisions that set the minimum
/

‘ - !
time teachers must remain in school, the supervisory duty pro-

visioPs that enable principals to assure safe and orderly in-
’ 1. . .
structional environments, and layoff and transfer procedures

‘that &egulate the composition of a school's staff. Each will

. be examined briefly. ; .

i , .

Class Size: when teachers and administrators were asked
te list the positive| outcomes of collective bargaining, they often

began by mentioning Leductions in class/ size. Experienced
teachers would recal\ the large classes they confronted as

| .
novices. One district administrator in Plantville remembered

an elementary class he, taught with 53. students: "There were

one--wayraisles."7

All districts exceﬂt Mill City and Northwood included some

s c s - .
class size restrictions in their contracts. These ranged from
{

a class size goal of 25 ii Shady Heights to a fixed maximum of

38 in the Vista secondary %;hools. Contractual distinctions in

t

the class size limits were made for various levels and subjects,

\
\
\
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f \ e.g., elementary classes were smaller than secondary; English .
classes were smaller thn social studies. Only in Metropolis

Qas the class size maximum of 33 cbnstant for all levels and

/

: subjects. E ;

N -~

Teacher unions pursue clags size limits not only because

'

i <
such limits are believed to improve instruction or teacher

BV T

o ta

morale, but also because they protect jobs. Job security was a
promgﬂént union concern.in_Planéville and Metropolis where
> enrollmentslwere declining rapidly and teachers knéw that an
}~ additional student in each district classroom would eliminate
many teache}s' jobs. The contract language in Metropolis ana
Plantville enabled teachers to limi:t%tudent assignments and

those provisions were closely enfor . But class sizes varied

: in- Mill C&ty and ShadyeHeights where the contracts did not estab-
lish maxima or provide teachers with any authority to\control
them. 1In Vista,‘where enrollments were growing, larger classes
were occasionally tolﬁrated by teachers because doing so did not
jeopardize any current teaching positions.

’ Wwhile administrators expressed little dissatigfaction—-and
often considerable satisfaction--with class size provisions, they
did guestion whether it was educationélly sound to place absolute
limits on class size or to police those limits closely. One
secondary principal in Viét; observed, "While class size works

to my advantage many times, “it can becomé a problem, particularly

when the teachers and administration disagree about allocation .

decisions."8

. ‘( 71 )




~each limited to 33 sthdents.

' ™

58 )

"

sThe Metropolis limits on class sizec were more restrictively

enforced than those in other districts. They permitted no adjust-

\

ments for subject or level--typing and chemistry classes were

No contractual allowance was made

. for ability groupings within a sgnool that WOuld permit smaller

classes for children with remedlal\needs. Furthermore, the

official class size tount in. MetrOpolls included all students
who were on roll, whether or not they‘had ever entered the class.

One principal said: , .
| : .
Weﬁhave students we call 'ghosts' who haven't
even dropped iii%o school let alone dropped out,
and\xet their names haven't beén officially ¢
gremovedxfrom the school rolls. Until they are,
o these students must be counted inte class size.

..\

\
Metropolls, however, represents the extreme in thls study. In

/

other districts, the class size llmits varied by level and subﬁect,

and students were not included in the count if they weren't

~ g

attending class. . L o
Many principals argued :hat some class limits weﬁe necessary

— 1 s

given the history of large classes and current economic pressures

to m?ximize-teacher productivity. However, they were dissatis-

fied
\
each

qver

shif

jobs

with rigid contr ct provisions that set absolute limits for

N I3

classroom and preventéd them from exercising discretion

how the teaching staff might Be used most productiyely.

t

Length of the Work Day:

In industry, the length of a work
- !
b defines the maximum time hburly ‘workers spend on their

Salaried workers in the private sectos often are expected

n

A




to work ‘well beyond the eight-hour day and the five-day week. .

S

[ Y
"../

LY

Teachers stand somewhere in bet&een. While they are salaried, .

.

their work day is usually #defined, eithe:,by“board policy or

7. ’
contract. 10 *

Five of the six contracts in this study specified the hours
of the teachers' work day. In the six;h, Vista, the aéregieht
called for a ”profeséional workday," the length of which was
based ‘upon‘the teacher's "professional responsibilities and
duties.” It gave the principa.’ the riqht to require teachers to’
. report before and after school "to, attend to those matters which
" properly require attention at that ti_me."11 HoweQer, it also

allowed teachers EP determine when work was <one. Plantville ’

" and Shady Heights teachers were contractually required to be in

3 Y ~
school fiftéen minutes before and jafter the instructional day.’
! -t

Mill City ‘teachers were expected to workia total of seven-and-a-“.

half honrs (45 minutes beyond the instructional day), while

Northwood teachers -were committed to an eight hour work day (one

hour beyond the instructional day) . Tpe Metrepolis contract

obligated staff to 'be present in school Only\f?r the instructidnal

14

day. They could arrive and leave with their students!{

In pract&ce, the in-school work days of teachers varied
% '

greatly between districts, within districts, and within schools.
However, overall, the contractual definition of the work day

did seem to make a difference in the amount of after-school time

teachers were.ayaiaable for students. In'districts that required .

\

73 ;



60
?o. an qdditional 15 minutes before and after school, teachers met '
e this obligation. In Metropolis; the majority of teachers left

¢

soon after the students, but teachers in Mill Cit& and Northwood
c&hél}ed with the seven-and-a-half of'eight hour'work-day required
. . " by contract. - ’ |
While many principali;pointed out that they could no lonéér
- require teachers to rémﬁignin sch?ol aftet the'contracfual work
day, few.repprted th;t it presénted more than 6;casional .
- problems.for them as administrators. 1In qughwood and Mill City
where teachers were obligated to stay well beyond the school
‘:‘ aay, principals were satisfied with the amount gf\time teachers
worked in school. There was,'as yeil, ﬁéksignificant problem ‘
T 4 reported by Vista principals who could réquire teachers to be
present in school to fulfill particular resp;nsibilities. Tﬁere
;A were principals in'PlaﬂFyille and Shady Heights who expressed '
some concern about the ﬁmpact of dgfiging'the teachers' work . .
day on the availability of theéir staff. The ambivalence of
» this Shady Heights érincipa%ﬁs gesponse was typical of othefs':
“Of courée, there afe/a%ways th; ones who close
. up the day and that's it. But'even those--some
’ " of Fh?p are quite good, and they may be quite
efflg enti2 But I would like to see more
staying.
Metropolis principals were more critical of' the effects of the
length of day provisions. ‘Beqause the teachers' work day coin-

cided with the.studénts' instructional day, there was lo specified

timé available for emergency conferences=or after-school help.

VERIC - e
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I /One junior high school principal who complained that he could - .
%;f not require teachers-to remdin after school for conferences, was

F . \g .
s askéd if he would request teachers to-attend. He said: . .o

\ , I wouldn't ask. I try to work out every-
; . thing within the s>hedule of the day, but -

N that isn't always convenient, for the ' .l
P ' ,  parents-'who would prefer ‘to come after - -
_— ' school.13 _ g I

Fo T Other Metropclis principals reported that such ;imitégiqns on

2
teachers' hours occasionally compromised the quality of school

- . {

;( services.

; ’ Supervisory Duties: In the ‘past, tqache;s_in the sample

districts were .reported to have been responsible for students
wherever they might be during the school day. ‘Séhooling, Iike
- parenting, was'agsumed to be a full-time respéngibility and

the teacher was accountable in loco parentis for safety and social.

L,

instruction. Before and after school, on the playgrqund,'in

3

the corridors and cafeteria, even in the bathrooms, studentg were
supervised by their teachers.

Gradually, through successive changes in becard policies and ‘'

]

collective negotiations, the teacher's instructional and super-

Lt o

vi§ory resbonéibilities were,,differentiated.14 Throughout the
sample districts, teachers regarded classroom instruction as pro-

fessional work and supervision d&s custodial work. One Shady

Heigh&s principal provided this illustration: . -

" ‘There's one gentleman in the building who

1 will stay until five o'clock to help kids

if they want help. But, if I ask him, he'll T
refuse to stay and supervise the buses. They

QO " ) 75
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sponsibilities can. be worked out--that S
they should be worked out. But about T
their teaching, they seem to believe that’

if thex-don't do it, nobody can or will .

do it.15 ' '

. J :
The six sample contracts were not very explicit dbout limita-

tions on supervisory assignments. ‘ The Mill City contract only
L e . . 4

freed teachers from lunch dutr.1®

The Megfopolis agreement said
that teachers should be relieved of~rion-tleaching duties "to the
'

extent possible."l7',Siﬁ@larl§; the Vista contract stated that

the school department "shall make an e€ffort to reduce non-teaching
duties."18 Neither-'the Shady Heighﬁs'nor Plantville contracts

directly ‘addressed the issue. However, related contract pro-

\ 3
¢ I

visions regulating duty-free lunch, preparation time, or the . -
length of the work day were interpreted to mean that teachers

would be unavailable for such responsibilities as cafeteria or
39

us supervision. . ' .

"

In practice, teachers in all districts assmed some super-
viéory duties, although there were notable variations among. '
' - PN \

“districts as well a§ from school to-school within the same

district. Generally, elementary teachers were assigned more

.supervisory duties than secondary teachers. Overall, te;cher
supervision_waé less extensiye in Shady Heights and Metropolis
than in the other districts. 1In Metropoiigf teachers generally
did not s&pervise students outside their classrooms except to *
walk them to specialists' classes, recess, Or lunéh. The contract

2

76

‘seem to believe that the supervisory re- , /i<<§4§?i
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i permitted but one teacher at a time to be assigned to recess. .
;; ' With a few exceptions non-teaching assistants rather than teachers *
i monitored the cafetﬁria and the halls. ) !
70 , 3 . > . . N . ‘
£o- . C . . . . : o :
3 . The principals in these districts expressed varying degrees. .
¢ . . . s
: of concern about the order and s:cqfity of their buildings. Many
§ were qu;;e sagisfied with the coveradge provided by teachers and -
C aides;:a few were distressed that they could not assign more
E.‘ A ° h > > ’ L s
: ~ teachers to supervision. The most troublesome issue for princi- *q
. pals was cafeteria sppervision. In districts where teachers N
were released from lunch duty, the principals often supervised
- the cafeteria alone oy with the assistance of aides. Such princi-
i pals believed that cafeteria duty was a poor use of their admin-~
Z' istrative time. Both teachers and principals agreed that'inade- <
if 'qqate cafeteria supervision miéht lead to classroom probilems. v
" This Mill City, principal blamed the teachers: ’ )
% ' ) s ' ¥
e Teachers have abdicated their respon- '
) sibility for lunch hour. Kids come in . .
b from recess still very up and.active, . .
and it takes time to settle them down. . "
: . Much of this activity comes into my
SN i office-~settling fights and that sort
P of thing. But it also comes into the

classroom, Now, I would not .say that .
it's a great big, horrible disruption, - .
but it's aqproblem.

. Teachers, on the other hand, usually regarded cafeteria super-

vision as an administrative problem. One Shady Heights teacher

)

said: .
> It's the principal's responsibility to

see that the aides are trained. The
teachers have suggested an adequate ' e

JERIC 7




training program and we look .on this v
an an administrative type of responsi- g
bility. o o e Frankly, I f1nd it _hard -

s

educational process. Thls is not an
- educational issue; this is a convenience w
issue. The teachers need to eat lunch.20

__ There was rarely,a case reported in this study where teachers
were likely to compromise the contractual gains they had made

in cafeteria duty, even though they were aware that inadequate

LS

* supervision might'make their own work in the classroom more

difficult. ° ' ] o

+ Principals expressed concern that the growing diétinction:, ,
between instruction and supervisicn might suggest to students

that their behavior in public places was less important than it - .

was in classrooms. A'ﬁetropo;is elementary principaleaid:that
as a result of releasing teachers from non-teaching r""tles, ) Vet

" the official presence of teachers is not
there. Teachers arc no longer seen by N
students to be responsible for the entire .

* school. As a.result, the students don't %

‘ " have the same respect for all teachers_that N :
they do for their classroom teachers.2l Sl

While parents may expect schools to socialize children's public

behav1or, the schools may no. longer be organized to do so. And

in dlstrlcts such as Metropolis and Shady Heights where the
texchers' contract has been 1nterprefep to-c-osely,restrlc:
teachers' supervisory assignments, principals.retain little

formal authority to reverse that trend.

e, N ! .
Seniority Layoff 'Provisions: Collective barg&ining for '

0
N,

teachers has developed while student enrollments have béén

9

’
'

8
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\ , #

: ﬁ decilnlng rapidly in many of the natlon s publlc schools 22

-,

’ Durlng the l950's, when enrdllments uxmany districts expanded

’

rapidly, prthlpalS often had not only the raght, but also the
: 'respon51blllty to staff the1r schools.23 Many school districts
still have qollcles permlttlng principals to 1nterV1ew new can-, 6

didates for bacant posxtlons.24 However, dlfferent rules--those

°

[

that have been bargalned collect%vely with teachers-—must be
aghered tc when staff changes are the result of layoffs. .
/Fh Reductlon in force provxslons had been negotlated or were
'prescribed by.law in five of the six sample diktricts. Only

Vlsta, thh its burgeoning enrollments, had not addressed the

;S

issue contractually.z_5 The Northwood contract set forth ‘multiple

criteria for - esacher layoffs (overall 1nstruqtlonal program,

experience and qualifications of staff; and seniority), but the
dlstrlct had nev used them because-enrollments continued to’
grow and staff attr1t1on was high. The fourlremaining districts
used seniority as the solefcriter}on to determin; teacher layoffs.

Prineipals in all districts reported that during periods of

growth they had had the right to recruit tes-hers to the1r Schools,

N i sometlmes raiding them from other schools in the district. Prior

’ to collective bargainlng, Mill City prlnc}pals could interview
- prospectiye,candidates for their schools and reject any they did
not consider satisfactory.z,6 Metroéolis principals could select
| t partlcular individuals from district=wide ellglbllity lists and }
Metropolls teachers could request voluntary transferetifter . .

\

£ ' : sy
. Q . 19
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having been informally recruitea =y princibals in other schoolsn27
while prlnclpals in these districts Pontlnued to retain the
authorlty to.1nterv1ew mew teachers to the district, they' could
not exercise the same control over staff selections when,

because of teacher layoffs, vacancies had. to be fillea by

4

transfers.

The transfer language of these four contractg was similar.
In PlantV1lle, vacancles were to be filled strictly according
to the seniority of the applicants. In Mill City, variou;
factors including senjority were to be weighed by the school
department in placing a surplus teacher. The Shady Heights con- f
tract specified that 1f all teachers' qualiflcatxons were equal
(and these were regarded as mlnlmal,paper-quallflcatlons), the
seniormost teacher filled the bacancy. The transfer prcvisions
in the Metropolis contract permitted displaced teachers to make

£ive choices from which the school department selected the final

placement; the principal had no contractual authority to inter-

- yvene in this process.

The transfer practices of the districts conformed closely

to those prescribed by the contract. 1In Plantville and Shady

\ )
Heights, districtwide seniority lists and the teachers® regquests '

28

alone determined placements. In Mill City, the district office

I

did permit principals to irnterview teachers from the transfer

list and informally influence district office decisions, about

final plaCements.29 They could not, however, recruit teachers
A

Cooe .+ 80
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from other schools to fill those,yacancies.3o In practice,

most decisions were made on the Kasis of sepiority;31 The
. / «
- e :
Metropolis principal was régsrted to have virtually no formal/or

informal influence on the placement of transfers; theig dec#éions

/
/

C . :
were made by district office administrators.32 // /{
<

[

of these four districts that were reducing spaff, Mill City
principals could exert the most influence over/the process and
* 7/
Metropclis principals could exert the leasté//One Mill City

principal emphasized the importance of retaining his administra-

- £l

AR St .
T tive discretion over transfers:

If it is a non~-certified occupati'h,”sﬁch : C
as in industry, I can see senicrity as a L
good thing because in those jobs you're
task-criented ra:her than people-ox’ented.
However, normaliy with a vacancy in the
building, the principal-has had the
| . opportunity to interview and provide f
' recommendations to the personnel director
about the candidate of his choice. I
think thzt that's important. There may -
be something very critical about the
position. For example, if I had three

| males in the special ed program, it

might be essential for me to find a ) .
strong female for the positior.
oo :

~ Metropolis principals repeatedly expressed dissatisfaction that

they had too, little power\to review the qualificatipns of teachers

to be force transferred. One explained:

If I could have one wish, it would-be to

be able “o conduct a thorough interview

and to o serve potential teachers in my
school. I believe that the selection of
the staff should be the number one most
important responsibility of the principal.
If a principal is-able to get good teachers

81
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in the building, then 99 percent of the . )
: other proklems will dissolve, and the \ ) ) R

e prthlpal can. spend time on improving-the ) L,
: . . program rather than solvxng one teacher's ;
L , . problems. 34 .

e .- -From the p&rspective of teacher interests, the seniority
layoff and transfer provisions entitled experieeced staff to-
both job security and\breferred piaceﬁents. Many teachers and

: ddministfators agreed “hat the negotiated procedures had intro- N

f, ’ duced e/lafﬁeﬂae;;;;e of equiéy into a process that 6thegwise sy

o ' might have been controlled by favoritism. However,-principals

. also expresqed concern that in 1051ng control over the composition

of their staffs, they had lost a large measure of their influence

{ over the character and quallty of instruction in their schools. = _ =

D e Constraints on Instructlonal Leadership: The dlfflcultIéS

of school admifiistration that followed from ccllective bargain-

ing generally increased with tﬁe strength and complexity of

I~ e .

the contract and with the aggressiveness of the ugion, Pginci- ’ ‘e
i pals in Vista could manage their schools with few serious re-

strictions and rarely encountered challenges by the union. Prin- ' :

cirais in lletropolis manaeuvered arcund many more constraints.

Frequent seniority-based transfers, rigid class size limits, a “ g

shﬁrt work day for teachers, and prohibitions against assigning -

supervisory duties combined to make effective school management -

. . - ~—

nore difficult and uncertain. A Vista principal compared his

a4

current job to a similar one he had held in a strong union

district: "The differencefis that there I would have to think, ‘
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'How am I going to éet this.done?' Here, I .can simply say, .

'I'm going to get this done,’ and do it."3%

It .oes, therefore, make a difference what has been bargain-

ed. It is possible for strong contract lenguage enforced hy an
assertive union to set 1nappropr1ately I6éw standards for teacher
services and to unW1sely llmlt the discretion of the grlnclpal
to createﬁa settlng for effectlve instruction. \

VARIATION WITHIN DISTRICTS \

Hoyever, that is but part of the story. While there were

discernible differences between ‘districts in the effects of! the

.contracts ano the unions on the schools, there were also extenslve
N .

variations in labor relations practices from one school to the

” (

nex: within the same dlstrlct.

\( ...........

when teachers work under the same contract and are represented

Ofie might have assumed that

l

by the same unlon, labor relations practices would be quite con-

sistent among schools within a distr;ct. Standardization of work

‘practlce ls generally assumed to be one of the outcomes -of col-

‘lective barga1n1ng.36 And yet, *‘'such standardization had not been

achieved in the schools of thls study. In fact, school Site
labor practices and laaor relatlonshlps were qulte particularistic.

‘There were sample schools where the contract was very pro-

» minent 'and schools where it wasn't mentioped by teachers or

. . v % . L.
prlncipals. There were schools where it was rigorously enforced

*and schools where teachers khow1ngly bent it for the gocd of

'There were schools with many grlevances arid scheols

‘the schgol.

¢ N L)
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. with none. There were schools where %ost teachers did little
more than t?e contract required and scﬁools where teachers.
went well beyond its minimal requlremenés. There were schools
-where l3bor relations were hostile and scpools where labor
relations were cordial. The follow1ng two schools within the

same district 1llustrate dramatlc dlffe*enées in administrative

< s 4

v style, union assertiveness, contract prominence, and the level

L] \
\

N
\

of teacher services:

Metropolis Eigh School 137 ~

3 v

The labor relationship in this hlgh school was : . ~—
- adversarial, with the principal and bulldlng represen-
tative in open hostile conflict. The prlqclpal re- ) (
ported that there was a union emphasis on being ‘able
. to say, "I caught you." Yet he was said by teachers et
to deliberately force grievances. Five grlevances ‘ :
about school practices had been filed by the union
‘'within a year. The teachers insisted on clOse ‘policingt
of the' qontract and very rarely bent it:to meet the ’
needs of: the school. For .example, teachers!assumed no
supervisory responsibilitfes outside their classrooms.
T . Teachers reported belng pressured by colleagues not
) . to volunteer for extra duties or activities |because
. of the principal’!s authoritarian stance toward them.
Teachers .expressed strong dissatisfaction with the -
overall organlzatlon of the school and blamed the
¢ admlnlstratlon for problems of discipkine - and dis-
order. The” prlnclpal argued in response that such
problems should be collectlve concerns.” ‘ .. .

A . i

4 Metropolls High School #218
- % S
* The, unlon organlzatlon in another Metropolls
- school was regarded as quite strong, yet the labor ¢
. relatlonéhlp in the, school was exceptlonally cooper- .
, ative. The principal, who was said to "go by . the . .
¥ book with the contract" actively pursued a close work-
ing relationship with the building representative and
building committee. He said:_
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The building committee' becomes a resource

that T can call for assistance in adminis-
s tering the school. . . . Their involve-

ment in this committee leads to their -

acceptance of responsibility for the . ‘

school. . . . The faculty here have a
commitment to this school. We have an
understanding that this is our school,
and not my school, or his school.

Teachers in this school reported approving of this, co-’
operative venture-and being very satisfied with the
principal’'s approach.to discipline’and building super-
wvision. As one teacher said,~"He's a strong princi-
. pal and an extremely good disciplinarian.” He is com-
) pletely supportive of’ the facultyfénq staff, and he - c
runs a very tiq?t-ship.“_ '

The contract, while regspected and adhered to by
the administration, was occasionally bent -for the school. .
The principal said, "Teachers'in this school don't make
an issue of class: size unless they're really choked.”
In order to maintain advanced math and language , * .
courses which had small enrcdllments, teachers agreed
to teach combinations of small and large classes,
thus complying with the class size averages but not
with individual classroom limits. No teachers re-
‘ported being pressured to refrain from volunteer
activities and there 'were reports that such partici-
pation was common.

There were important differences between these schools in

the expectations of principals and building representatives.

Teachers 'in the first were\g;;;iderably Yess flexible in respond-
oy

ing ‘o school needs, teacher-administrator relationships were

more formalized, and,prgctices were more rulebound than in the ’

seéoﬁd school. Such differences pq;§;stei despite.iqgnfical

district level -influences of ccatract and union strength. *
Other intradistrict differences were not always S0 extxeﬁé.

Two elementary schools in Plantville jillustrate less dramatic,

but equally important variation. ¢

‘ .
. F ~

Co
(Vi




: Plantv111e Elementary School 139 °

e

, ¢ The principal ®f this e;ementary4school was a
strong advecate of teacher unionism but believed that .
» the princjipal must set the standards for the school:
"The'teachers," he said, "will.go along--contract or:

< no contract.” This pr1nc1pal had firm expectations about

the performance of his staff. He required. teachers to , Lot
begin,supervising the school at 8:20 A.M., 15 minutes
before the beginning o%f their conLractually defined work

. day. He ass19ned teachers to supervise the school yard

Vo~ at the end cf the day. Neither was required\by contract.:

: He monitored the after-schoocl help provided .to students'
by reguiring teachérs to submit weekly reports of con-
ferences held. He ran a system of staggered, lunches
that allowed teacher suparvision of the cafeteria and
playground--an unusual arrangement in the distriet.

»  Although the schoolwide average on class size was \
enforced, students were grouped by ablllty and there- -
fore classes varied considerably in size within thé
school, sometimes exceeding the dontractual maxlma

The teachers, who were all union members, expressed
considerable regard for the pr1nc1pal's leadership ana
tolerant acceptance of his high standards and extra
demands. One said:

E
|

The loyalty here is to him rather than to

the union. If he'told us to stay late, why
everyone would. People help him out‘iand he's .
good to others in response. I guess that s
not quite kosher as far as the contract’
concerned, but we do it. :

-

- - <

The contract had low prominence in the school, and the
building representative reported having a godd working
relationship with the principal against whom no grievances
had ever been filed.

N

Plantville Elementary School 240

The principal in this elementary school was also a
strong vnion supporter, but he took a laissez-faire stance
toward the teachers, the school, and the union. One
teacher sald, "He's extremely casual and unauthoritarian.
He lets us do our own thing. He's totally permissive.

He makes absolutely no demands on us." The principal
expressed reluctance about monitoring the arrival and
eparture times of teachers: "I don't like‘to be a




~

——r

police officer. They say I'm too easy on them. " ,
~ Teachers expressed concern about two teachers who 1
\. were not doing their jobs: “They're never made to

\tow the line by the principal.”

AN . .
‘Teachers, in the school were not active union members.
The building committee dign't function. The issues that
concerned teachers in the school--lack of direction, late
Geliveries of supplies, -lack of staff influence over
school policies, and tolerance of incompetent teachers--
were not perceived to be union issues. As one teacher
said, "You simply can't file g-gfievdncemabout getting
your .crayoris on, time." Another ex ‘ained, "Thetre's no
serious contention in this building. . - . It's more .
an-issue of omission than ope of commission.” (

< -

While there weren't the stark differences in labor relations

1

at these Plantville schools as there were in the Metropolis schools

described above, there were important differences in’ the role of

“

the contract, administrative leadership, and teacher services.’

Both principdls re#pécted theé contract, but the first asked

. s
teachers to.go beyond it for the good of the school; they complied.

The second principal pﬁrsued a.cautious course, asking no more of®
teachers than théy'were obliged to give. Teachers were approving B
of .the first principal's direction; they were dissatisfied with

the second principal's lack of leadership, however contractually

.

- -

correct it might be.
As these examplesxsuggest; differences in.principals',ééﬁin—

istrative gtylé appeargd to be central in determining the shépe

of labor relations and the level of teacher services at the

school site. Intradistfict°variat;ons were unmistakable. ' Teachers

in somé schéols were éeen to assume extra sﬁpervisory responsi-

bilities, use preparation periods for inservice training, attend

< <&




extra meet%ngs, reallocate student assignments within the school,
” ! ‘ 1 ’ * v
and volunteer for extra actiyities. Teachers in other schools

»

might cut corners on the work day, refuse non-instructional

duties not included in the contract, and insist on literal

“

enforcement of teacher observation procedures. There was, of

course, variation between thuse extremes.

While the poﬁﬁIaf‘VLew may be that teacher unions closely
monitor the 1mplementatlon of thélr contracts. and force prxncxpals
to standq;dlze practlces in conformance with negotiated pro-

VlSlonS, that view was :not confirmed by the éfta of thlSSStudy

.The pr1nc1pals' formal authority had been constralned by the

collective bargaining agreements, but the power\;hat pn1nc1pals
exercised varied greatly from school to school. The contract

provisions were found to bepdifferentially ihplgmented; sqQme

. . R
were closely enforced and some were not; contract language was

.

not a iéliable‘indicatéerf school level practices.
What, theng'accoun;gd,for this variation? What enabled

pr1nc1pals to exercise extensive powers despite -their contractual

s

restrictions? What allowed the contract to be variously enforced,
ignored, abridged, bent ard violated? Three characteristics

of the school organization seemed particularly important in

-

expiaining these outcomes. These included the interdependence

of teachers and administrators, the breadth of teacher concerns

that extended well bgyond the contract, and teachers' ambivalence

about unions. Each of these will be explored below.

L
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Inte#gependence: Even before the advent of coXpective bar- . '

garning, the relationghip between teachers and principals was
'highly interdependent_.41 The success,of each depended, in ?ari,
on the cOOperation of the other. Teachers couldinot be effective
in their classrooms without fair and balanced class\assignments, . .
while principals c&uld assure ordef in the school only if teacners
upheld administrative rules and pOllCleS. Ciassrooms were cellular;

Y

teachers were the street -level bureaucrats, and principals

by

simply could not closely inspect the work of their staﬁf.42 .

Therefore teachers were granted considerable discretion in their .

o - ‘

work. Well before collective bargaining, principals naé.to be

" . attentive to teacher interests if they were to command teacher

-

loyalty. <
" Collective bargaining, teacher unions and contracts have

*heen introduced at the school site into the context- of this inter- \i
M A D N\,

depenidence. For example, one Shad? Heights brinciﬁal explained

how he relied on his interdependence with teachers to manage
his school:: ; ¢
I want safety first.. I don't want kids hurt —-
. and I don't want:their clothes torn.-—Then
secondly, I want teaching going on all the
time. Teachers like that. They like to be
“able to use their time to teach. They like
me to support them,in that. And when they're
teaching all the time and making me happy,
then they know that 1f they need something
I'll help them out. " If they have  to leave '
for a special medical dppointment, then I'll e
go in and take their class. ;
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Teachers in this study reliea on their principals for -many
things that m;ke successful teaching possible--a balanced roster,
.a managé?ble selection of students, adéquate texts and supplies,'
and the maintenance of orde; in the,schoél. And principals,
who face expanded rggponsibifigiéglwigh declining resources,
were increasingly dependent~on the prqfessional commitment and

g

good will of teachers tc make thei¥ schools work.

[

< Breadth of Teacher Concerns: While it may be appfbpriate

to speak of union priorities when considerjng district level
labor issues, it is necessary to speak of teacher priorities at
the school site: For in that settigéf union affiliatign is but

part of the teacher's concerns, and the relationship between : -

-
]

teachers and principals extends well beyond the relationship
between labor and management. ' | )

Theré was remarkable consensus among the 189 teachers inter-
viewed for this study about what they wanted 'in their wérﬁi They
sought salaries that eﬁabled them toilive comféréabl§ and the .

-

Job secﬁrity they :believed was due them in ethangegfbr accepé—
ing positions of public, sérvice. They.ﬁ?qted to be'assighéa

a reasonable number of students and claé;éé and they wanted to
reduce or eliminate non-teaching duties, which they regarded

" as ‘a misuse of Lheir ﬁrofeSsional time. They sought uninterrupted

ﬁon—teaching time during which they could relax and catch up on

work.

30
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Teachers wanted equitable treatment, they reéented:favoritism
and school politice, and they sought assurances that decisions
sach ae:transfers and'duty assiénmentﬁ would be made in orderly
and fair ways. They éxpected to have a modest amount-of influence
over sehooi policies and practices, particularly those that affect-
ed their elassrooms. They.liked to be consulted and wanted ehe
opportunlty to initiate chsnge, but did not seek ;large-scale

4

responsibi;ity for school-stte mattersi/;helr attention centered

~

on their classrooms. ‘ , /

7/
/
i

Stu@ent diéoipline aod.secpri;y/from intrqders were among

the most frequently mentioned\co?pefns\of teaghets, who bel;eved
that order in their elassroome/ﬁepended in part'oPkthe overall®
order of the school Teaohefe spoke.ofeen about the lack of
parental support and publ c regard for their work. They ﬁished
parernts would emphasxze the value of schoollng with their chlldren,

-

monitor homework, endorse a teacher's expectations for gbod
behavior, and respect the teecher's expertise. )

Finally, teachers wanted’to work with effective principals,
administrators who not only assurec the order, security, and
maintenance of the scﬁool, but who'also provided direction,
leadershib, and high standards for student and teacher success.
Such administrators were said to be visible, active and prin-
cipled; they.expected teachers to be as well.

Some of what teachers wanted could be add;eésed by collective
bargaining; some could not. Many of the teachers' concerns had

. .
~
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been dealt with in the contracts of this.study,-and bargain-

ing had helped them achieve their ends. However, certain of
4

these teacher concerns were not bargalnable, including guarantees

of parental support, public regard and admlnlstratlve leader-

4

ship. The school departmen* could not bargain what it could

not probide: Yet, while these concerns were not negotiable .

&

and were not represented in contracts, they remained very pro-.
1+

minent for teachers. Principals who proved to administer

schools effectively,ﬁnder collective bargaining were attentive .

<

to these issues ‘as well as te. those addressed:by the contract.

- <« ¥ 1

" Peacher Ambivalence about Unionism: While teachers per-

ceived collective bargaining to have improved their «salaries, <
limited the size anéd number of their classes, and tempered .

administrative abuse,s they were uneasy about its effects on

~

the1r profess1onal status, on the quallty of their relatlonshlps
with administrators, and on the competenceign? performance of
their peers. While levels of union membership miéht be high and
while teachers might'overwhelningly support strikes'during
strained ne&%%iations, many reported having strong reservations
about koth the notion of unionism apd the conduct of their loccl
organization. T v .j

Some teachers were dissatisfied with thé cést and the politics

A

nf their state or national affiliate. There were teachers in

o .
‘each district who were unhappy with the adversarial relations

and the "excessive ccncern' for contract compliance" that -

S~ N . 1.

22
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accompanied collective bargaining: Some repudiated the blue

collar image of,unlons--plckets, mobs, congrontatlon--that they
s . -
consldered 1ncompat1ble W1th professlonallsm. One of the most .

14

frequently V01ced d1ssat1sfactlons “of both act1ve and 1nact1ve

unlon members, was that unions, in meetlﬁg thelr obllgatlon to

~ 12

falrly repxesent all teachers, protect poor teachers. Some

teachers 1n all districts cr1t1clzed the unions' pursult of high

salarles and recduced -duties at the expense of well-malntalned

'.bulldlngs, adequate supplies and equipment, and in-service K

. - . b
training. As on» Metropolis teacher said, }There\s\too much - :

A4
emphasis on ‘me. ' "44 ‘
< 7_-—"’ é -

Most teachers interviewed focused orf one or two points of
. .

. ‘dissat%sfactfon that were offset;ﬁﬁ points of aéreement. Few

teache§s expressed total disapproval,fjust as few voicedfﬂp-
conditional acceptance. Collective bargaining was viewed-as

a usefyl and necessary means to -achieve narrow objectives rather

s

than a causg§deserV1ng constant and uncondltlonal*commltment,

At the distric§ level, where—the Vbice “Of one teacher mlght be

.
& , -

~inaudible, teachefs accepted the necessity of pursuing their

interests$ through the union. However, at the school site, -

o

a ¥

where teachers were known individually ard where they lLad the
opportunity to act on their own behalf w1th admlnlstratoxs,

they were far less likely to stress +..:ir union 1dent1t1es.

Authority and Accommodation: 1In the schools of this study,

v

it was apparent that the teachers' decisions to ally with o

o
©

~

, ‘ ., \ / '
93/
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othersaas union members, to define teacher. interests in—spto-
= C sition to administrative interests and to pursue problems tﬁrough
;// . formal .procedures were highly dependent on the attitudes and
actions of the principal. 1If the principal was attentive to
tpe things that teachers wanted’and successful in helping to
achieve them, teachets were likeiy to sndorse administrative
priorities, ovetlook occasional contragt violations, avoid
formalsgrievance procedures and bend the contract in the

1nterests of the school
dministrative compliance with the collectlve bargaining
. agz%ement explained but a part of the teacher support effective

’ principals enjoyed. 1In.addition, these administrators were

.o aétiyé, responsive, decisivei and held high expectations of
* . r - ) . / -
r.. teachers. Teachers respected them for their performance even

though that performance might Occasionally comprohise teacher

rights and f{eedoms. These princiﬁals knew the impsrtance of

\ ® <

job security) class size, and non-teachlng time for thelg staff

and they protected those interests. They emphasxzed the im- .

portance of the classroom and a teacher’'s 1nstruct10naf respon-"
sibilities and sought to minimize unhecessary non-lnst;uctlonal
dutles.‘ They provided Opportunltles for teachers to 1nf1uence
administrative decisions. - They were perceivsd bg tezchers to

Ao 3

o

—_—

be urderstanding and evenhanded in their dealings with staff;
they played no favorites. . )

/ .

These principals were also respon51ve to teachers' non-

corrtractual concerns--those thlngs that enhianced the rethatlon

o - - . . .94
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. i L
- of the school and thus the teacher's sense of professional

-~ standing. These included firm discipline prac’.ices, good com=-

g@nity relations, high standards for teaching pexrformance and .

~. T
the pursuit of incompetent or mediocre staff.

~

¥ .
While collective bargaining had unquestiopably complicated

the work of principals, the organization- of the school provided
’ i .

them with the opportunity te achieve suffiqient autonomy and,
! . influenze to manage their schools well. One Shady Heights prin-
cipal assessed the constraints imposed on his administration by

2 collectiye bargaining: i /

-~ ;' Principals do’ in fact, have a Zfew restrictions. : B

B But we don't really understand how to use all Vi e

’ . ' the power that w& have. We don't even know ‘

. where all the buttons' are that might be .

+ _ pushed.45 . . . .-

CONCLUSIONS ANb RECOMMENDATIONS - ¢

* ~ .

Th? picture of labor relations at the school site that

'emergedggmm this study had a féw fixed and many flexible features.
Certain}contract provision§, once negotiated, would be fully

i impleme;ted and would limit the principal'é control over faculty

A}

' - - oAy i : 4
o ‘Composition, the allocation of students to classes, .and the

’ S supervision of the school. Other provisions, however, were rein-
\ e e ) . . C
terpret?d and informally renegotiated at the school site where
- \ / .
such ﬁa-pofs as teacher interests, educational consequences,

@%

— administrative leadership, and s:aff allegiance were balanced

and,cou?terbalancedi Although cpllectiﬁe bargaining h#d made

i

>
‘ 4
7/
U

. : /
it moreidifficult for these principals to manage their schools
3

, ' - ‘j
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effectively and provide conditions for effective instruction,

it remained possible for them to do so. = o

Several recommendations for those who -negotiate and admin-\

ister the contract follow fram these central findings. First,

gréat attention shguld be paid to the potential effects on |
. . !

+

) ¢
day~to-day school éperations of any provision about. working

conditions that is being negotiated. How will it change teachers' :

! g -

[ bligations to students? How will- it affect the principal's

/

, © fability to provide for safety, security, discipline, and learn-
w
(ging in the school? How might it restrict innovation at.the

school site? How might it endorse minimal expectations for
‘teachers' work? Such questions are often'ignored. :vo frequent-
ly, contract language is traded for dollars in the heat of

negotiations; concessions are made that appear cheap but.really

! .
are costly. .

-~

K

The experiences of the s:zhools in this study provided-

many examples where contract provisions affected schools favor- ‘

. T—

ablf. Reduction in class size reportedly improved teacher morale

2 . . v . ‘
and, many believed, improved classroom instruction as well, S

R

Reduction in force procedures provided order and equity to a .
-process that was potentially chaotic, demorélizing, and subject

/3% to administrétive abuse. However, thefe were insta..ces through-
:oug‘the study where proViéions addressing these same issues had

'been _1egotiated in ways that were detrimental to schools. When
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class size limits provided no allowances for subject or ability
groupings, and when éhese limits could be rigidly enforced by
counting all students on roll, the qgaligy of the school pro-
gram Qas compromised. When the teachers® work day coincidedi
with the ,students' instructional day, the likelihood'of after-

<

school tuto;ing, emergency conferences, or in-service training
was reduced. When. the contract authorized frequent bumping of
junior teachers Or permitted a teacher with no experience in a
parti&ularisubject.to’displace someoneiless senior, Fhe con-
tinuity of students' instfuction was disrupted. When all
tezchers were freed of impoft;nt supefvisory duties, the disci-e
pline,’oraer, and safety of the building were jeopardized. When
princiéals could be forced to meet and confer with_teachérs
about all changes in school policy and practice, the abilit& of
school “administrators to act quickly and decisively about urgeﬁt
mattersiyas restricted.

In these ‘instances, the union had demanded, and management
ﬁad granted, more constraints on administrative discretion and
more xights for teachers than seemed warranted. Such contract
provisions narroylé degined the powers of principals and the
responsibilities of teachers. They established limits on teach-
er and administrator expectations and behavior that feﬁggshort

a

of the complex needs of the school. Those who negdtiate con-

rtracts and those who advise the negotiators must, therefore,

strive to achieve an appropriate balance .etwezn student intnrests
and teacher interests and between teaéher‘rights and administrative

discretion.

’ 97
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Second, the research is ingtructive.about how principals .
, .

can manage schools effectivelyounder collective baréaining.
For evén in the strongest‘unibn districts, principals ran good

schools. At the schéol site, too, a balance must be achieved--

this time between.teacher rights anyd the needs of.the school.

©

Principals who were described by district office administrators

and tedchers to be effective in managihg labor relations in their

.

schools, were neither autocratic, nor had ‘they abdicated *heir

responsibilities to teachers. They did ‘not simply fi* their

L d

administration.around the various «onstraints and limitations.

/}mposed,by collective bargaining. Tpey.had<thought carefully
\‘aﬁout=wha; teachers wanted from them and what they\hantgd“froy'

teachers. They calculatéa their §ptions to expand teachers?

feelings of responsibility for the school' and to increase theifr
N 4

own opportunities to influence teacher services. -
< I4

It was imporfané'to the teachers of ghis‘study’thaé pr}n-
cipals respect and honor their contract. But they also allowed
for flexibility, amendment; and mistakes when tge principal's
actions were believed to be respoensible, we%l-inéentioned) and

in the interests of a good school. They accepted authoritarian
< ° . Q N . ‘
as well as democritic administrators and were critical.of

-

lais%ez;féire‘principéls who gdve. them too much power. They

were tolerant, and oé%en regpectful, of principals who held

high standards, monitored teacher performance, and expected

more of teachers than the contract required. Teachers did not

2

<

.
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As one Metropolis administrator observed, "Teachers like to be \
a . “ -,S
part cf a winning team. "46 .o
» - . )
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want to run the schools, but'they were prepérea to support a

hd .

ﬁrincipal who demonstrated that their schools ‘could be run well.

~ LY
o

For most teachers, being part of a;good school took precedence

E

. - 3 .~ -
over union membership or close enforcement of the contract.
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in most districts had been in effect for many years, in
some cases having been changed in the 1950°'s during

~periods of double sessions. Therefore, it is the length

of the teachers' work day rather than the students' instruc-

tional day that is dlscusqed here. - | N .
Bargaining Agreement Between the Vista Education Aég;c1atlon
v and The Board of Education of the Vista Unified School -
District, 157%-1982, p. 35. .
S .

Integ?iéw with Shady Height§)prinqipal, 6/26/79.

Interview with Metropolis principal, 11/4/80. ~

Mitchell, et al. report on a similar trend in thelr ‘'sample °
dlstrlcts, The Impact of Collective Barualnlng, pp. l0-11.

Interview with Shady Heights principal, 82}4/79. ' .
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6.

°

17.

18.

20. “Interview with Shady Heights teacher, 10/2/79. .

4, 21,

22,

23.

24,

Q

Q
wy
-~

1 - 87" . .
- : . . g“y
i ° . :

@ .

Master Aoreenent Between Board of Education; Mill City and

Mill City Education Assoclatlon, September l, 1977 to
December 31, 1979, p. S7/. P

&

ggreementoBetween the Board-of Education of the'échool

o

25. -

District of Metropolis and the Metropolis Federation of .
Teachers, September 1, 1980 to August 3L, 1981, p-. 29,

o

X

Bargaining Agreement ‘Between the Vista Education Association -

and the Board .0f Education of the Vista Unified Séﬁool
District, 1979-1982, P- 34, .

019, .InterV1ew‘&1th Mlll City principal, 41/8/79.

: ) J
Interview with Metropolis principal, 10/21/80.

National public school enrollménts peaked at "46.0 million

in 1971-72 and then began to declire to 41.6 million in "

~]-979"80. ' . . «
Y A

W. Vance Grant and~Leo J. Eiden, Digest of Educaticn

.Statistics, 1980 (Washingtoa, D.C.: National Center for

Education Statistics), p. 34. ¢

George C. Kyte, The Principal at Wock (qu York " Gidn "anda
Co.; 1952), p. 106; darry F. Wolcott, The Man in the
Principalls Offlce- An Ethnography (New York: Holt,

Rinehart, and Winston, ¢+ P 4; Susan Moore
Johnson, "Performante-Based Staff Layoffs in the Public
Schools Implementation .and Outcomes," Harvard Educa-

tional Rev;ew, Vol. 50, No. 2, May®1980, p. 214.

LN

A 1979 survey of high school principals'revealed that 97%
of them had_the power to either—select._teachers who
would then be endorsed by the district offlce, or to' !
select teachers from limited options provided “by the
district office. .Lloyd E. McCleary and Scott D. Thomson,
The Senior High School Principalship, Volume III: The
Summary Report, (Reston, Virginia: National Association
of Secondary school Principals, 1979), p.’ 19.

n response‘toséhe demands tqQ staff new schools edch year,
the Vista superirtendent had initiated a system of staff
selection .modeled on the National Football League's

_player draft. The. system gave both teachers and princi-
pals considerable influence in“making staff assignments

‘or the new schoois. Interv;ew thh Vista superlntendent

k/9/80.

.
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26. Interview with Mill City pr1nc1pal 11/7/79 oy

27. Interview with Metropolls LabBor Relatlons Office admlnlstra-
tor, 6/24/80. . F

28.- Interviews with ?lantville and Shady Heights district office -

) administrators, 6/7/79 and 7/26/79.
29. Interview with Mill City prin®ipal, I1/7/79N
30. Interview with Mill City principal, 11/8/79.
31. Interview with Mill City fersontiel director, -11/5/79.
32. InterK?ew with Metropolis principal, 11/4/80

&
33. ¢ Interview w1th Mill City ‘principal, 11/6/?9

-
-

34. Interv;ew with Metropolls prlnclpal 11/4/80.~

35. Interview with Vlsta pr;nc;pal 1/48/80.

°
-

36. Charles Kerchner wrltes. ) ' - .

Collective bargaining places great reliance onﬁunlformlty
Indeed, one of the stated purpases of labor relations is
to avo;d capriciousness in the treatment’ of .employees.

- . The ob3jegtive reality behind this goal is that uniform

P o ruleé\f/r the treatment, paymént, and discipline of

employees are part of every labor agreement.

v
L]

‘o Charles T. Kerchner, "The Impact of Collective Bargainlng
on School Governance," in Education and Urban Society,
Vol., 11, No. 2 (February 197/39), p. 195.

4

37. all data for the dé%cr:pélon of Metropolis High School #1-
N were gathered during interviews with the principal and
teachers in this school on 10/23/80 and 11/6/80.

.38, All data for the description-of Metropolis ngh School #2
were gathered during interviews with the principai and -
- teachers of this school on 10/23/80 and 11/5/80.

39, All data for»the description of Plantville Elementary

. e f School #1 were gathered during interviews with the
\ principal and teachers of thls school on 8/17/79 9/20/79

. and 9/21/79. . -

[
Al
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40. All data for ‘the .description of Plantville Elementary
" .School #2 wére gathered during ‘interviews with the
principal and teachers. of this school on 6/28/79,
’ 3/27/79, and 9/28/79. . ¢ .

¢ 41. lortie likens.the relationship between teachers and prin-
cipals- to that between _vassals and lords during medi- -
eval times:

The Superordinate is expected to use his power
to protect -and help those -of lesser rank; they,
in turn, are bound in fealty to return the 5
approprlate deference and respecta

N

.
L}

-

Dan C. lortie, Schoolteacher: A Soclologlcal Study
. (Chicago, Illinois: University oZ Chicago Press, 1975),
4

p. 200.

42, Ibld., PP. 15-17 196-197; Gextrude H. Mtherson, "What -

. Principals Should Know About Teachers," in Erickson and
Reller, The Principal in Metropolitan .Schools, pp. 235~
236 and 242-243; Weatherly and Lipsky, "Street Level .
Bureaucrats;" Seymour B. Sarason, The Culture of the

School and the Problemnof Change (Boston, Massadﬁhsetts-
Aldyn and‘Bacon, ~Inc., 1971, pp. .18-120

-

43. Interviey with Shady Heights principal, 8/9/79.

4. Interview with Metropolis; teacher, K 11/18/80.
45, Intervxew w?thfshady Helghts Rfincipal 10/5/7§

46. Interview thh Metropolis admlqlstrator, 7/9/80.
- \
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RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

I sejected six districts that'yquldgiepresent a diverse

sample of those involved in collegtive bargaining. Such a
. & . i

sample would pérmit me to map the range and variation of

S

t . .
labor relations practices. Clearly, there 'are types o’

——

‘districts that are not represented in the sample. However,
the d1str1cts 1ncluded in thls sample are dlverse in size,
controlling state ‘statute, AFT/NEA afftllatlon, regional
3
+ location, urban/suburban[gural'character,.rac1a1 and ethnic
compos;tion: enrollment ahd economic.tiends, strength‘and
activity of tﬁe union,’ and stren;th of the pogtract. on ‘
the basis of preliminary data, I began with hypotheses that
suggested that the effects of teacher unionism might be less
» extensive, formal, and fixed than they are generally thought
. to be. Consequently, I 1ntentlonally included districts

reputed to have militant unions and experience with strlkes. ‘

> I

There were many possible comb;nations.of districts that
© might have eomprised this sample. Generalli, districts
were_selected‘because they wereﬁrecommended by those familiar
;ith local°distrjcts (SEA administraters,\ﬁnion leaders, -
cdﬁmundtx leaders, other school administretors) as ones

that matched the combinations of characteristics I was

* seeking. I selected the samp}e sequentially to ensure that




_teachers, once again seeking‘diversity on a number of

I requeéted‘

the balance of variables could be ma;nta;ned

-

Two refused my request, the

entree 1nto e;ght d;str;cts.‘

-

remaining-six make up the final sample. . R - )
hd b

Wwithin each district, I conducted in-depth interviews
with central office administrators, union !leaders, principals

and teachers. Becagse of. the relatively small number of

.central office adm;nlstrators and union off;cers, I inter-

<!

viewed all who weXe identified as relevant t§ the research.

]

The selection of principals was made with the he{f}§& district ;

administrators and union leaders. . I requested a b lan&da
selection that varied in age and experiencé, sex, school ‘ s
level and loeation, labor attitudes, and.admin;stratfbe : . -
style. I repeatedly asked those interviewed whether the .
sadple was "balanced and representative of the range of ' -
principals in the dlstIICt. ‘
After completlng the intervzews with prznczpals, I

selected three to five schools in each. district that seemed

to represent the range of grade level,,locat;on, adm;n;stra-'
tzye style, and union act;v;ty within the district. With ‘ .
the principal, I ‘selected a sample of seven to. fifteen '
variables: grade,.subject, sex, union views, support or
opposition to prinEipal, degree of involvement in school’

- .
L 4

¢ (&/u
h .
. .
.
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‘were taken durlng all 1nterv1ews.

-t
’ ’ )
, ®
92 LY R 4
Jd . ' - .
. . . i
" activities. The union building representative,’who was

dlways ihcluded in, this sample, helped select the teacher
‘sample in -svme cases--ang always reviewed the selection for

baiancé. I spent ofte or two full days *in. each of twenty

-~ A

schools, with the length of visit depending on their size.
The 289 interviews of this study were'semiistructured,

and varied in length from thirty minutes o two hours.

-

Throughout the research I made a concerted effort to

-

‘triangulate 1nformatlon and responses, to disconfirm

hypotheses, and to seek a range of views. Extensive notes’

[N

These were later dictated
onto tape and transcrlbed, yleldlng 2500 pages of field notes
In addition to.tperlnterv1ews, I informally observed

classrooms, corridors, cafeterias, main offices, teachers'
A, i

rooms and after-school gctivities. I attended several '’

1]

’ ¢ N ‘ * > *
faculty and one school bcard meeting when labor issues-were,

’

I collected coples of- cohtracts, statutes,

3

memos, teacher handbooks, union publ carlons, Jdistrict

on the agenda.

publications, and board pollcxes from each of the’six districts.

I have subscrlbed to local newspapers for six months follow-
inc sxte v1s1ts in order to follow current 1ssueo, e.g.,

negotiations, strikes, pending arbitrations.
¢ :

v
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Session II Discussion:

1

Reactigns to Johnson Presentation
= .

o

E1izabeth Cohen:

see what this word "leader" means. From an organizational-sociological ‘point of
view, a leader is someone who gives orders, hires, fires, gets compliance,
'eraloates, ana controls. Do pr{ncipals today‘really nave‘the power to do that
kind of thing? I have given up 9n looking at principols as organizat;onal
orgénizationa] sense. I think .we do\ourselves.a grea disserv?ce when we Yook
at these correlational studies where it does indeed turn out that there is a
relationship between"the principal and effectiveness. We say "Aha, that's a
leader!" That“triggers all kinds of ultra-conventional notions about nhatﬂa
leader Tooks Tike. ‘fne poor principal who doesn’'t Know any better is going to
try to snap out orders and act 1ike an organizational'figure, andfhe or she is

’ going, to fall r1§EE on his or her face, because principa.s»don t have that kind
of power. And don't blame it all on collective bargafning. Principals never
’codld fire teachers anyway. They could only possibly get them transferred. I
once had a debate 1n my class with 18 countries represented. I asked, "What
does it take to fire: a teacher in your country?“ Only foreigners in Saudi
Arabia could get fired.J It was either the union or the civil service.

in formal evaluation systems. Principals don't very often evaluate teachers.

We had the Early Childhood Education categorical aid -program in Ca]ifornia,

where the school had to set out goals in basic skills and state how it was_going

to be done classroom by classroom. The'state sent inspection teams around to

In all the }ears I havé been studying principals, I will be darned if Ican>

Teaders in tne classic sense. Now, some are leaders, but not in the class;\\\\ ,

When we do our studies we are constantly finding very, very great weaknesses -
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make sure that they did th1ngs Just as they said they were going to do, and they
looked at their achievement scores. Those principals poor souls, ‘were real]y .
accountable for e\/entc that they had prehious little control over. And yet,
aven under those conditions those princidgls were no more likely to evaluate
their teachers frequently than non-Early-ChildhoodgEducation principals. Even
under those extreme conditions, it didn't cause schools to Took more like normal
organizations. They still looked rather abnormal. They did get to be rather
better‘coordipated or else thé teachers were unhappy under those conditions.
But we didn't find the_eyaluation you’ﬁou]d expect from a real organizational
leader. 6 ? _
Johnson s paper is quite important in giving us- some clues about principals
who do manage to survive despite problems and are keys to the success of tHeir .
schools. I'm not arguing that‘they are not. I m JuSt asking hcw they do it.
~We would some day like i2 give poor principals a little guidance in these
matters and if we get them all off in the “Wrong direction--have them ride off
" ona white horse~--it isn t going to get them anything but grief. We want to be
very careful about.that, quite seriously. Now what she found dut is very-
important. First, she found out that the situation varies from school to ___ ,
jschool. That's like everything about schools--always this profound anarchy of
decentraiization. Now what her data show is that those principals who make
things happen do it in sort of a political, negotiative exchange process, wnich
" is something I have conclhded happens in many schools. For example: he' s a
good guy, he stands by us, he gets good discipline in the corridors he supports
hs. Therefore, when he asks us to teach an exercise class we are not going to

_ bitch about it. That kind of exchange re]ationship, I believe, is what counts

€




‘ 103

for some of these successful principals. You have to think of it as chips that
thg prinéjpa] gets--a set gf chips that the teachers cwe him or her becagse of

s N 4

- ' his or her sudbortiveness. .
Now I began to ;uspect this a long time ago when I found the most powerful

predictor .of teacher morale, of teachers' belief that the school made good &eéi-

sions and stuck bx them and evaluated them properly, was principal

supportiveness. And another student of mine, Anneke Bredo, found that when you

ask teachers under what conditions they would comply with the princibals' ,

- instéuctiona] program,:Ehey say, "If tpe principal. would ‘work closely with me in

instruction.” So you get in there and ycu give real support and under thése

cqnditions that is considered a.real Ehip. Thqtﬁsﬁreal exchange and tﬁen you

w%]]_be.pblento get comp]iance_if you want to make a brave new plan for school o

improveﬁent. If the principal wants to set aside some collective bargaining

provision, the téachers have to owe hih or her’ something. So(th; good

principa]s,:these effective priﬁcipa1s‘are not what you call ordinary army

generals; they are politicians. , ) -
I,love.theistory Susan gave qboﬁ% the principal who made the union committee — -

a c]bse ally--talk about cooptation. That's brilliant. I know.one principal in

the Early Chj]dhood Education program. 'He'didn't:knOW‘anytﬁing about, the indivi-

dualization which that demdnded, so he used the money to hire the coordinator .

that the-teacliers dearly wanted, wﬁb'wou]d really come in and he]q them with the

'classes. That principal was* in such good shape with QJ] his teachers that they

™. would then put out a]f'the effort that was necessary to make the change that h;

. wanted. And he was always buying off people one way or another--getting them

\(gleased time, for example. He was one_of,the best in the busineés--tgrned

.
\\
N
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around three-or four schools. He was a politician in the best sense of that
word. That's why this whele issue of colieEtive bargaining and how it affects
indtruction becomes very dependent on what teachers 1ike and want in a

principal. If the orincipal has no “chips" with the teacher--doesnit even keep

tive bargaining is going to become another todl against the principal. That
becomes a negative thing. Teachers are going to make it really tough for him
" because he's a bad prThCipaJ ha's not doing his Job and he's not giving them
the kind of support they need. They can get aim with the union contracte-
,anything will do in this war.' And so I really think it helps to see this as.an
exchange process. 7 '

Now let‘s talk about those marvelous people, principals who are highly con-

cerned with instructign. Collettive bargaining obviously can represent ‘a

resource if you want to do any school improvement. Anybodj knows that. ' And

furthermore the principal has got to be able to ask favors of extra time in
order to get any kind of -school improvement. It's going to take extra effort,
and you fiave got to have the time and.the°energy and motivation. Those are some
of the hardest things that the principai has to asd for and the teachers.are.
going to require more support in return forgthis extra effort. If you are going
to Tose all control ‘over your staff selection of tasks or lose control of your

2
time, I don't think you can do much §chool improvement. So, even if you are a_

problem for you, unless you are in ‘good enough stani;:: that Yyou can get the
C

teachers tc ignpore these pro§:Sions. “Now if we are cerned about administra-

order in the corridor, which just has to be a job of-the prineipal--then collec- ]

problem for them because of its focus on time. Time is.an incredibly important

really strong instructional 1eaaer I -think this does represent a fairly serioué

Gy




§7

N4
tive and instructional effectiveﬁess, this study warns us about the difficulties

of generalization. I.think Johnsoﬁhshows us that we need more analysis of con-
ditions under which the ddministrator has an impact on instructional
effecgﬁVenese. We need a much %etter model than organizational theory provides
us on how the administrator gets this effect. I -told: you what I think it is,
but I'm not ready te te]]uprincieals how to do it. We need more sociological

anaﬁyses. We' also need more documenting of current egcial history, because

" collective bargaining takes place in a context. It's*very much affected by

terrific pressures for aé%gyntabi]ity, and a; Susan documented, it's very much
affected by declining enrollment. There is an interaction between declining
enrollment and collective Berg57nfhg“ﬁhfeﬁ“7§_7ery dramatic. S$o you have to®
follow these {rends and. see how they interact.; .

Finally, I really want to reiterate that we have false‘gstions.about how °
instructional leadership s achieved or maintained.. I do- not think it's theeugh
ord1nany organizational methods, except in the area of discip]ine.l Nhen it
comes to getting a firm, fair, consistent discip]inary policy in schools, there
is a case for an organizationa]’mode]. If you don't have a policy in that area,
Yyour teachers are going to be very enhappy. It's shocking the number of schools
where the teachers say there is no such policy in the shcools, especially

schools for/]owef—c]ass,children. There's where your organizational model works

well. 'Nhen it comes to getting compliance and effort in clessroom matters, the

“model works less well. I think we have some false noticns about how this wone

derful problem-solving process takes place. God knows I am.a believer in

c

‘problem solving, but many prfncipais don't have time to sit down with teachers

] an& do_problem solving. Sometimes.problem solving takes place hetween a teacher
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_and an aide. Sometimes, it takes place between a resource teacher and a teacher.
I dpn't think we have very good ideas about how to start that process going and

) - whererdh earth we get the time to do it ‘in a school already constrained for lack .

of stud1§S°whibh we are being flooded with that say that.the key to an effective
school is instructional leadership. I don't thynk we have nodels that we can

/,_____/"/_ - v
-
—

of tme. So I have to close by saying I want to caution you dbout the kinds , ’ l
|
i
T imitate. I don't think: that any sing]e model works under all conditions and I'm i

Just putting up a great big caution sign. Thank you.

Charles Clemans:

s C . ' s
I am really appreciative~of\this directicn of research I m faced every day
with dealing with collective bargaining and contract’ administration, and it is

really refreshing to see that become the focus and subJect of research for Susan . ]

Johnson, Randy Eberts, Larry Pierce, and others. It's real]y~he]pful to us

e,

———

because it's helping us work with everyday prcblems. That's research we‘can put Ct
"into practice and of course some of you in this room know that's one of my hobby '

horses. I want to see resedtch have some practical utility.' I am also very ,

A} . -

pleased with Susan's paper itself. I find it to be very clear, very N
) >

understandable. Normally I need a translator to read research_findings,lbut in

A\l

this case I didn't.

I would 1ike to share a thought or two about Susanfs findings. ,ghe has two '
principal recommendations in'her paper. One of them is that negotiators shou]e‘
‘try t0 achieve an appropriate balance between student needs and teacher rights. //,»
A second major implication is that principals can learn to work with contract ~
.language. I’think those are probably accurate perceptions, but I really believe

that there is more tc be learned_from further study. -For exafple, I think one

120 ‘, . e(,,_;,___;T
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. of the provocative findinys of this study is teachers' attitudes about the blue-

collar union approach. I think that needs to be communicated to the union orga-
nizations themse]ves. Maybe thex,are producing a product or prov1d1ng‘a service

that reaNy isn't the serv1ce or the product that the teachers themse]ves

< totally want. That ought to be communicated to the AFT and the NEA both. I

have a hunch about that, however. As soon as you giye them your study, they are
going tbv do one. of their own. And I wonder what the result m1ght be.

' Another implication of the study's findings that I th1nk needs to be Tooked
atf is how you select or educate principals to do a better job of runn1ng their

schoo]s ‘within the context of tight collective bargaining. She found that there

'were marked differances among buildings, and those differences were ]arge]y a

product of the behavior of the principals. If that is the _case, what charac~
teristics do we need to be looking for when we are hiring principals? Also,
what‘do we need to be doing with our present prinﬁiya]s in terms of inser;ice to
enable them to become more effective in tinis context.. -

Another one I think needs furthe  investigation is to what extent -our scarce~
resources are being-eroded by bargatning and contract adm1nistration. An
audience that ought to receive paramount, consideration is:ghe legislatures that
have~enacted these-co]]ective bargaining statutes. They need information about

how the’ statutes are operating and what sort of resuits they are producing in

o

‘terms of resources and educational outcomes. And dnother observation I made of

the study is that the émphasis in it was really at the school level. I thinkﬁ
there is another level that needs to be looked at and thats the distrtct lTevel=--
the degree to which schoof boards are hampered,or facilitated by collective

bargaining statutes and the imposition of district-wide policy: There are t%mes

&. . 121
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,think that the climate for a collegial and cooperatjve- working re]ationship with

*goal. It's a natural'piace to develop some of that cooperation that,wiﬂi spill

" effective. Theré are some other places we can cooperate as well. One of them' I

v

when bargaining agreements get completely in the way of social policy. For

example, some of the large’eastern'districts‘?Brjseverai yearsldidn't qualify }

for certain federal funds because they ceouldn't move staff around to achieve

raoiai balance. rhe reason why they couidn t move their staff around is because’
they had sta‘f transfer policies in their contracts that really limited admi-
nistrative and poiicy-making oiscretion at the district leyei

Now I have some thoughts of my own about bargaining. If you believe as I do
that eordiai relations are desirable and that you do want a working relationship |
that isn't a strong adversariai‘relationship, then the climate needs to be
instigated at_ the district level. The bargaining -takes: p]ace at the district

ievei coiitract adminstration typically ends up at the district level, and 1

=

the teacher organization reai]y needs tc start at_that level. You have to find Lo

'
I

some places to cooperate--if you don't have some project you can work on

.

togethqr, then invent one so ycu have sgmething you can do together for the
organization. Here in Oregon of course we have the annual job of selling a ievx Ca s
election. And that's a super place to get the teacher organization, your public,®
your sohooi board, and your administration banding together to achieve a common

o

over into other aregs and make ghe rest of the job more efficient and more

think is in the area of school management.” I really do believe that teachers
have a strong role to play in the deveiopment of the 1nstructiona1 program at
the school level. I don't ‘think that it is appropriate to put it into the

contract. ch negotiate how teachers will be invg]ved, but I think if you work
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at it from a collegial standpoint outside the contract you've again demonstrated

a ptace where you can work together and achleve a common goal, thereby deve-
loping that. cordial relationship rather tnan the adversial one.

hy second thought on collective barga111ug is Lhat it sets publ1c policy 1n

secret. Oregon public meetingd law is so strict and so specific“that a school
board can't even go out and buy those crayons without having it done in a public
) meeting that was .previously announced at least 24 hours with notice to the -
media. éowever, the bargaining process can make fundamental decisions about
spending-:;Z;-know, 75 or 80 percent of our school district's budget, profound
~effects upon how these resources will be allocated, how people Will work, the
Tength of the work day, and all sorts of those sorts of things--and they are
taking place in secrét because the collective hargaining process is a closed
process. ’Any"fnformatfon‘abébt what is happening in barjalning"comes:out in
ways dictated by the teacher organization. Now maybe that's good. I once saw a
slogan that I-really loved. It said, "Persons'who respect either saosages J}‘
laws should watch neitherjbeing made.” And that may also apply to collective
bargaininq.vfue had one teacher in Portlano leave the collective bargaining pro-
cess because his ears were tender--couldn't stand the language.

" And finally I am'really concerned that collective bargaining is oftentines
keyed to the least common denominator of our teaching staff. If it isn't
spelled out in black and white and paid for, then that person assumes it is not
his or her responsibility. Now I am going to give you some personal
experiences: About a week ago, I was in my office looking down over the hill at

our footbzll stadium and our coaching staff without pay was out there painting

the bleachers. They did a beautiful job, on 2 fairly hot day with the sweat
£ c

»
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dripping down, and they weren't getting a dime for it: We bought the.paint and

furnished the rollers and stuff but they were out there doing that totally on

their time--summer time. LThe same crowd of dedicated‘people went in and cam--

‘pletely upgraded our weight room so that they could have kids doing weight

training for the summer. Our teachers hosted' an awards dinner this past spring
at the close of the school year, an honors dinner for our honor graduates, where
the teachers were in the kitchen cooking and out serving, and they decorated the
room and they hosted the kids and their parents on their own time. They are
walking that extra mile. Nearly 100 percent of our teachers participated in a
canoaign to defeat ballot measure 6 which really would have damaged us
financially. Nearly 100 percent of-our teachers participated in our campaign to

sell our levy elections. The fear I have is that the collective bargaining

dlnentality, the collective bargaining process, can cause us to move more and more

4

towards the least common oenominator teacher. < -~

Randall Eberts

Economists do not have much experience interviewing teachers,'principals,‘
and superintendents, but‘they do have statistical tools that are useful in
stﬂdying the general trends-of collective baréaining across the country. Larry
Pierce, in polﬁtical science,‘and I have an ongoing project looking at the
impact of collective bargaining on a large number of districts in the states of
New YOrh and Michigan. We also have a sample of over 350 districts and 5,000
teachers randomly selected across the country. So we try to bring together stu-
dies 1ike Susan's and couple them with more general investigations of trends in
collective bargaining across the country. Now some people might feel that I'm

in alien territory talking about a case study when I myself do research using

1
H
I
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statistical methoas. But I ieef/that both kinds of studies are equally ihporJ

tan* in understanding the/ihpact of collective bargaining. Case studies such as
Susan $ provide researchers like me with material on how to formuiate the:
problems that e/)st in school districts. The question that I would ask is, "Is
the experienc? that she is documentigg\in these six districts a generai trend?"
A study ﬂike Susan's may be presenting a hypothesis. One of the things that
she Tooked: at was .cldss size. And she said.that teachers in her districts
viewed the class size provision in their contract as a means of preserving tieir
jobs. A statistical.researcher like myself would take that qbservatioh ar.d make..
it 'into a hypothesis. I would ask the question, "does class size reduce teacher
quits or teacher Tayoffs?" Looking at the data I have for over 500 school
districts in New York'dr,éoo in Michigan or the 350 in the nationat sample, I
tested that hypothesi's to see 1f that is the case. I did and I found that it

wasn't. That is not to say that ) couidn t find six more districts in New York,

" six districts chosen randomly,in which class size was an important part of job

-

security. What I am saying is that, on the_average, that is not the case. So
that is the type of work Larry and I have been doing in terms of collective

bargaining.

- ¢

¢

The reason that I mention these things is that again, by combining what
Susan does and we do, we can then see whether or not her observations apply to
other school districts. We can also do that by looking at a number of other

case studies. We can look at Kerchner's and Mitchell's study of 8 districts in

- California or Perry's study of 9 ‘districts in ITlinois, but when you start com- ‘

bining all these districts you see that they have so many different charac-

teristics that you can't keep track of them unless you are willing tosort out
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“those characteristics that make school districts different. .

Let me share a few other observations from our work. We looked at the
relations between jBB security provisions and teacher layoffs_and we found this

was important but we had some curious findings. If a district had a JOb

'security provision, then there were fewer layoffs of teachers in the 35-t 0-40 age

LY

range but more layoffs of younger teachers. The question we wanted to answer

s :ls this ahgeneral trend?"” 0Ne find that it might be. I should mentiontthat
thosé studies that we did on job security included over 130,000 teachers in New
Yerk. o

(4
-

Another very important issue in collective bargaining is, "Does collective

. bargaining alter the time spent by teachers on various functions?" If we are

°

a]i concerned about the school's role of educating students, then all those _
ingredients that go into effective schooling should be important.” Ne'iboked_at
what eifeet collective bargaining had on the percentrof time spent during the
day on particu]ar activities in our national sample of 350 districts and-§,000
teachers. Contact instruction with the student was one actiyity. Time spent on

administrative and clerical duty was another one. Time spént W1th parents was

another. And what we found where there were some contract items that will
‘ X
increase the.percentage of time spent teaching or with the student and there

-were some contract items that wiil reduce it.

We also enamjned the cggditions in districts that cause those contract items
o appear.- Is there a situation in which teacners and principals can work
;ogether in which fo contracts are needed or no specific guidance is needed?
Where has been some very preliminary work done on this. gNe are still searching

fbr some of those characteristics of the teacher's environment in which the

P
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\contract§item appear. What I can share with'you now are things that we haven't
found. One thing that we might find,.that changes in enroliment would be a good
predicton of the appearance of job security provisions or class size provisions.
We found that wasn't the case for our sample of schoo] districts. A]so we found
'that resources didr't make that much difference. If you were losing resources, K
if you weren't getting as much money for textbooks, it still didn't make that
‘much difference. What we did f1nd however 'was that there i§ a strong ne1gh-
borhood et fect. If the district next door has a contract item, you are going .to:
try to get it, too. Also we found that if the district was in fairly good .
financial shape, more.contract 1tems appeared. These are some of the general

trends that we find in our studies.
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. "Session III
’ The Source and Substancé of Conflict in Educational Governance :
| ‘ - Harmon Zeigler .

3

'Ilnant totalk about my 1atest-reseanch report. ™A Comparison of the
m Source and Substance of Confiict in Educational and Municipal Governance.“
*"*"My'desire:to compare schbollgovernance with municipal governance grows out
of two previous studies I conducted Both of them. reached essentially the:
same conc]usions. although they reiied on different data. One was.published
in 1974 and the other one;uas-pubiished in 1980. The first one, Governing

American Schools, was a national survey of school boards and superintendents.

The second one, Professionais Versusfthe Public, was a Tongitudinal- study

of a small samp]e of schooi districts. Both books conciuded that superin. -
tendents are most responsivA to professionals and 1east responsive_to the
public. Now, ‘this focus on thé insulation. of school governance created a
*fair amount of dissatisfaction in the circ’es of educational administration. .

A lot of peopie also asked, and I think quite correctly, what schools did .

for them.. When I said that professionais were respbnsive primarilySto other
'professionais,,some educational administrators and researchers asked "Are

schoois that unique? Isn't it true that most professionais in most public -
bureaucracies respond -to other professionals more then they respond to their
clientele?" The answer is,.obviousiy, yes. That is the case, I cannot

imagine a public bureaucracy being truly more responsive to its clientele ’

then,to other professionals. However, it then becomes a question of degree.

A

This 1ed me to ask the question "Are school_distnicts_in—fact—differen

Are th°y indeed unique when compared to city governance?"

'4
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= So what I did was to compare the behavior of superintendents'witﬁ that
' of city managers. The ideal sample, which the funding agency promptly
told me to forget due to financial considerations, would have been a nation;I e
;v sample of 900 cittes with matched pairs-of superintendents and city managers.
; In the end we 1ntenyiewed 25 city managers and 26 superintendents in the
Cnicago metropolitaniarea and 27 and 26 respectively in the San Francisco

iﬁ, * metropolitan area. Those two_areas were chosen because the high concentration

. of city managers there helped to keep the travel costs to a reasonable Tevel.

7

TR R R

There are few other areas that‘have such high concentrations. but this is a
good sample I think because of other differences between the‘two geographical
~ areas. . . v
Superintendents and city-managers hold a common 1deologngased on the
T municipST reform | movenent. Both superintendents and city managers are
\ L products of the desire off reformers from the turn of the century,to get o e
scheol and city management as much as possible cut of pelitics. They wanted
. * to minimize conflics, rationqliie'decision-making. and institute business-1ike
processes which would insulate the.bureaucracy from undue and short-term
political pressures. It is only'reasonable to assume, therefore, that two
kjnds of mgn;oers.'who were essentially products ofhthe same>polit1cal'movene.t;

should look at their jobs similariy. On the other hand, there are substantjal

differences that should make the comparison intriguing. The most obvious

Coe difference is that the superintendents are basically responsible for de 1ver1ng
a single seryice; they are supposed to supergise an educational organization

which educates people In contrast, city managers have a multi- faceéed sort

of responsibility. Some call it a Balkanized kind of city governmént Cities
are concerned with po’ice. fire protection, zonfng, planning, etc4, €0 it is T

5 - not a single service organization. Some'may feel that, due to ‘the many -

v
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different types of services, it is more difficult to hold city managers ¢’ R
. accountable because they have so much to do. In another sense, they are o
:'J ' ] easy to hold accountable because when they don t do something, it is rather
' obvious. If you have a problem on your street, or you have been mugged and
nqbody'comes, then you know that things aren't going so well. However,
it is rather hard to link a superintendent's behavior with student achieve- ‘
= ) ment, in comparing the district to the nationa] average, so there is a bit ot'f:

. "' a difference in accountability between the two systems.

. o "« The-focus of this study is not so much on responsiveness as on conflict

) i’g :ent. This study of the management of conflict is based on the
0 assumption that both cities and schools are facing shortages and a scarcity
‘ of resources and that‘the politics of scarcity is the’ politics of conf]icﬁzaj/
= ' "This 1s not exactly.a theoretically earthshattering notion ‘When there are
i. ' plenty of goodies to distribute nobody" rea]]y gets excited when some
, . - program sops up a coupte of million, since you don't miss it. When
‘ resources become scarce, the level of tension related to who gets what o

rises appreciably. Obviously, both cities and schoof districts are facing

a decline of resources.. So there is good reason to compare the two types S

of local ranagers because they both were affected by theAreform movement '
and they are both facing the prob]en of dec]ining resources. Now, the next
question is to what extent does the condition of dec]in‘ng resources reduce
“insularity?‘ I will go into that issue by comparing superintendents and
city managers. First, I will talk about some differences in the sources

of conflict they face._ Then, _I~will~ta1kfabout-some substantive-differences -

. draw any imp]ications for teaching, since I neither know anything about it nor

 claim any expertise in the matter, I have got enough sense after being in the
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* S0'I would 1ike to reiterate.that these interviews were completed -in March

-

7busiﬁgss for 20 years to keep my mouth shut when I am fota]]y uninformed,

. . 7
though some of you may disagree with that. The interviews were compl eted

in March of 1981, so this is not exactly old data. The reason I am bringing.

this up is because people frequently sa: "Well, Governing American Schools
was right 1n 1974 Professionals Versus the Public was right in.1980, and you

were right unti] the day before yesterday--but then everything changed."
! ; N

-

of 1987,

. \ A
Basically, one major difference between city managers and superintendengs

——1s-in-what they see going on out there tn the public. The superintendents

are far more ]1ke]y than are managers to believe that the pub]ic that theyc
* serve is essentia]]y in agreement. They look at the pubifc and see unity,
while city managers ]ook at the same pub]fc, or a comparable public in the
same area, and see disunity. Nhether they are right or wrong, of course,
is not yet within the province of my résearch. I will answer that question
later on in my’res;érCh, but right now what I can say is that whatever
is going on out there, superintendents think the surrquhding environment
is relatively placid, calm, consensual, and satisfied. ' They also have the
same image of their relationship with the legislature. Here, again,” is a major
Vreéson for comparing city managers and superintendents. They are both
professionally t#bined, and both ]egﬁlly responsible to a ];} board or coﬁnci]
. which is not profe::}qqafﬁy trained. There's a potential for substantial
- tension between professiona]s_qnd lay persons in all kinds of government.
Suber%ntendents bel;eve that their lay board understands the role of the

superintendent. The majority of them, in fact, approximately two-thirds say

P
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there .i's no tension to speak of between themselves and the board as tc
who does what. The division of ]abor is understood by both parties, and
therefore they don't fight that much about whether the board gets to
administrate or. whether the superintendent gets to set policy. They say,
"We understand who does unat to whom." In contrast, city managers don't
say that. There is a substantia] amount of tension between,city managers

'and the council with regard t0°the division of responsibility.” So, to

summarize the argument thus far, superintendents see/a/consensua] community
and a consensual board; cit"‘managers see a dissentious community and a
‘dissentidus board. r

Now with regard to board dissension, there is a factor I really didn't
anticipate. Fran;]y, I-was somewhat surprised by it and, therefore, will
' remort it to you. One of the theories that I am tntrigqued .with, is the
extent to which local legislative bodies can approximate real ones. Most
city councils, and I think almost all schoo] boards, are non-partisan and
eiected through at-large, rather than ward-based, elections. Therefdre,
city councils and school boards don‘t rea]]y approximate state and federa]
i / legislatures in that Denocrats and Republicans aren’ t there However,
| it is possible that if there are cohesive and stab]e factions in.a city counci]
or a schoo] board, then some approximation of the political party process
could occur even though the legtslature is non-partisan. It is gossible
that they divide time and time again into two factions so.ycu could figure
out who wants ‘what, which makes it inherent]y more possible to hold them
accountable. aI would have predicted given what I know about superin-
tendents and city managers, ‘that city managers would have said, "Yes, there

are stable factions. The 1iberals want this and the conservatives want that."
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But that isn't what they told me at all. As a matter of fact, they are "ﬁ. .

Tess able to predict factions in their legislature than are superintendents. ::-
The reason that this is the case, I would suspect, is because superintendents

Tist so few peopie as being in opposition--there is usua]iy only one or two

-

ba'3

who vote agaipst the majority.” Be that as it may, city managers have more

opponents andidea] with more floating, unstab]e factjons than is the case

for superinte ‘ents, which makes their job with the 1egislature more difficult.

Superintendent‘

,‘therefbre, rarely take a position with which the '
majority of the board dispg eesi\\There 1s an” extraordinarily high reporting of
the fact that the majority of the ]egis]ature rarely, if ever, disagrees
with them. In fact, 79 percent of superintendents we interviewed said they _
. rarely or never have had disagreenents about po]icy with the schooi board ' ‘ :
; - Earlier I- asked “Do you have any disagreements about appropriate roles between \.‘
. you and the board?" and superintendents generally answered in the negative. .
The next question was "Well, what about policy?" Again, the?answer was ‘
“No--everything is ok " This is not necessarily the case for city’managers
There is more of a teadency on their pari to say that there is a disagreement .,
about policy. I just want to reiterate, .that city managers do see their ’
councils as less consensua]{ iess predictable# and therefore less amenable

«

to their control. '
We aiso asked questions about conflict within the organization
‘q‘ which I suspect are not the most reievant fer your needs, so I wi]i pass over . v
them very hrief]y, I would 1ike to say, basically, that this is one area
‘in which there is not very nuch différence petween city managers and

superintendents,' They all report quite low levels of intraorganizationai

« conflict. In other words, city managers and superintendents do not tell «

me that a major source of dispute in their jbbs stems from the 1ine officers,
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the staff offfcers,\\k the employees. The majority of both groups say that
they are in agreement with their employees. Since super1ntendents are in
"fact, as they tell.me, fairly well insulated from community conflict, and get
along quite well with their staffs, line officers, and emoloyees, then the
. obvi\hs\implfcation would be that the staff and, employees benefit from the

1nsu1ar1ty from the communfty )
~ . Another rather intriguing question, one that attracts'quite a bit of

- . media .attention, is the re]ationship-between city and school district

i3 ) A governance and- the state and fedéral ‘levels of govermments. The 1nteraction of
. . the two tgbes of’ governments became a-fairly major issue with the- growth of
: ‘*t\' fe dera] intervention 1n educatfon in 1965 and with the intepvention of the
— s federa! government in city politics with the Air Pollution Control Act.and_the
i' , Alr Po]lution Amendment to that act, affirmative action, and so forth. It

would be assumed, I thjnk, by most everybody that there is a lot of conflict

X between local government and the federal and state levels of governments.
. i . There is,a question of federal and state mandates and complying with standards

: imposed upo&_the_local government by external governments. This is not exactly
' | ’ what the fo nding fathers had in ming,when~they ‘taTked-about federalism, so

: \ »~ _ there shou]d be some conflict between these local governments

federal and state governments. I asked questions about how much conflict
there was between them and the federal and state governments and what kinds of
issues created conflict. I also asked about conflict between the schooﬁ
district.or'municipafity and other forms of local government (e.q., thel
county) . To reiterate, one of the goals of the reform movement, of counse,
{ - was to insu!ate éducation from community politics and conf11cts Thererore,

-~

-the reformers should be ecstatic over the fact that the super1ntendents spend

- —_——
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a good deal less time in conflict with other 1cca1_governments than do

\bjty managers. Actually, half of the cjity managers report that they spend

a great amount of time fighting w1th other forms of local governments like

the county, the council of governments and people 11ke that Most superin-

‘r'q'

tendents, on the other hand, 1nd1cate that they are fairly well set apart
from the famiiy o’ local government, so the, reform movement did- okay
That was~one of the objectives. It certainly didn't work well with regard .

to cit} managers; but the suoerintendents did in. fact stay pretty much out

o, R

Y

of local po]itiqs. s h . g

In addition, there is an appreciable differedte between municipalities
and school districts with;regard to conflict with state and federa]:agencies, ‘\?
ehichﬁis ccntrary to what I expected I would-have thought that there would .
have beeh conf]ict more on the part of superintendents, ’because they do in
fact deal -with highly visible 1mp1ementation problems with the federal \
government. But city managers spend~sign1f1cant1y more time in conflict -
with state and federal agencies than doﬂsuperintendents. That superintendents‘
are less bothéred by external mandates than are city maragers seems kjnd of
odd, because ;hey have gotomore axternal mandates to deal with. One explanation

<

is that they are 1nst1tutionaiizing and adjusting to federal mandates, whereas

s o

city managers have yet to do that. I must tell you an anecdote that I find

amusjng.“ In talking with one city manager when I was pre-testing this question,

I asked gbout federal dntervention and the citv manager gave what I think

is a really c]ever answer. He pointed out that\he has been city manager

for 15 to 20 years and that.the turnover among federal implementation - ‘.
officers occurs about every six months. So thev\know less than he and they

are so easily bamboozled and soon gone that he reallv-doesn't spend muth

time wornying about them. However, that does not turn out to be the.case S
among his colleagyes because they -do spend more tjme;worrying about federal

p_— - - "~ s
mandates than do the superintendents. i . . |
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I wou]d,aiso Tike to compare superintendents and city managers in terms
. of the substance of conflicts they face. The findings regarding the comparison
of the sources of conflicts faced by superintendents. and city managers is -

fairly /pnsistent with my . ear]ier work Superintendents are insulated in

. ———

-~

. comparison with other local officia]s whose jobs are theoretically and \\\

P

~"legally comparable to theirs. Now we'%ili examine thé kinds of conflicts >

~%they—encounter—~~T~wi+f*skip”over“the~materiai‘that“isn*t”germane;“'bne“" .
major difference between ‘the two types of 1oca1 managers regarding the
kinds of conf]icts they face“is that superintendents are substantia]]y\more
bothered- by financial.problems than are city managers. In an era of dec]ining
resources, th1S situation bothers superintendents more than their counterparts
in municipal government That may be due to the fact that they are in
fact suffering more financial problems because their revenues are based
Jarge]y ‘on average dai]y attendance which is declining. “There are two

‘factors contributing to this decline. The birthrate has peaked; therefore,
.fewer people are going- to school. In addition, the private schoo]s are

(N

picking up a fair amount of enrollment every year. In‘fact, they are
increasing~their enroi]ments when, in comparison, public school enroliments
a“e declining. . While municipalities do need/peop]e for a tax base, the
financia] structuré of city. government is dess responsive to short-term
population changes than that of schoo] dystricts. This perhaps explains
the fact that superigtendents are more“ﬁorried about finance
Superintendents are also more worried about collective bargaining.
‘A clear majority of superintendents Jisted co]lective bargaining as a
problem, compared to only about.a third of the city managers. While

superintendents are significantly more bothered by financial problems, collec-

tive' bargaining, and federat regutations than are city managers, there are

i
@
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no significant 1fferencei/ﬁetWeen the two groups with regard to the extent

to WH}ch they are hgtheréd by state regulations, affirmative action regulations,

\ .
and racial prob]ems.\\Going back to the fact that superintendents are more

\

‘ Y « N, . Lo
bothered by ggﬁlective‘Qgrgaining than city managers, two plausibie explanations

5, :
come to mind. Superintendents may view collective bargaining as more of

a

may have a tendengy to view collective bargaining as more of a threat
. j ' ‘ .
to the1r.Qythority than do city managers. City-managers may not view it

as anything more than just another institutional problem of.the job, Tike

personal threat|than do city managers because the process may not be as

- ’we11:inst1tutjo€a]fzed:in“schoo1—dfstrﬁctsui*Tn‘othér words, sﬁperintéﬁdeqt§"‘“‘

fixing the fire hydrants The alternative explanation is that superintendents

have more involvement in co]]ective blrgaining, which I will find out as

<

,soon as I get throLgh analyzing ;he\data and as soon as we can hold cons;ant

-

R
whether or not the actual]yxhaVe collective bargaining in the districts or

-in municipalities.| I am not sure which of these is the case, because I need

2 1. . .
to do more extensive analysis of the data.,

,Ne][, that is the essence of what I have learned so far. To put it all

ina ;utshell, I think one could make the case that if superintendents are

in fact as I have described‘them, relatively free of conflict compared to

c1ty~managers, then those who are employed by school districts should benefit

from the results of this insularity. This means-that one would expect

¢

more protection for professionals in educational organizations than there

¢

. is in city government. Finally, I know we read all about superintendent burn-

out and have seen headlines all over the country saying they will last only

short periods of time, but our interviews suggest that reality is different

from the headlines. Feople ask me time and time again, "How can you say

l';

R s




this when I read in the headlines that Tom Dorland resigned because he couldn't

* take it?" Well our study shows that when compared to city managers,

superinténdents do not suffer the kind of conflict described in the news.
iAhaQe no explahation for why my data consistently refutes popularly held

notions, except that I have a lot more confidence in systematic surveys than

I d8>in headlines. Thank you very much.
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v - Session III Discussion:

) . . Reactions to Zeigler Presentation

) . . R

Betty Jane~Narver: - =~ . . .
I ptay two roles--activist and researcher--and I will someiimes be speaking 'ﬁj

in each one of them. I will be very frank. I find it difficult to respond to , <

Harmon. I apprecfate that he's just beginning his data analysis but I guess I
don't have a c]ear sense of the direction he 1s taking. I didn't gather tha;

frmn reading the paper or 1isten1ng to h1m this morn1ng.

._'». s e ——— n ———— - - -t A vn wm————

- tendents are say}ng“that they live in a conflict-free world. I have a difficult

Also, having spent time talking to a number of super1ntendents, part1cu]ar]y ;

from the-Seattle Area, I would have a hard time believing that so many superin-

time recogn1z1ng that consensual society in which Zeigler's subjects operate. I_
have trouble be]iev1ng that thore 1s Tittle conf]1ct in Chicago and San .
Francqsco. Seattle is -not the most conflict-ridden place %= the wor]d but I do' e
ow what it's 1ike for a superinténdent (i.e., highly conf]1ctua]) and I do
know~something about tenure for supgr1ntendents (i.e., the turnover is fa1r]y
hiéh). rmon meafioned some city managers as having been there for fifteen to
twenty yearsyand the fact that*they tend to have higher Tongevity than.the
federal people w are morfitoring, them. It wau]d be very interesting to see the
Statistics on turnover for super1ntendents and c1ay managers. A

I guess I also have\a problem w1th the lack of d1scuss1on at this time of
the contextual issues that\Susan Johnson was ta]ging about, as school districts
are very diversé organizational entities. I didn't see this reflected in the
paper, but I don't know what his {nterview instruments were like, so it may
be impossible to explore this questign at the present-stage of data aaalysis.

I wou]d\]ike to talk a little bit about influences on school districts, par- . .

ticularly from citizen or community groupsi\ ['11 talk about this influence pro-
\

N\
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.
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cess in the context of the area that I know best, Seattle, as there are some

-

instructive things to learn from this example. I will refer to the -school clo-

sure study that Richard Weatherley, Richard Elmore and I did in Seattle. I
don't know how many of you may have heard about this study when Richard Elmore
recently spoke at a seminér here. Some of the things ifm saying will probably
be new, as we sometimes take H;fferent positions. I found the school closure
,ﬁgituatjpnminterestjng_as,Iusteppedebacktandeobsenved.itwfnoﬁ the-outside,Aasnlt.h
had sgent a lot’'of time on the inside working on school closure and declining
enroliment kinds of issues. One of the interesting things for me was the
variety.of involvemené’by different kinds of groups in Seattle, in terms of
schoolwclosure. It is instructive because it offers some sense of the way
various kinds of grcups can Brganize and what kind of influence they tend to

have on policy 1ncluc1ng both policy setting and the 1mplementat1on of pol1cy
within a district. It i3 at the school level that those groups are first most
Tikely to form, as the school closure issue revolves around affected students,
parents, aJd teachers. We pointed out in our study that, generally speak1ng,
the f1rst;l1ne of citizen involvement is at the school level., If I may go back
‘to Harmog S paper, one very real difference I see between a school district and
.a city government is that in a school district, conflict tends to first focus

»

around the school level rather than the central level ae would be more true for
a municipaltty. Harmon stated that citizens more often know the names of
district superintendents than members of the school board, which supeorts his
hypethesis that professionals, rather than community board members dominate edu-
cational deeisionmaking. Howaver, it seems to ﬁe that the principel issthe

first 1ine and that whether or not yo. know who your superintendent is depends

¢

141




128

<

an how involved you get in city-wide issues. If you do get involved at the

district Tevel then you also get to Enow'who comprtses\the school board. But it

is at the school level where these important educational issues really come

' together and where there is a great deal of concern by many citizen groups. Of

course this also depends on within-district characteristics, such as size of
schools.

Then you find also that groups which start up around an issue, such as

school closure, are usually ad hoc because they are focused around a major task
such as stopping school closure and have a legitimate concern about getting the
district to respond to their needs. In addition, you find on-going organiza-

tions which take an 1nteresta1n schoot matters, such as the P.T.A., the League

¥

‘of Women Voters, etc. These kinds of organizations are in contact not only with

the Tocal schools, but also with the district administrators and the school
board. They have'certain kinds of 1mpact on the schools depending on the
strength of 1nd1v1dual leadership and on the number of people that they

represent. The Chamber of Commerce usually has.a good representation and a

rather substantial impact on the school district. What happened in Seattle was

interesting because in addition to school based ad hoc groups and the formal
regular citizens organizations, a number of coalitions were formed.” Various
organizations came together to look at'an'issue, not as it affected any pars
ticular school or even a neighborhood but instead to try to lTook at some of the
city-wide issues that these people felt were being neglected in the formulation
of policy regarding sthool closures and even in the generation of information.
The whole question of the expertise of the superintendent and «dministrative

staff is one I think needs to be looked at very carefully. I think schools of

"educational administration have assumeo that they prepare people for a major

~
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change such as school closure by giving them a blob of infdrmation, a Set) of
technical facts which they can take out and use. There are some real ouestions
as to whether that in itself is a very fruitful activity right now in times of
change, and particularly, retrenchment. In addition, some school administrators
‘don't seem .to operate at sophisticated levels regarding their approach to the
gathering and dissemination of information, perhaps because of the insularity
e ithatiZeiglervmentioned;-'For~exampie;-school;districts“often'dO“not'look“at‘“‘6
,other governments, which they definitely need to do, especially,if they are -
closing schools. Obviously, their actions regarding school closures have tre-

mendous impact on other Jurisdictions: parks and recreation, health care

delivery, and a variety of other social services. Some: of these coalitions,

which do not necessarily represent specialfinterests _can be useful to a

district by providing information which helps to.set priorities for its agenda

§ . . that result in the/improvement of both policy formation and implementation.
Some community groups, in Seattle and elsewhere, are becomingomore powerful, in
part, because they are generating their own sources of information rather than

. relying solely’ on the information generated by the district. I think that the :
information that the district offers to the school board or the public is often
not very useful to inform policy-setting. 2 ‘ . '

iUsing the example of.the 'school finance issue for the.State>6f Washington,

one of the things that frustrated'citizens who were involved in that issue was
the fact that, basically, there was not useful'information about the-effect of
the present system of educational finance on schools. Policymakers in the state
legislature were eoually frustrated. They would do to the office of the

-

superintendent of public instruction to try to get pertinent data, but instead
[

[
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dot aggregate data, which _really wasn't useful to them as a basis for their ' .

decisions. Consequently, one of the roles citizen.groups have begun to play is
« to provide \nformation. Some of the Seattle citizen s groups include a wide

range of expe?ts' lawyers, JournaliSts and university professors. Often the
_experts in education-related citizens' groups outclass experts from the school\
" district. Therefore, citizen involvement in the policymaking process becomes

not__ju:s_tma__po_ljntj.c.aL question, but also one_about_the quality.of information....... ... .. ]

<
*

> used in making pdlicy. The danger, I think., concerning citizen involvénent in
this_process, is when citizens have such power over information that they begin
to take on some of the responsibilitieséthat the district really should carrv
.themselves. .Therefore, it is important that the district also develop its
infornation-generating capacity. I think educational adninistrators and other

professionals in the schdol district need to be trained both in the development Y

of information gathering sxills and in the political skills that we talked about
yesterddy. This is eSpecially true regarding the whole issue of collective ‘
bargaining,lwhich I hope will be a hey element in Zeiglerfsgwork.

It is especially impoﬁtant how superintendents, or their appointed people,
déal with "collective bargaining. Superintendents often come from the ranks of
principals who have moved up through a paternalistic system and sometimes have
trouble dealing with confrontation when bargaining with the teachers in a way

that doesn't end up with conflict béing rampant throughout the district. \I

think’ this all comes back to the,issue of the importance of adequate preparation
and traininé,of educational administrators. This is one of the pofn*s we bring
out in our school closure study. Many school administrators have not been pre-
pared to deal’adequately*with declining enrolliment and resources and the whole

/’”,,question of information.

.
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One of the issues that I think is terribly important is the whole question
of power. Yesterday, we (i.e., Susan Johnson, Charles Ciemans Liz Cohen, etc )

‘talked about it in terms of Some principals and superintendents who are inex-

3

perienced in working- with co]iective bargaining laws and therefore act .
_powerless. From my actiVist S perspectije this sense of power]essness
throughout our system is a very frightening thing. Those groups involved in
schooi*ciosure"dectsions”ash”thetqistrict'tO'do“X;'Y;‘or Z and the ‘district says- =~ T3
. they can't because it's not in the contract: in.a lot of ways the‘district may
use the’ueli-negotiateq contract as a‘scapegdat-~an excuse not to be ?

accountable. A good deal more can be done to improve education when peop]e are

1 9

willing to take reSponsioi]ity. This a]so holds for citizens, teachers and even
kidS-’ We a]] know the _reasons kids have for why they can 't do their homework. °
That issue of powerlessness and iack of accountabiiity becomes moreé frighteniﬁg
as. you push it up the systém. If you go to the district they say they can't do
anything. Then the teachers say they can't do anything. Everything comes down
to state 1egis]ature and the” legislators say they can t do anything. Pretty

- so6n you are up in Washington and you go into any federal bureaucracy they say

) they’can't do a damn thing. So you are finaiiy left with a sense\that nobody

"hoids _power, and you know that at some point somebody has to assume it. What
concerns me is the question of who is going to assume that power. I.-would 1ike
to see some : diffusioh/of power amond appropriate Tevels at which policy deci-
sions can be made. / - , ‘ :

[

,Last year I dié a study of CoileCtive bargaining in Seattle, particularly as

-

it related to the issue of finamce. When [ examined the relationships among thé

1

2 o j
) various actors goncerned with resolving that issue what I found agdin was that /

/ 145 _ / p /:



| ‘ ’ 132 - ;\\\\\\

?; ‘ sense of powerlessness. Citizens tend to Took toward the local schoolxgs the
: . appropriate place for tertain kinds of decisions, but often schools fail to take .,
responsibility for making those decisions. ‘I am~ now working with-the Citize

Education Center Notthwest and will be doing a field study: in Seattle of citizen\\\
€

involvement in schools. One of the. things we w1ll-be looking at is exactly.how

!

parents can be involved, at both the school and district levels, in effective

Ways_to Jimprove education, We need to develop some substantjve models to

. ufiderstand how citizens can play more effective roles in the formulation of
. school policy. - ] . ; .
; // Milbrey Wallin Mcbaughl in: ' ‘

/ I would like to look at the model of governznce hat underlines at least two

of darmon s papers, this paper on the "Source and ‘Substance of Conflict" and "Who

; S Q
Governs Americah Education: One More Time." The assumption in both papers is o

2 9
T that the old model of school governance that characterized school districts in
» L 3 - ’

s the sixties-still holds (i.e., that superintendents domirate school boards, in

Lo particular, and educational policy making, in general Y If I were to do

I
pre——— g

governance, "one more time," I would assume a somewhat different model. I would
say instead that state-level influences are beginning to critically shape local
- educational policymaking. In fact, local control is fast becoming a minor
branch of theology. However, the nature and strengtn of state influence on edu-
cational policymaking varies substantially from state to state. Conseqoently, a .
gévernance model that nay describe Oregon nay not be helpful in explaining what
occurs in the educitiona, ‘¢  ‘on making arena in California. For example,
there are major differences :cween states}regarding the degree of state control
over -textbook selection, testing, iocal ollocation decisions and so on. -

Howéver, from what I hear from Gocal peoplé in a variety of geographical

n
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locations, state involvement over decisions related to education is generaily
' »

increasing. Many SEAs, in short, are becoming significant actors in local edu-

.

cation governance.

1

There are two basic models wh1ch describe the state role in local school

policies and practices. .

One is the compliance model which entails the use of

positive inducements (e.g., categorical funds) and negative sanctions (e.q,

N objectives.

t

implementing the desired programs. The second is the assistance model which

involves the provision of professional expertise or financial aid to-help loca-

lities carry out those objectives which -are consistent with the state’'s educa-

tional goals. Jhe latter model relies on persuasion and allows for a greater

regulations containing penaltiés for non-compiiance) to create incentives for

'\
\
g

degree of local initiative and variability in the implementation process. ,These,‘,

two models also hold when we talk about federal involvement in educational
policy. The compliance model tends to dominate federal policy. One of the
reasons given for federal reliance on the compliance model is the variability
among states 1n the degree to which state policies are consistent with federal
‘For example, there are substantial differences between states such
fh§ New York or Massachusetts and Alabama regarding proviéion o; servicts for the
h;ﬁq1capped or the disqdvantageg._ Rather tha; require compliance only from
thosé\states which’fall far below the nom in the provision of spécialized edu-
cational serv1ces == a politically risky task -- federal regulations are made to
be un1form across all states even vhere they penalize (or create a dupl1cat1on
of serv1ces in) states which already have exemplary programs in those areas. But
one of the costs of regulatory unifonn1ty is that, in many cases, the regulation

has become the program. Richard ETmore and I recently wrote a paper on the
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‘trade~offs between these two types of models in_federal education po]icy. One

'eOﬁ our conciusioﬁs was that;in the field of education, where there exists a

fairly high degree of professional ‘autonomy in-the clagsroom,. the technical
assistaAce modei may be more effectivé in promoting the overall educational

/ N
goals of the programs to be implemenfed. Further, overreliance on regulations

to accompiish federa1 (or state) objectives actually impedes local efforts to

-develop bettér practice. ™ . : ) ¢
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TWo other developments also accompany the expanded ro]e played by many state

education agencies. One, state education agencies seem_to be becoming more
responsive to Tocally identified needs by acting\as a broker of financial and
professional resources for local districts. Consequentiy, the school{principa] SZ
has at his/her command a greatly expandeq pool of state resources. Tied to this
isthe second trend we have seen at the state level, an increasingly cohesive
and decentralized mode] of state service delivery. (This development also has
implications for Harmon's governance model.) There are intermediate units of
almost every description springing pp all over the country.' They aren't just
regional superintendents’ offices. Some of them are governed by a consortium of
local;districts and some are formally connected to the SéAJ” Some have local
. authority which has evolved over time and some have state-de]egated authority.
Some are‘simply branch offices of the SEA some == suqh as those in Oregon -~
have no effective relationship with the SEA. % What' are” thev dOing? They are
doing any of a number c¢f things. They are rupning inservice educatiop.’ They
provide specialist assistance. They are doing monjt;riﬁg. They are purchasing
headquarters or central eéuipment depositoriesi Thev are he]pipg districts to
prepare applicaiions and evaluation reports. One of{the most excitinglmodels I

saw was a service team that was designed expressly to serve as LEA advocates.
2

Al
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Team members live in the region they serve as state gepartmént empioyees. They ,
. ' i
. help the district put together -applications, to plan local services and broker

’(.. 4

-~ specialist resources. Also, when it is time for the state to come to do moni-

toring they serve as spokesmen. Thus thexlocals, especially in the small rural

distriqts, aren't stuck with the problems of planning, accountability, and
_ having.to interpret IEPs and so on. Given these changes at the intermediate and
.~~Al=~—- state-levels;-and-the-factors -that shabe-loca}"policymaking;'I’wou1d°try to—cap~ - — —
", ture these new actors if I were planning a governance study._ ) . )
“fﬁiéiﬁrings me to another point in response to Harmon's paper. I think that
even with further data analysis he will stick to the conclusion that superinten-
dents are isolated. [ really think this is off-mark. First of all, this
* conclusion is wrong if you accepy'my argument that "who governs" education has
T to Se ans eréble to the state Tevel. If school superintendents aren't
’ knowlqu ng the ‘new politics of Educstion in the statg, they aren't doing a good ’i
job. %phool superintendents need to be aware of the new politics of education ’
in o;ﬁér to maintain state susport for the public schools. There is nv longer a. i
soft spot in the hearts of legislators to support education. It is no longer | )
,enouéh to haye a special interest. Ihstead, a whole new coalition has to lobby
for/education, if the present level of support'is to be maintained. This is
similar to what Betty Jane was talk{ng about at the local level. You can't just
argue for more funds. for education without regard for how it will affect other '

~.

¥
social services such as: CETA pregrams, mosquito abatement, libraries,

education bill in four years. Educztion is now included in omnibus lTegislation.

1/—
So school people have to show how their interest will benefit or penalized other

.

|
|
i
|
%
i
i
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|
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transportation and so on. In California, for example, tpere has not been an : !
|
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sectors because of tight budgets. s

-

As a finail comnent I would Tike to say, in contrast to Harmon, that I don't

\hlnk svhoo] districts in the Chicago .or San Franc1sco areas are ca/m‘3 and I

have been in both *hose SMSA's. In San Franc1sco We have Alioto’ who cén t

" control the salary of certificated emp]oyees, His board of supervisors seem

mcrecattentive to union demands than to Alioto's budget ba]anc1ng problem.

Further, the average age of teachers in the San Franciscq §gh9ngﬁ§trJgt-\§_”

fifty-Tive. There are no more special proaects Neither is the Chicago
school d1strict nor the surrounding districts, "calm “for s1n*1artreasons

I have two conclusions’ then, b;§ed on the d1ss1m11ar1t1es between Harmon's
data and m1n§ (both of ‘which were collected in the Spring of 1981). The first
conclusion I think tracks with what Betty Jane was talking about and what Susan
[Johnson] was ihp]ying: Perhaps asking these governance questions 5%t of con-
.text of‘the larger policy system led to incorrect conc]usions. This leads to my
second thought. If I were doing this studyfthe last way I would do‘nt would be a
survey. I may be tota]]y of f track(because I haven't seen his instruments, but

I can't imagine how it wou]d be pqssible with survey methggology to go in and

. ask some questions and'get back information that reflected the context, the

complexity, and the d1fficu1ty of problems faced by both c1ty managers and

-

school superinfendents.

T would like to take a few minutes to make some comments about Harmon's
presentation. *Thase comments are related both to the*dialogue between Miibrey
McLaughlin and Elizabeth Cohen and to Charles Cleman's point yesterday afternoon
that as a superintendent he would like research to be practical. I think if we
are going'to seriously attempt this task, research that involves, comparative

-

-, . . -
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methodol ogy aoégzncludes a wioe number of relevant participants in the gover-
nance process shoufd be initiated.\ Mjlbrey’Mclaughlin and Betty Jane Narver
e suggested that the Conflict Magagem nt study should include more intensive )
- analysis of, the\role of state organizations and of community interest groups. I

think Susan Johnson s description of her work yesterday is a beaut1fu1 example

: of the potential of case studies to prov1de another view, not necessar11y the ~
& ' correct view, but another view of the co]]ect1ve bargaining process. It is dif-
N © ficult to “nail" Harmon 'to the wall for not prov1d1ng a'more comprehensive pic-

ture of the topic, as the data he presented was on]y initial data. A problem in

conducting comparat&ve research is that when any of us try to compare two roles,
such as superintendentmand manager, we are vulnerable to stereotyping.

" I would like to go back to the theme that came out of much of the discussion
yesterday andttoday that emphasizes the need to systematically examine contextual

i

v factors to understahdithe influence process. } A number of participants mentioned

cY
A

. anecdotes about school ‘governance issues. i would like to offer some of my
impressions that spran§ from‘these commeots. Betty Jane Narver mentioned that
her citizen's organiiatioq brings together professional resourcas To/the greater‘
Seattle area which inclydes academic personnel. The implication is that acade-
m1éafaculty have more expertise than the employees in the State Department of
Education. Implicitly this could create an adversarial situation as additional
academic input coqld Tessen the governing process. In a small group discussion
yesterday afternoon Ray Talbert said he was interested in the concept of .‘
loose-coup11ng. What Betty Jane Narver has just illustrated is an example of

loose~coupling, because she's shown the creation of another soch 1 force that

1 ’ ;xpands the informational pool tor decisionmaking and increases the capacity of

.




citizens, who are not necessarily professionally grounded or invested, to play a
role in the policy process.

One of the problems I had with Harmon's paper was not the research itself,

for he is still working with initial data and just setting up a framework to

-examine contextual variables. My problem ¥s that in some of Harmon's writing °

there is a nostalgic pﬁéa that professionals in large organizations should be

responsive to citizens but they are not. My feeling is that if we are

t N - d >
. interested in the influence process, we would not study superintendents and city

managers alone. Instead, we would study the relationship between the incumbents
o{ those roles and other actors in the system, as suggested by Susan Johnson and
Betty Jane Narver. ﬁy concern is that if we are intéresteduin testing_therbe
Tocqueville thesis that govefpmental institutions in America are responsive to
inf!uehce we‘must now go outside the institutions to‘stUdy the way in which this
coupling process occurs.

Elizabeth Cohen mentioned that she didn't feel that principals acted as edu-
cational leaders. She gave exampigs of how some principals did develop politi-
cal skills and engage in exchange processes that helped them to be more
effective. That is what we need to study: both the relationships between prin-
cip%]s and supérintendents and the relationships betwegn educational administra-

tors‘andjcitizens groups. What is this exchange process? When does it work?

. When goes it fail to work? So my comment about Harmon's paper then is to

suggeQF that he be given encouragement to use additional kinds of methodologies
in hisxfnquiry. But it may not be possible to do this as\tggre is not enough
money a%ound for us. all to conduct super refined, large sca]é\research. [ think
the answer to this prdb]em, which Randy Eberts addressed yesterday, .is that

comptementarity between types of studies is even more important today. As one

| S
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example, the work that Randy and Larry Pierce are doing can be seen as being. -
complementary to. Susan Johnson's study on collective bargaining.
Last year I had the pleasure of working with Carolyn Lane on an initial exa-

mination of the issue of -community inf]uences_on schooling in education. She

ﬁntroduced me to research by Herman Walberg, which is informative about the power

. of parental involvement in education, independent of social class. This is

“another area that we need to examine: the nature of the relationship between

the school system and parents that facilitates learning. If educational
research becomes too myopic, too concerned uith the interests of the pro-
fessionals rather tuen the clients, which I gather is one of Harmon's concerns,
then we lose our ouportunity to engage parents as essential resources in the edu-
cationa] process. Ot‘course, the involvement of parents may be threatening to

\ /
teachers but research by Walberg and others indicates that parenta] invol vement

Va \

A
N

fac111tates 1earn1ng. \\ :
Many of the\presentat ons at this conference provided useful information to

guide future reseérch on the influence process in education. <Jane Stallings' *
work on improving teacher e:>ehtjveness has potential for those 1nterested in
posit1ve]y influencing the educatiQQE} process. Betty Jane Narver's work on
community involvement as well\as Ltz Cohen's and Susan Johnson's insights as to
what makes an effective pr1nc1pa1\glso sheds 11ght for further study on the
influence process. Both Robert S]aQiq>ng\Charles Clemans talked .about within-
district factors that positively inf]ueﬁce what happens in classrooms and
schools. Slavin talked about the use of s all\groups in the classrcom so

N
that students will Tearn to work cooperatively together, where the student peer
O -

group can act as a positive, rather than a negatfve influence on learning.
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Clemans noted that it was important to create a climate of cordiality Qithin the
district so that teachers will feel professionally committed to improving stu-
dent outhmeg, rather than doing the minimum required in the collective
bargaining contract. All of these points are important to research on the
influence process in- schools.

-The main pointAI am trying to make i§ that we shouldn't damn Harmon too
much, but rather we should nudgé him to look at contextual vaéiables, because if
he doesn't I think some of us will. More importantly, I think it would Be
unfortunate if Harmon's research was interpreted as stereotyping, but that's one
pf the difficulties with conducting research that implicitly classifies two pro-
fessional roles where there is_wide variability in the performance of these two
roles. |

The last point I would like to make is that I found some provocative themes
running through the presentations. I.found that both Jane Stallings talk on
educational technology and Susan Johnson's case studies provided me with a
better'understanding of what happens inside school districts. If we are "
concerned, as Harmon poted, with,this.being a tjme of scarcity of resources,
then it is important to give priority to comparative research on the influence

process that includes the principal actors, including citizens.

Jrd,
<
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Session [V
' ' . < 3 .
Implications for> Future Research and School Improvement Efforts

> -

Daniel Duke: -
Since I am about to embark on an exciting new job to train educational
_leaders, I decided that I would try to approach the .conference as if I were

hunting for ideas that would be applicable to the actual training of“eduéationa] .

b} *

leaders. And after listening carefully to the tips and admonjtions in research

” .

results that have been reported I have tr1ed to synthesize various comments into
a helpful profile.of the ideal schoo] administrator. Now I have learned that

-our ‘ideal principal is a cross. between Norman Thomas and Benito Mnssolint. Bill

L

. 4 . ,
Cooley has' recommended that’ne insta]l mirrors throughout’our schools for the

benefit of our administrator. Bob S]av1n tells us that the pr1nc1pa1 should

encourage small groups ‘of students to instruct each other, but not wh11e Jane,

Ay -

Stallings' observers ‘are sta]king the corr1dors. After listening to SUSan Moore )
Johnson and Bill Harr1s, I am convinced that the administrator who we]comes <o
collective bargaining is ana]ogousqto the Olympic Ja>e11n Team that elects to

r s . < e s cus! .
receive. Harmon Zeigler convinced me that the crisis }h\our citigs and the cri-
. \ {

\

sis in our schools can be resolved by having superintendents\switch places with

city managers.

>,
AN Ay

o) - . ) L.
In 211 seriousness, our knowledge base is getting impressive and what the

. . .. \
speakers succeeded in doing was convincing me that we are closer than I had

realized to knowing what an effective school consists of. Our techhjcal core, if >
you will, is coming of age, but perhaps it's the perversity of histor§\th5t just
° e
when we reach a time when educational researchers finally are having som&thing .
N . \\ .
substantive to say to practitioners, the context in-which public schooling is. .

taking place is undergoing such,major changes&that the likelihood of what we

~
¢
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have to say will be heard or acted upon 1s d1m1n1sh1ng da1]y. It's‘as‘Tf-you—-_~___ 4
were trying to complete a topological study of the region around Mt. St. Helens »
while the volcano was erupting.. Now I don't want to sound overly cynica]
at this time in my remarks, but I d1d not hear a great deal, at least unftil
Milbrey started talking, about such deve]opments as dec11n1ng enro]]ments,

retrenchment and fiscal-crisis in pub]ic education, de facto ségregation,

L 3

racia]]y isolated schools. The gap between Tow soc1oeconomic status and high '

| soc1oeconom1c status students in terms of achievement 1s actually 1ncreas1ng .

now, so that‘the former seem to be suffer1ng d1sproport1onate1y from v
retrenchment. What about the failure of the teath1ng profession to attract

vital new récruits or to retain talented veterans despite the critica] economic ‘g

o

sitoation now? These veterans are 1eavin§. And so you mus§ ask quest1ons like,
"How pract1ca] is staff development at a time when teacher turnqver 1s great, °
,when even studént turnover in schoo1s in Ca]1forn1a is about 25 percent per
year9“ Nhat good is it going to do to work 1ntens1ve]y in a sxngle school with
that kind, of turnover? Susan Johnson did deal with the rea]it; of co]]ect1ve
bargainfng, but she didn't-address a major issue growing odt of her work.: Here “\)
“we h 4§been ta]king about how cruc1a] is the pr1nc1pa1,s leadership; and yet ‘
~col/ sztT“e barga1n1ng, if it resu]ts in a loss of pr1nc1pa] s author1ty, seems

to be running counter to a lot of the ev1dence Jthat we are hearing today about .g{
the importance of the pr1nc1pa] as a 1eader. Now maybe authorlfy 1sn 't a zero- ‘
sum game and maybe'there won t be a ]ossl1n power on the part of the<principal

if teachers gain. Thatls something that remains to be studied. : The fact .

remains that times have chgn@ed and many of our cherished assumptions about .
.schools have chan§ea"asfwelf“‘ me:ei_the_spea&ers addressed these changes and ‘.
I was pleased that they did. Fund1ng gr\WS scarce. ‘XFE"we going To be abﬂe—to——~-“~__.__
ﬂ \\\ : o
§ » AN |




%ﬁr—————~.~__ fohd the kind of inser5$\e‘that Jane Sta]Iings can so ably provide? Fewer
:»g ———— \\ i

Qw ° resources mean that the;e—aFEE?ewer‘Tncenti#es‘ava1]ab]e to adm1n1strators to
L T —— R
? ¢ ~ use to,ach1ete their objectives. And there\are fewer people with technical '

expertlse avgh]abTe to help them in that effort Students no longer come to

school conyinced of the value of edqcatigh. \Schooling, at least at the secon-
e - & )

. dary level, is no Tonger compulsory in the way that we knew it; There are

simply too many ways that students can opt outgof\schoo]s. And so Gsing a modei:

hv]

of conpu]sory'educatioh at the secondary ]eve]\is ynréa]istiéﬁv Women no longer
% ’ are a captive\]aboﬁ market for education and that has resu]ted in patt in the
l loss of t ent that once flowed into the schoo]s And, as Mi]brey said, local
2 control of educatlon perhaps was always a myth, hut it's more so today then ever
before. So it's fine to talk, about shared decision maklng, but if the degrees
of freedom are nonex1stent what are you going to be making the decisions
. about? The only t1me in Callfornla now that we are f1nd1ng teachers 1nvo]ved in
decision mak1ng are when decisions: are made about how to cut. And that's like d

throwing up our hands and say1ng, “who wants to be Capta1n of the Titanic"? You
can't share decision maklng only during the lean t1mes. . 3
- ’ Nefl, what I was asked to do was talk about what researchers can do. There :/
are some important questions thatﬂgeﬁgah_addnessr—fFor~examp]e, are there ways

in which problems can be viewed as opportunities? Now, retrenchment just may be
the ideal timeato innovate, because when things get bad we have less to lecse b&
chanpe. We also need to learn more about the unintended outcomes of change. I
wrote a piece several years ago called "The impact of trying to make an impact:

or the negative side of noble ambitions." I tried tn explore those things that

change agents unwittingly do that leave a school worse off then’it was before.




. And it oeeorizat/eyery”’hase from p]ann}ng to implementation to eva]uat1on.

_° _Extrajcdre needs to be exepted if we are going to use retrenchment in the pre-

e

L-sent/F1tuat1on as an opportunity to improve efhoo]s. Extra care needs to be
exe

ce1vL§]e in cases‘that they could grow worse. As researchers we need to

ed to be careful that we don't actua]]y leave them worse, though 1tls incon-

share the caution of Qah Johnson's mentors at Harvard regarding the -

.
tajic but I am beginn1ng to worry Q\En\\\at becomes the single panacea that

pr]Lcipa]'s role in school\?mn(pvemeht. It's clear that the principal 1s impor-
apéears in all the research!/ What we ma§\haxe\oone is create a tauto]ogy in
wh1ch the effective school /is defined as the onéwith the effective prtnc1pa1.
In order to test that noti n, I think what we need:to do_is find ineﬁaective
schools with principals who measure out as being effective o?\§trong b incipals,

and we need to find stro7g schoots that have ineffective princ1pals. And if we

can find those sort of oyt]1er cases, ,We might begin to understand mo#e\about
N

that de]icate relationship. i\» \\\
What else can researchers do? we]] the sort of th1ng that I am- 1pterested \\

in -now is getting inveolved in reconceptua]1z1ng the Job of teaching; because
— = desp1te all the recent /changes in edutation that- I have cited and otrers have
ment\\hed one Ih1ﬁ§"EEE§_HBE—EFah§e)aho_that s the way that we conceptua]1ze :
“the Jjob of teach1ng-»the work that téachers do,~the t1me frame 1n\yh1ch they
work. Most of the work reported here was based on studying the way schools are
- and‘the way teaching. Fs. And that's fine in a sense but by the t1Te we gear up
to train teachers accord1ng to Jane Stallings' model--which is a f1ne model--or
any other model, the job of teaching is 11ke1y to have changed rad1ca]1y. It
takes 20 to 30 yearé to gear up that kind of training. We are goéng to be-

/

\ .
behind the times. 1 think we need to work closely with praqtitioners to think
~ ° . / -
- ~,‘/ T ’ ’ /
K // N , / ’/
~ */ - I

j 159




about what teaching can and ' /11 look like in the future. For example, I didn't
hear anybody talk about the impact of microcomputers on teaching. it‘s going to

be enormous. Some-of my students at Stanford and I have been imaging_uhat

teaching could becume. Ai]ow me to close with some of these speculations, to
~give you an idea what may beﬁggssibie--though not necessarily desirable. Take
questions for example, The basic mode for 1nstruction for teachers has been
questions. -Students come to schools; teach&rs ask students questions. What it
we reverted, in Margéret uead's sense, or maybe moved ahead, and had students

come to school with questions to ask the teachers? Maybe teachers don't need 40

have a monopoly on instruction. Maybe it makes sense to think of a different

mode in which the responsibility falls on the student. Or what about the
teacher's role as a disciplinarian? Bronfenbrenner talks about Soviet schools,

whe' “the peer group's fungtion is disciﬁ1in5ry, The only role that a teacher

can play is to moderate the sentence., At least it's something wonth thinking

abuut. Tq pick up on’'a notion that Bob Slavin talked about, the peer group s
often is a sumed to be a negative influence. What if we try to develop itsv
capacity.as a pPsitive influence? hyouid it be possible to give a single-grade
to an entire class instead of grading individuals? And what if the grade that t
we gave the fjass was the grade of the iowest-performing student in class?: Then

it would be 'in everyone's interest to help everyone else, because if one student —

. was allowed to fall behind all wou]d ‘suffer. What if teachers certified that

the students had learned.certain skills instead of trying to impart those

skills? It may be that for young children ¢f elementary years, it makes more

sense for teachers to spend their time teaching parents how to tc ch their kids
&

than actually teaching students/themseives. What if we stopped training -
/
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teachers to identify problems--the so-called diagnostic-prescriptive model?

Instead, train them to identify what students do well. It seems'to me that we .
have bought into medical models so muck, focusing on prop]em;, that now all our
researchers and all our educators g¢an do is come up with problems. We lose "
sight of the fact thae that is what we have trained them to do--we haven't
trained them/tb recogiiizf: what goes well. For manyﬁstudents, it may no longer
be crucial that teachers serve as sources of information. Coleman made the .
point some years ago that most students now come to school information-rich and
experience-poor, and yet we are still teach1ng them as though Jjust the opposite
were the case. What if we reconceptualized staffing patterns as well as the @
tasks of teaching? Something that interests me, and that I spoke about ear]ier//,/f””’/ﬂ
when I was here, is dual-career tracks &here we stop trying to prgyjde”EEQ?;l -
with fully-tenured teachers but instead set aside only-one-quarter of the posi-
tions in a school for'tenured people. We-cGuld-lengthen the time it takes to .
get to trat positiog and ggy;thﬁge’;;;;;idyals double what‘they get. Then, we’
. cou]d set up a series of three-year tenninal contracts. that could be filled by
people who J;et might be passing through education on their way to another
career but have something to offer. Or by people going through midcareer
changes--individua]s in business er medicine or in other fields that have
someth1ng to offer but don’ ekwant to make a career comm12ment to teaching. We
would pay those individual less than those teachers who do have a career ‘ g
comitment. - 7
These are just things to think about. I don't suggest that any-of the spe-
culations hold the key to efféctive schools but researchers<have got to do more \

than just describe .and analyze how things are. If we ignore the future, I feel C

that we will fall victim to what--for lack of a better term-I call the "W. T.

. -~ b2 >
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Grayt'e syndrome": trying to iqprove schools by studying the way things are,
goinq'back to basics, may be anafbgous to what happened to Grant's,_which was a
) large retailer‘in the U.S. When Grant's weat out of eusiness, it representeg;
and still does, the 1argest bankruptcy action in U.S. h1story. Nhen Grant's
started experxencing declining sa]es and difficulty, it made a cansc10us cor=-
porete decision to do what it had a]weys done, only more ‘of it. And that served
to accelerate 1ts demise. I.have a fee11ng that may be whee 35 ‘happening in
schools now andi with researchers. In closing, if I were asked what is the
single most impbrtant thing that educattonaT researchers can do to help échoo]§
X - L

in this era. of rétrenchment, I1'd say "Stop doing research and.have children".

/
- Harriet Doss N1111s' e

T
e

* At this moment}
,rev/FEZé/ because Dan has given you a snapshot of the future and I'm going to
bring you dramatically back to th present..- Let me give you the context in
which I hare beeh working. What 3113 Coeley has been ddjng»in Pittsburgh is
very similar to what I have been attempting to do in 20 large-city midwestern
school districtsawith student populations of 50,000 or more. What we did at
CEMREL before 1976 was very similar to what Bill described. We were generating
solutionsaurearrangidg instruetiogal practice iﬁ\the form of curriculum, and
worse yet, 'in the for@ of packaged curriculum. That was the wisdom of the
middle 60's and earl& 70's. And we discovered pretty fast when we went back for
followup visits-of one kind or another, or to help the publisher peddle the
package solutions, a lot of those experimental versions that were fairly
expensive yere sitting on the shelves along with the other packaged soiutions

that ‘vere there when we started in the first place. So given that set of

r
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circumetances,gwe moved to a different mode of operation. Of course, some of
that had to do with the persuasion of the funding agency. The National
In;titute of Education said to us in about.1976 or 1977 that R & D centers shdll
do bas%c research inwan area of national signfficance, and regional educational
laborator'ét shall.provide services, applied research, aid technical assistance -
"to a speJ;fic region in the country. Instead of sticking wath the three states

in which we had been working, we decided to make'oor region of the country a
ten-state region. When you start expandwng your serv1ces to a region like that

you have trouble unless you change the way 1n/wh1ch you function. The ten sta- {

tes contain 25 percent of the nation's student population. There are rea]]y 20

cities in that region that have 50,000 students or more--cities 1ike Detro1t o
Chicago, M1nneapo]1§; Paul, St. Louis, ¥ .nsas City, and Louisville. If you

. have just been readimg the newspaper, you know the kind of educational settings
those have been in the last few yearsf What we did as an initial approach was.
to. inv1te the <uperintendents to come to a meeting" to talk about what we might
do to work together in a different way, getting them to generate problems and ' Y
solutions collectively with the regional educational laboratory. None of the
supeyintendents came, but they all sent representatives from central .
administration-~directors of evaluation, directors of curriculum .and — ———
instruction, directors of p]anning;’or’gireetors*ot’gta;;doe;e;o;;:nta Now, -

/
five years into the enterpri;e;/we are really glad that those are the people

they sent and I will tell you a 1ittle bit more about that later.
1 ﬁf&gr/the meeting, the fecus of the work was to do three things. One was

information sharing. We discovered when those 20 representatives came together
that most of them had never talked with one another even though they werz from

jobs in like categories. While they had similar problems, some, of them really

* ‘ -
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did have some solutions that were working with some of those problems. So one

<

goal that came out of that meeting was to be able to call a job-alike person

from another central}dffice to.talk about éhe study that had been done on the
dropouts and the solutions that had been proposed. The seqond goal Qas fiﬁding
out if the#R &D khowledgg base could be used for the problems, solutiéns, or in
any way for the school imﬁrovemgnt plans that were in different stages of deve-
lopment in those school ‘districts. Thesthird goal is to work on some of those
solutions jointly with the resources provided by the laporatory: A lot~of my
comments come from the fact that, for three years, I have spent half of every
month in one school or another or sitting in a state department of~educa£ion. I

was really glad to hear that my assumption about state departménts was'gbing to

be confirmeg by the study that Milbrey McLaughlin has done. In 1976, we made .

. the assumption that the state departmehis or the state legislature were likely

1

to be the locus of contirol eventually. That was pretty much based on the acti-

K

vity surrounding competency-based education. We invitéd, from each of those ten
states, a representative from the state department of education t; be\part of
what we now realistically call the urban education network. And those were the
people who begai: working on this enterprise. 1

I have a general statement that I would like to meake. From my perspective
sitting at the table in those school districts, it's neither aé.bad nor as good
as some of us think, give; the comments that there are promising potential out-
comes in school improvement. In those school districts, there are terrible
things that your help is needed with. I have another personal comment. I must

be doing a job that is very different from anybody else here becaqse all the

other presenters.make their notus on a yellow pad, with the assumption that

b
n
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maybe you won't need them aﬁ?in when it’s over. 1 always make my notes in a

spiral notebook, and I have about 30 of them now. I just have to tell you why
that is. In the Def}oit public scﬁoo]s, they have four layers of centra]i
administrﬁtion. They have the central administrator--the superintendent and his
cabinet--a group of helpers (they'd be surpr;sed to hear me call them fhat).
‘They have a group of people who are assistant superintendents and district coor-
dinators and deputies. That's not all--they have a éroup of regional
sqperihtendents. They have a decentra]ized‘system. So they have a group of
regionaf super}ntendents and their helpers. So when you are goin§ in to talk
about how CEMREL can help with school improvement, you get a very largé table.
While I'm sitting there, there is frequently a challenge or question or oppor-
tunity for me to remember a note from a meeting I attended in Oregon tbat has
just the line(in it'that may, get the meeting moving. And so I travel around the
world with a selection of three or four of those spiral notebooks.

<’Now I{d 1ike to address the topic. As I have been working with thesschool
districts, there is a focus on sbhpo] improvement you wouldn't believe in terms
of the rhetoric. School improvemeﬁt is a rhetorical actiVity. (In some‘schoo]
districts, it's nothing else.) There is a school improvement task force in
every one of those 20 school districts. In some instances, there is the task
force representative from the state departmént of education. (I can't confirm
from‘firsthand expg??ence that there s a strain between urban school districts
and the state department. The}e's a b?t more in the way of acceptance of one

another than there was ten years ago.) So there is this thing out there called

“school improvement", but it's focus is primarily on staff development, because

there is littie change in staffs in Minnesota, Wisconsin, and I11inois. The

’

_average teacher age of 55 thaa.was reported here is pretty much the situation in

&
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most of thosg schoé] districts. Maybe it's a 1itt]é younger--somewhere between
30 and 55. There is not a lot of turnover, given the contracts that have been
negotiated and the laﬁk of f]exibi]ityzfor getting rid of tenured teachers and
rép]acing them with younger teachers. There is a stability in the staff, and
the‘focﬁs of most school improvement efforts is stai: aevelopment.

If you limit your attention to the research reported hgre on efféctive
, <

teaching, yosu have only got part of the picture. On the average of twice a

-

-

week, I get a telephone call from one of thosg schogﬂ districts saying, "Can you .-
call Jane Stallings and sqé if she can come and»dofétaff development for our
teachers at the secondary level in November?" I have gotten about four or five

of those, so I spent a lot of time influencing and negbtiating with Jane

Stallings when I was here. But alongside that is work that is being done at the
Institute for Research on Teaching and other places. How staff development gets
de]fvered by those people is very different from the work that Jane Stallings
does. So I feel an opiigation to provide that kind of information. There is‘
more knowledge there :han we could reflect in a meeting this size. When this is
presented to a school district, it pro¥ides them with some very interesting

1
alternatives. School!people are more sensible than we have made them sound

here. They typica]l;x@ake decisions to either phase in and use all three or
dec{de to use some comkination of all three. In many ways, they make sensible
decisions. Rather than\worry about whether you can get Jane Stallings's work in
or not, get kind of a cod;inuum of all ofithe knowledge bases that address a
single problem. That's hAw the Center for the Study of Reading{ in Boston, is
ready for any discussion iﬁnschool districts.

Once I begin getting scﬁpo] people to translate their problems to me, which

s
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is a&\importént step in this proceis, I find the quest for your answers--in
spite of Ehe fact that they don't know exactly how to go about getting them or
xactly how to use them all the time. Now remember I am ta]king about people
wﬁo were nominated by fairly serious superintendents to work with us, so they
. may be better than average‘in expressing the quest, but there is a real quest
for your answers to be applied to their prob]emé. That seems clear to me.

The difficulty is that it does typically require someone who can provide
translations or interpretations or applications that make sense to them. Mdﬁt
of that has been applied to effective teach%ng. Not much is being applied to
their concerns about "instructional leadership". There is not the same level of
concern out there about the leadership of the principal, but it's coming. Ron
Edmonds is seeing to that. The form that they typically want that research in
though, unfortunately, is a two-page synthesfs, and you know how difficult that.
is. We have had a major project at the Laboratofy thag_hgs been attempting to
do synthesis in critical subject areas, an itf; very difficult. It becomes
pretty labor intensive. What you really need is a person who lives and'works
somewhere between the research community and the schools. I h;ve come to

d discover that not many ngple are willing to st@nd up and say, "I'm willing to
do that," because it is hard. You can't afford not to stay in touch with what
is going on in research And have confidence that you can describe that, talk

. about it, back it up with informaticn and reports that will be valuable. But
‘you have got to be fast on your feet. And that's the kind of person that is
able to fill that gap that people typica]ly'fa]k about research and pracsice.

I think that Susan Johnson's research is the most beneficial playing card

that I have gotten here simply because I now know and can say, on the basis of

that, that “you doﬁ*{\:eal]y have to be totally stymied by that contract".
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Frequent]&, as I negotiated or brokered the staff development effort for all of
those school districts, what they said was, "We can't get that because of our
N . collective bargaining problems". I now can at least Say, “There are some prin-
cipals\who learn how to live with that and there are some teachers who work
around th;t. Why don't you read this?" And, unless I get a prohibition,
anything that I collect I use in the school district. I say, "Why don't you
read this? Then at our next meeting we will talk about\how to do staff develop-
ment for pfincipa]s.“ Milbrey this morning said that the state departménts are
identifying more and mére generalists. \In some ways the research community and
"some of you in the colleges of educgtion!that are closing up and who might '
become jobless should consider this. We need more and more people who can cross
isfplines, cross methodo]ogies,vcross theories a bjt, well enough to listen.to

the problem and make some response'to school districts.

\ - s
. I'm gping 0 summarize now what concerns I have. This conference was

directed toward what new knowledge you shou]d produce, what research you need to
do. I guess I have bééq\ﬁ:ying to find what is on the utilization side. Lauren
Resnick said_in an article recently in an R & D report that we know a lot more
than we have Tearned how to aEBTy. I don't think it is unwillingness on the’
part of school people. They say ;;\Bonft know how to tell them qhat to do very
weli. We have some of the solutions, bl&\ ey are not capable of using them
primarily because we have not done encugh work\%n\ghe structureg they need to use
those,solutions. Jane Stallinc 's work is a prine e*ﬁﬁple ?f that. She-is not
1ike1y to be cloned kun]ess sB&eone knows something that I &;ﬁft khow) very soon
N

, S0 she can only do so much of that. She has had some success working in our

region to train a person almost as good to carry that load in a school district

kg
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and to do the training and the followup with the\teachersf So there's one

-

model. But for every one of these innovations thht are coming out of the

' research community, there s a problem with how to Jée it. That's one ]1ne of ~

superintendent and the board. I would suggest that there\he more work on how to
use innovations. I #h1nk Jane took care of my concern about\hew to use it for
kids age- 10 or abote because that's where the problem is in tﬁe schools. The
primary school is heported]y showing improvement already.

I would like 4; end with just a little story. One school district in the
hiqwest called me and said that they had this reading achievement prothﬁl“QO%
of the calls 1 get have to do with that problem. The reading achievement
problem wa grades 4 throdgh 12. They wanted‘he]p with what new materials to
select,” They said, "Who do you know that cou]d come up and talk to us about

that?" Well, I'knew that there was a lot more there so I said, "why don't I

. come out and see what you have collected, see what your data ]ook like, see how

teachers are feéling (you sa1d you did a survey), and talk to you first before I

.recommend anything?" So we had a long talk and’ it turned out that they really

were concerned about the fact that somebody in the evaluation division had done
an observation study. fhe teachers in fourth, fifth, and sixth grades taught
reading about ha]f of the allocated time. Even within the allocated time,
teachers spent only about half the time with real reading instruction. And that
included time for kids to read. And as I began this discussion, I cahe up with
'the list of 12'resources from the research community that I could get them to
consider. And I started with a person who came in and did three-day sessions
with ﬁ?incipa]s and moved through a series of people, including someone from the

R & D.Center in Texas. The moral of the story is that the school board- had

Ca

?
policy research I wou]d suggest, because frequently that gets-negotiated by the
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tired\enxfinanciaV retrenchment and had allocated a million doi]ars for the
purchase of a program ‘that was going to fix everyth1ng.° The dec!sion that
finally got made at the end of two years was that the million dollars was put in
escrow for this school antr1ct to use dur1ng the -next five years. Now, you
know future planpning #s up in the air. That may ha»e been reversed 1ast
month--I didn't attend .the meeting-last_ month. But it was in escrow f\r»stgff

+ , T ——
development, for supplementary mater1a]s, and for data collection on what is

going on in schools. The moral really is that you can §et”better decisions in
school districts if you have a bag of‘;esources”to provide. [ consider that

essentially a policy decision on the part of the school board and a really

important finding for us. There Tsenough-wisdom to Tisten and to consider that

those of you who do research have something to say. And while 1 rea]]y Tike = art” —————

. W.W. Charters, Jr.:

o et e e
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of the notions for inquiry in the future, I/m awfully afraid that they are not
going to wait for long for us to come up w1th a solution. I wou]g/aﬁv1te many

more of you to go and live where I live for a part of your time£<f‘

One of the purposes of this conference was to heib CEPM chart its course
into.the future-~to call attention to'perspectives and issues that deserve spe-~
cial consideration. In my view it has proved provocative and useful in this
regard. The work of the Center hag been drginized around a paradigm that we
have been developing during the last several yBars. Itbis designed to briné
order eut of a highly complex world by highlighting a few central features and
ignoring many other things. I have Tisteneq throughout the conference with one
ear aétuned to ideas for important work that are not caught up in the paradigm )

as presently conceived and that would elude us. Have we excluded some of the
|
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wrong things? -Have we neglected significant ways of formulating our prob]e@s?
Dad ) \
If so, how can the paradigm be repaired? ) - \\;

Several concerns came to mind as I listened to the papers and discussions,

and I want to share Just one of them with you. It has to do with a mark of an

effective- school we take so much for granted that we are 11ke1y to overlook it:

its ability to instill an interest in students to continue their exposure to
schooling. )

Our-unfglg‘ggxgarad1gm does not capture this problem area well and may be -

too narrowly conceived. As it is, we have taken -as our starting point théocon-

- N

d1tlghs of classroom instruction that are known through a substantial body of
* ~—

contemporary\research to enhance cognitive learning and then have sought to

~ .

trace out the 1nst1tut1onal\arrangements managerial practlces, and policy

\\\‘\\
have a bear1ng"on~thespresence of those conditi

e o e coely

from which the research proceeds~~the teacher'

7
instruments of the larger schoo] and schoo1 d1st;£§£/sett1ng that are 11ke1y to
W

e have adopted the image

N,N\‘

respect to students within the particular c] ssroom-~and have singled out such
variables as time on task, available time for 1nstruct1on, and, as Jane
gta]]ings has emphasized; how the instructional time is used. The image has
urged us into a model in which the outcpﬁes of schooling (principally cognitive
ones) are seen as the aggregate of classroom instructional conditions and in . -
which the teacher is the prime mediator.

‘One of the things Stallings said is. terribly important:for enriching our
perspectivé. She said, the teacher cannot reach students who are not there.
This led her into reporting some effects of her instructicnal process variables

on student tardiness and absenteeism. In her paper, though, she. went beyond

this to reflect on policies and practices taken at the school Tevel, not just by

*

17}

'1nstruct10na1 behavior with -~

<
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ingjvidup]'teachers that could reduce absenteeism. If time on task is a

—

central ponsideration.in determining cognitive outcomes, certainly it is wortn

- .taEing as problemmatic the extreme of off-task behavior,,wnich is not being in
school at all. The broader issue, and one which threatens to escape the net of
our paradxgm, concerns the cond1t1ons of the classroom, school, and larger

~¥~_»‘ institutional setting that keep youngsters 1ntere§ted in exposing themselves to

i e o
.s_.~...._.‘(

B D e

furtner ingtruction. It seems 1narguab1e “that -one. criterion of an effective i .

/ f B Zamnin T T
e dam o

. Y v

) public serv1ce agency is its success in 1nduc1ng clients to continue to partake. p

iy . \ . . /

' of the services it has to offer. / ya
\ ‘ e

A number of salient issues of public school adm1n1strat1on come into focus
if we cons1der the interest of students (or their parents) in exposure to, /
further instruction.and schooling as a worthy outcome variable. Sta]]1ngs

° pointed to a set at a rather immediate level of "furtherness" 1n her conoﬁrn for

\ s

- the inducement of youngsters to attend classes, and Bob Slavin tr1ggeredeore

thougnts in my mind as he ta]ked about self-esteem as one of the effects-of

v

\ /
teaching in cooperative groups. Surely the esteem youngsters have of/éhemse]ves N

Qi“"as ]earners, as well as a number or the factors that educational psyoho]og1sts

Tike~to call the "affective outcomes" of schoo]1ng, carry 1mpt1cat%onsﬁfor,‘

ettendance nd attitudes toward further schooling. How can schoo]s, through
their teachers,-extra:gurricular programs, ceremonies, and c]imate,.efficiently
enhance them? ' \\\\\\\\ . - <
On a somewhat broader plane, there is the mattermof competit%on for
enroliment.. Some years ago my co]]eague, Dick‘Car]son, referred to the public

schools as a domesticated 1nst1tut1on with a guaranteed clientele and no need to

’ expend effort in recru1t1ng students. While generally true, it is true within
- \

N . ‘ N 1 72 "~
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.the loss of potential students to,competing institutions of education is a ./ /ﬁl

- by birth rates, as witness the unpara]le]]ed 1ncreases of enrollment in pr1vate, L

" have dropped. Moreover, competition with prlvate schoo]s for the allegiance of

"those in communjties not divided along such palpable Tines. In what degree is @

! the loss of eriroliment simply a matter of disaffection with the (perceived) ind-

~ and easily 2tcessed? but it should be supplemented by inciinations of high

159 .

w
limits. Schools have long been concerned with ma1nta1n1ng their membersh1p--an /\\\\
7/ . .
issue often addressed under the label of the "drop-out prob]em." Publ1§ sc%oo]s T
compete with the attract1ons of harvesting potatoes, wo?k1ng at McDonald' S, or ;' ./
| '1/

just hanging out on the street corner. In these days of declining enrollments, ;' '

matter of growing significance, if for no other reaso than the impact it has on / ,

Py

' T : ' . / :
the school's revenue sources. Declining enro']ments re not driven altogether !
1 . ‘

PO
e b2+ i

church-related schools of the natien at the same tlme public schoo] enrol]msnts £

¥
students and th91r parents has a discernible 1mpaﬁt on the structure of school-

community relations--on who takes what kind of 1néerest in tax and bond
3 AY

elections, school closures, and other policy iSjres. Public-school- administra- O

tors in districts where one-third of the schoolrage youth are not attending the ;,

public schools confront distinctly different afd more complex contingencies than ; //
/ ‘3 . 1) - I’

, /
bility of the public school to do what it cJaims to do and, within that degree, . /
what steps can the public schools take to win back its clientele? 2 /

We m1ght conce1ve of 1nduc1ng in stud nts the interest in continuing to pay-

/,v
take of the offer1ngs of education at- ‘a till more remote ]eve] of /// /

I

-

"furtherness." One coyld take serious y the idealism of human1st1c edeyators

"I/‘/
who express the,v1ew that the pub]1c/pchoo] s task is to make "life-lohg ‘ ;f’.

~

/

t espec1a1?y hard to think of. approx1ma

ACU

rf

learners" of 1ts students. It is no e

indicators ofrsuch an attitude. Co]]ege attendance rate is the most fam111ar «
/
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school graduates to go 1nto trade schools, barber colleges, night schools, .

employee tra1n1ng programs Great Books courses, and even the offerings of

Al

correspOndence schoo]s (although, gerhaps not those advertised on match-book

cdvers) What is it abdﬁt school districts that send a d1sproport1onate share

. of the1r studiffi/; college, considering the socig-economic composition of the

student Q/gtes, and into other formal educational programs? Can'we 1earn
o S
anything of policy relevance from their success? -

The general point is that in framing the work of the Center we should not

concentrate too narrowly on the practiceS and procedures of schools that make

!
A >

for cognitive achievement and neglect questions regarding practices and proce-

dures (beyond compulsory education laws) that bring std&ents_upder the school

o

purview in the first place.

A~
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Postscript : T
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/

The quality o \the\c\\ pmments on each of the conference's forma] pre//

sentatio;j/ngkes further synt esis somewhat. superfiuous A brief/;///i
recapitu ation, however may :e\heTBfu\\\fter “such a heterogeneous set of
renarké. In addition, we would Iike te record some of the ’ghlights of small
group dhscu551ons fo]iowing the formal se551ons\ where/con;::ence attendees,

including school administrators«and teachers, had n opportunity to interact

with panel participants and other researchers,

N

A i

Sta]Tings presented a persuasive program for. ﬁnservice teacher °ducation

and a set of recommendations for administrators who wish to iwprove conditions
' s

of classroon ins’ruction Coo]ey argued for a mole active role for buiﬁding-level ezf
/)
I

T
.,
"~ —

/

administrators in coordinating various district programs aimed at'student
achievement prob]ems Slavin broadened our noti n of important student <0

outcomes and instructional formats for reaching them, and he strongly
/ 1 4
seconded Stallings' caldl for an instructional program based on proven teaching

techniques Hersh pointed out how atypical Stallings® inservice program is

<

in terms of the typical district approach to Erofessi nal deveiopment--the

one-day Workshop; Hersh imp]ied‘a more"posit ve role for building<level s,

administrators in supporting the continuous coachingomodei and chaLienged

district administrators to create the-policy framework within which such

a role would be rewarding for the principa]f} i
Later, in Session IV, Willis pointed oué the prohlems in translating

and disseminating the sort of research findings on which Stallings' program

e
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T\\\\§ bd%ed; she emphasized the importaice of ‘eeping administrators abreast

. paradigm--its neglect of student motivation tc avail themselves of educat1ona1

-

opportunities<=-

of new r;search and development products. iso, Charters argued that Stallings'’

advocacy of strong schoo] attendance policies po1nted to a deficiency in the CEPM .

During small group discussions of the Session I remarks, considerable

support was expressed byspractitioners for the intensive and continuous

professional'developnent program, based‘on research, that Stallings' work

represénts.\ Some"thought that such a program should be targeted on teachers
who really need it--and acknowledge the need--rather than on*a]i-teachers in
a district. Sometimes: this mlght mean a rotating district 1nserV1ce team
that could come in to help schoo]s w1th identified problems in student

/
achievement. Wherever such a program is attempted, however, the need to

resttggggne/siﬁag;’time must be recognized. Teachers cannot devote the energy

I

{ teaching. Moreover, efforts to change teacher behavior musE/gpjncﬁHé with

. I
! the natural divisions of the school year; teachers are-Uinlikély to make large

alterations in the middle of a semester.

The importance of the existiﬂg/

joined the enthusiasm for usipg/bairs of teachers to ob:erve and advise one

ulty norms was stressed. Glen Fielding

P

- -

another in 1ncorporating/n6; techniques, but he rgggCEEd_that~te§€ﬁ§?§”§;;
1ikely to use each othg[l,injtiaJTy:”és aides rather than as professional

, development partners. In general, the group dynamics of a school faéuify“
.. are’vital to the success of an inservice effort, and the principal must be

-

aware of potential conflict.

needed to such an effort without some release from the day-to-day pressure§/o£/*’>’/’

t
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While Beverly Showers and others attested to the natural iﬁterest of

teachers in research on their work problems, the problem of translating

) such research §ppeared to many practitiioners as a real stumbling b]ock. Gary
“Griffin, of the Texas R &/D/Cénter on Teacher Education, suggested that
teachers be involved from the beginning as collaborators or evep;instigators
of research. He saw such efforts as far more productive iq terms of use of
findings by other teachers than the conventional university-griented effort.
On the other hand, several discussants saw teachers as more sensitive to
un1versitj‘facu1ty than to their own co]]eagu}s as "sources of instructional

~

leadership." : : .

) There was some skepticism about the replicability of Stallings' °
techniques. In the absence of detail about her program for working. with’ )
_teachers; GrifFin wondered whether her own rather extrairdinary research '
background might not be the decisive factor, and how this might be "cloned"

(in Willis' phrase) is not clear.

Session II. 5

Johnson provided a very stimulating analysis of the interaction of -~
administrative.leadership and collective bargaining. Her suggestion that -
some administrators weFe\ab]e to generate a strong school spirit and win
teaChg[\Eooperation with ﬁéw initiatives in spite or potential contf&cfua]

barriers w§§\sei;gd by Cohen as a call for new theory building in research :

on schools as orga;;;;fﬁonsi\.Cohen argued that.a Qeakening of forma]-brganiza-

—

t%onamejWEFS“bf‘administrato;;\By cgl}ectiye bargain;ng might be irrelevant
to the real bases of administrative ipfluence~gg\teachers. Such bases are
teacher dependence on good school management b&'a&m}ﬁTstngzors and teacher
appr;ciation for/igggjal/supﬁEFE{;;’;e;tures made by administra%brsl(yﬂjch

might ingJude'B;bvision of good inservice education). Clemans was intriguea\\\N\\\\\\~
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by the apparent 1mportance of school sp1r1t and suggested that adm1n1strators

may be devoting too little attent1on to encourag1ng school facu]ty norms
. regarding expectations of students and service to students Eberts warned ‘. "
however, that the impact of co?} lectﬁve bargaining--and by 1mp11cat1on admini-
‘ strative 1eadership--on student outcomes is a complex matter and requ1res more

. <han case studies. In the summary session, Charters picked up.on Cohen's, - -

example of school discipline as an administrative service to teachers and .

«> * ¢ N

argued that school effects or student motivation and depontment are an
euen‘more.fundmnental administrative function.

.The discussion groups_vdiced a challenge-to ‘the key assumption of
Session II that-administrators have been, are, or might be "instructional
leaders." One participant suggested this was ‘wish fuifi]]ment on the part
of researchers and pd]icy makers. - Building on Cohen's remarks, Gary\griffin .
argued.at length that principals play at best a "breke?? role in stimulating .
and rewarding teachers in their.encounters with new techniques. He felt
that a prfncipa],‘through indirect but persistent actions, might generate
faculty norms 2bout school effectiveness and professional development.
Some administrators present attested to the impact of principals on school
effectiveness. based on their inspection of long-term achievement data as
grincipals were shifted from school to' school, but they called for research
on how principa]s'have such an, impact.

There ceemed to be cnnsensus that administrators were not as knowledgeable
about curriculum,_ supervision, and student learning problens as they would
need. to be in order to be successful brokers of teacher improvement efforts.

Nor were administnatnrs likely to be aware of the degree to which.manifold other
duties take t1me away from eentact w1th teachers and visibility in the school. -

Nh11e a realistic approach to what is possible for administrative leadership
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was advocated, such an approach must be ba§e& on better data, availablé to
the administrator, on how he or she actually spends time.

The informal bargaining relationship between administrators and teathers

* of administrative leadership on coalitions with bowerfu] faculty subgroups,
and administrators today need to maintain these coalitions, remaining neutral .
‘during co]]ective bargaining negotiationskénd avoiding‘adversarial deal ings
s , ) with the school faculty. The administrator's bargaining position was $een to
. depend on administrative influence with the centré] dist}ict office, which in
turn derivé; from the depgpdabi]itx of the school parent support group--ahothér
importeat target for thé administrator desiring to become an "instruc?iona]

Y

leader."
.. I Re]afed.to this last point was the observation that Johnson'§ study was
\ » _—~relatively si}ent about pre-collective-bargaining relationships in thel
Ej ‘ schools she stqgied.' There was a call for studies qf principal-faculty
re]ationsﬁips over a longer period of time, with particular sensitivity to
. . the effects of principal turnover. '
The fée]ing seemed to be that teachers at present are not pushing
for contract provisions delving deeply into ipstructiqna]tpolicy, a]thqugh
they ﬁay reserve that right on paper for the future. In fact, it was felt

H /

that ambivalence over the union's position in the governance of schools may

*policy, by which curriculum is revised and special efforts initiated to deal

" with student learning problems, out of the contract.: This is another

? "

~

, ) instance of how a de:Ebnpling of the instructional program from the formal

organization (including the employmedt contract) can serve to facilitate

179

was seen to antedate collective bargaining. Charters pointed out the dependence.

make teachers natural allies ¢ administrators in keeping informal instructional




instructional improvement father than instructional stagnation. The

inplication was for research on de facto as well as de jure bargaining

|
! \
\

among teachers,and administrators.
Session III.

Zeigler's claim proveﬁ provocative, that administrators perceive far
less conflict in and dissatisfaction with district policy than might be surmised

~

from the "crisis" mentality exhibited in Sess%nns I and II. Narver argued ‘
that commJn1ty dissatisfaction with the 1nstruct1ona1 program was most 1ikely
to manifest itself at the school building 1eve1,\and.McLaugh11n located the
focus of policy formation, conflict, and dissatisfaction at the state rather
than the district level. Bcth felt that Zeigler may be underestimating . \,
school conflict by concentrating on district adm1nistrators Ke11y suggested
that a study of conf11ct and dissatisfaction wtthvschoo1 po11cy shou1d 1ook *
at »°1at1dnsn1ps between administrators and citizens rather than Ju E \ \\\
adm{n1strators role perceptions. Nh11e.some\pf the‘controversy in th1s
session may derive from the tenkion‘betneen Zeigler's descriptive orientation
and the reactors’ prescr1pt1ve orientations, sufficient reasons were given

hand our'ﬁ%tions of the effective context of policy that governs
schoo1 instructional prOgrams. Perhaps only a model which looks at building,
district; and state policy interactions.and the publics in§o1ved at each level -
will be adequate for the instructional eftectjveness concerns of Sessions I
and II. Later, in Session IV, Duke added a warning ahout the demographic and‘
techno1og§;;l.changecxﬁhich are 1ihe1y to generate new adaptive challenges ( ;
for public schools in the years ahead. A fresh 100k is needed at the

composition and priorities of the "“consumers" of the schools' services.. -
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Small group discussion on this session generally cente: od around demc-

graphic, political, and economic factors that !ive brought about change§ both .

“in the pool of those who participate in, and those who are affected by,

edgcationa] io]icymaking uoncern1ng the po]1cymak1ng process, the overa]]
consensus yms that the state role had expandegsand that in many states, sets
of legislative and gubernatorial analysts hame gained mgre influence over
educational matters. '

Comments were focussed on the ippact of special interegst groups at the

localvand state levels. One person suggested that school board memBers

increasingly represent differentiated grqups: minority populations, parents
~ e >

of special educatign students, and pro- aqd anti-teacher union factions.
Another participant remarked that ?here is a growing need for the édqcation
lobby to enter into ccalitions with other interest éroups to maintain its
level of state support. As an example, she described hoﬂifhe gcvernor of
North Carolina had successfu]]y forged an alliance between the educat1on and
business commun1t1es to get the lgislature to increase state funding for
education with the aim of attracting new industries.

A special area of interest was the impact of information generated by
research on the policymaking process. One member suggested that information

regirding state finance of education was espe.ially important since legislatures

have a relatively high degree of discretion over school funds. This ‘

v
notion was supported by another's example from the state of California. She
arqgued that since the education establishment had gathe}ed data to support a

: R
high 1evel of state funding for education as a response to the Serrano

decision, educational interests were less harmed by Proposition 13 than other

t
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"social services which did not havé supportive data readily available. .
On the ofher hand, data uced at tﬂé state ;evel to gain funds may not affect
' ' how the support is ultimately utilﬂ ed at the local level. _For example,
some urban districts such g: ﬁew Yort City and Pgrt]and, Oregon, receive
‘ Tump éyms”from their state legislatu}gg purpﬁrted]y to finance compensatory

. s
education programs, but such funds are Wot targeted to those programs. At

a more genéral level, others commented that state agencies often do not knqy/////

©

i~ what kind of information Ts needed or how to analyze theilgrge amozSEE/d?(/
data fhat have'alcgady been col.ected in a manner which would legd”to more
rational educational policies. In one state, as an examﬁfe%/tﬁ;iz was a
heavy emphasis on a minimum compeienéy program, but ﬁo éf:zwas co]]egted
: to assess the effects of the minimu& competency testing requirements.
| When ‘discussing information needs at t e/fg:§1f1eve1, one person voiced
a concern that superintendzﬁté often dq/ﬁ;;bgive pqé]ic groups and individuals
the relevant facts they need to express informed v;ewpoints.q As a resq]t,'

/ “ S
the public may feel manipulated and this may adversely arfect future bond

elections. Another member/fémarked that the basic problem may not be a /
question of manipﬁ]ation,‘kut rather that the public i's not aware of all the
facts since it is usually on]y:those that are related to a crisis ?ssue thaﬁ
! are considered to be newsworthy. f '
\ There'was an overall consensus that a common data base at both the
Tocal and state levels may help to Tessen the degree of unnecessary conflict.
It was also felt that a common information base would facilitate comprehensive
and "transectoral” planning, for example, so that the education sector might
find it easier to cooperate with the private sector or other segments of the

‘ * public sector over a school closing. At the state leve!, a comorehensive

data base may, for instance, lead to more cost-efficient us> of specialized
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personnel -in the rural areas as a result of strategic planning for itinerant

services. It vas generally felt that long:range planning nas become
infeasible due to rapid changes in economic, political, and‘demograghjc factors
and that there is an overall need to‘deve1op contingency plans to adapf to
snch‘changes. Unfortunately, at a time when localities most need technical
assiséance fron states to nuiJe their n1anning efforts, many states lack
the resources to provide such help. Ironically, it is/in those states >
in which assistance is most needed, that funding for such state programs
is the‘lowest and' is unlikely to increase.given present econOmic cenditions.

As the above surmary of_si@l1 group discussants’. remarks may suggest,
there was a wealth of new insights provided by the 1nter§ct1on of researchers

and practitioners in these settings. CEPM is incorporating some of these
“insignts in its program plans for ceming years. However, the total yie]d
P
of this sort of idea and information exchange 1nc1udes more than the new g
LI / )

know]edge produced by formal research. It is Just th1s sort of event that
se}s people th1nk1ng'1n new ways about common problems in educat1on'and&that
produces a cross;ferti1ization of perspective;between people who work’ in
schools and'peop1e who work in"unfrersities. In the long run, these man}
small changes in thinking enc acting result in better'research and better
practice. What ig important is that meétings like the 1981 CEPM conference

occur w1th reasonable regularity. Toward this end we"are p]ann1ng«a 1982

conference to buﬁ]d on this year's gains.

o
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