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- . ABSTRACT

An lmportant task for research on educationai systems and educatlonai
: change is to identify avaiiabie images of social organ.zatlons and use them

[

to order the;dlverse array~of variabies that can be used to describe schools

¢

as coiiectiyities. Research for Better Schools' Fie]d.Studies uth is current-
S - ‘ . _ » v

ly conducting research which identifies potentiai images of'schoois as formai
organizations, assesses the extent to which particuiar schoois correspond to
different images, and speC|f|es—tbe_condltions under Wthh schoois are most
iukeiy to" correspond to dlfferent images. ThIS report’ is a first attempt to
refine and appiy images of schools in order to better understand the change
process.‘ |

"Following Corwin (i974),'two images of.schoois are identified: .thev‘
rationai.bureaucracy and'the naturai“system. A.bureauCracy is a formally
organized social structure with cieariy defined patterns of activitiesiin
which ideaiiy, every series of actions IS functionaiiy reiated to the goais of
the organlzatlon . Rationality comes from interdependence of the system's
parts, effective coordinatlon,iand Firm controi by. eniightened administrators.
By contrast, in the natural system actlons are not clearly re]ated to goais.
In.fact,jindiViduai.interests mayvsubstitute‘tor goals as the primary motivat-
ing force;l Interdependence Qiii be reduced, andvcontroi will be disbersed'

Most preV|ous conceptuaiizatlons have been ilmited by the use of s|ngie
. images of schoois, yet eX|st|ng research suggests that the SOC|aihorgan|za-‘

tion of schoois may vary as a function of a number of factors including size,

staff composition, student body composition, and environment. One possible




sour;é of variation that has been systematically ignored is schd] level.
While chiolégical research on other organizations suggests thaf‘high schOofS
" might be expected to correspond more to the ratioﬁa]"bureaucrétic image than

'g]éﬁentéry'scﬁools,'moSt studies of schools hgfe beéh-]imited'to one level.
’ To exémiﬁe the extent-té which schoéls ofréépoﬁd to:diffe}ent images,
.data.wefé cb]]ected»From 13 e]ementary,_juhior high, and high schools wofking4

" with-RBS. These schools were not selected randomfy, bht they_varied remarkably
on a nuhbe? of dembéraphic variables. :The~primaryvdata sourée.was a.Profes-‘
sional Staff;ngstiohnaire administered to ai] noniadministrafivé professiona]si
in the 13 schools. A total of 638 usable queétionnaifes were retqrned for an
' overall respoﬁse rate of 76 perceﬁt. |

The analysis idehtifigs tHree conceptuaf doméjné'usefu]vfof diétinguisﬁ-
ing between the rqtionaj bﬁreaucraqy and the nétufa{>system. These are goal

consensus, centralization of control, and the extent of coordinatfon.- Two -

dimensions are Operationélized_for each domain, and the tWO;fmages are treated -

as endpoints of thé six“diﬁensioné.' Thi§'approach idéﬁtifie§ sdbsfantia]

: diffefen;es betwéen schoo] ]éyels; HoweVer,.eontrary to expectafioh, thé
e]ementéry schoé]s correspond best to the;rafional bureaucratic imagé, and

the high schools conform more to the qathal’systems image; Junior high
schodis are'somewhére in between. Furthef éné]ysis sﬁggests that thé fo]]dwlng’
vaSorlditioﬁs:a're a]sq associated wfth the rational bureaucracy: small school
sfze;'sma]] district-si;g; a staff.that is predominantly feméfe,'has nof,re-
ceived extensivé professional education, and is subjeét to high turnover; agd

a central office that has substantial influence over decisions made in or

about the school.

'

"3




This research is necessarily exploratory;' Based on a review of this
effor; and existing research, criteria for research designs that will advance
examination of different images of schools are identified.

 J
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CHAPTER I
| NTRO'DUC"I‘.I ON . |
In a recent feview, Corwin.(1974) suggests fhat.an iﬁportant_task for |
r%;;arch on equcationaI.$ystems is to identify4évai]abje moaelé of é@gfai
',é?gahfzafibn and use them ‘to arder the diver;e array of ;griab[es that can,
. - ge‘used to,déscribé s§h06]s as‘cdliectivities. We agree énd-be]}eve tﬁati

t .

¢ 3

\ o ' #uch a synthesis activity can make an-important contribution to the. study -
\ . Y ; . \ ‘. y o . - . - . L B .
S {of educational change, for recent studies--using both survey and case: study

*

\approadhés-~havé indiéated-that school characteristics have importaﬁt' e
“ . a . . : . ' S oo
impadfs on efforts to promote change (Berman‘and McLaugh]in,»]977; Fire- 7

Fone,'forthcomingj Rosenb1um and Loﬁis, 1979) . 'Thus ?HE use of modelé or

- .
r

A .

oherent images of schools should enhance an understanding of what the

Q.

ritical organizational properties of schoois are and how theY'combine to
-shape the change process.*

The Field Studies unit of Research for Better Schod}s, Inc. (RBS) is

Q.

urréntly conducting a study of educatfoha] change in [3,schoo]s that;

o))

re working with RBS to imprbve.theirheducational programs in three areas---

¥

o

asic skills, citizén education and career préparation. As‘azpart of that

wprk, we are expToringhpotenfial images of schools as fdrmal.ofganizations,

assessing the extent to which particﬁlar schools correspond-to different

images, and specifying the conditions under which schdo]é[arg most likely

fo correspond to one image or another. This report represents our first

* We prefer the term 'images'" to 'models'' because it denotes better the
informality, on the part of both researchers and practitioners, of most o .
of the conceptualization of schools as organizations. While it may )
eventually be possible to construct elaborate formal mdlels, the present
state of the art in this field suggests the need for a more Informal stance.

s
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1

attempt to refine and apply images of schools in order to be able to better

understand that change process.* _ ' ) ‘ .
. o . .~ : ' : .
.. : ‘In the remainder of this chapter we identify some of the ideas of

. others that'havé informed our endeavor and ‘describe the context for our
: émpfrjta] work., Chapter Il describes our efforts to oﬁerationa]izé two com-

peting images 'of schools~-that of 'the rational bufeaucracy and that of the

natural system--and to examine differences among elementary, junior and
senior high'schoo]é'ih this respect. In Chaptpr 1l additional structural

and.envjrdnméntal characteristics of scHoo]s which seem to correfatevwith
« " . - these two images'aré‘;resehted and.interpreted.‘ Finé]]y, in Chapfer.IV,

we consider'somé of'thé limitations of‘our‘reseéréh énd suggest ways.ih

which‘thoée’who desfre_a é]earerlﬁnders;andihg af schools as\organizationg

»
.

might proceed. L ,A B - . ” )

[

The Rational Bureaucracy
ThHe image of organizafions that -has most éaptdred.the thinking of
: o : both practitioners and researchers in educatiop is that of the rational

- bureaucracy. A bureaucracy is a formally organized social structure with
. . ) . .
» Ve e d e il

clearly defined patterns of activities in which, ideally, every series of

‘actions fsAfuﬁgtiona]]y re]ated to the goals of tHé'organization (Merton;
1968). Corwin (1974: 253) captures the flavor of this image by suggesting

that '*Rationality' results from integration befwéen means'and énds, which 
_ ’ " is produced by interdependency and firm control by enlightenedVadministrators.“

-

o * A concurrent report focuses directly on the RBS school improvement effort
EN in these 13 scheols (See Firestone and Corbett, 1979).

Y

A

} ) c ' e . ,'f2~ 1() . . o - ' .
ERIC - - : S N
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The deve]opment_ef'the rational bureaucratic image has been motivated

by attempts to understand what‘makes,some organizations more effipient than

" others.  Thompson (1977) describes three schools of thinking:which eqntrib-

uted to this image. tEach'emphasized different mechanisms ior iinking oFgan;
izationa] goals and aetivity» The scientific ma:agement school (e. g.;°
Tay]or, ]9]]) examined industria] settings where outputs were c]eariy
measurable and goals (e.g., profit) were aﬁsumed to be knewn and clear.

Time and motion‘stddies were‘conductedhand became the baaia for b]anning
according to a technical logic. EffiCiency was found to increase with the
setting ofvproduction standards. Questfgns of indiV|dua] motivation were
vignbredt The administratire management school (e.g. ‘Gulick & Urwick,

'1937) focused on adJusting structural relations among production, personne]
supp]y, and other service units‘to,lncrease efficiency. Efficiency~was :
maximized by specializing tasks.and grbuping'them in depantments. Queétions
of span of.eontro] and delegation were important to.this school.. Coa]a in

this case were also assumed to be known. - -
‘Studies of bureaueracy (e.g., Weber, 1947), the third school, also )
focused~on brganization structure. , Structura]'Variab]esvinc]uded limits’

on. the JUFISdlCtlon of office and the shape of the organizational hierarchy

SpeC|al attention was paid to lmpersona] control mechanisms ]lke the number K

o \
and content of rules that governed behavior. Through the use of ‘rules and

categories, according to this school, tasks became repetitive and efficiency

- was incgéased.r Salary scales and patterns of career advancement were as-

%umed to be adequate tc motivate performance.
/ 4 .
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The rationa]‘bureaucratlc image'has guided the ﬁhinki%g of many edu-

)
N
)
2
\
|
cational policy makers and practitioners, often with poor results. Com- } “_,ﬂ
menting on the early Teacher Corps, Corwin (1973) argues that organizations ;
are often regarded by leaders of reform pfograms and persons who evaluate

them as being more rational, potent instruments for ,implementing policy °

‘decisions than is in fact the case. Whilg the deve]opmgnt of such progfams

" as the National Diffﬁsion NetworkAand fhe Reseafqh and Diséeminayian Utiliza-
tion program at thgvfedéra] level indicates some movemen;_awéf,Ffom this
thiqking, it'is stjﬁ] well established in many quarters. Consider, for
exampie,»New Jérsex's program for providing a Thorough and EfficientA(TsE)-
education to chiiaren which requires schgols and disériets'to follow a
six-step schoo];ieroveménp/procesé including goal deVe]opment,-estab]ish?

: )
s : ,
ing objectives, needs*iééﬁtification, developing and installing programs,

s
7

_——~

I £
State of

b . // ) 5 - N . ) : H an
evaluating educational program effectiveness, and budget review
. e
A -

New Jersey, Depafémeng of Education, 1976). The assumptibn behind this

3

approach seems to be that legislation can make schools more like rational

bureaucracies. The widespread interest in diffusing needs assessment, eval-

uation, and management by objectives throughout the nation's schools attests

-3

to the prevalence of rational bureaucratic thinking.

These examples do not mean that the nonrational parts of schools are
nécessariiy being ignoredyby educational ‘managers. " Indeed, practitioner%
ard change agents seem to devote a great deal of time to the-maintenance .

- of interpersonal relations and negotiation of important matters in ways -

¥

v

that are not congruent with the rational bureaucratic image. But Tom Burns'

(1961) cemments about bq;inéss seem to apply to schod]s.' Aspects of




LN

" study, . communication through estab]ished channe]s, uniform hiring and dis-

organization that do not fit with the-rational bureaucratic Wmage are only

discussed ”backstage' and covert]y The gU|d|ng assumptlon Seems to be

that if schoo]s are . not exactly ratlona] bureaucracnes, they are at least

k2
Jr

readily rationa]izable.'

_ Among researchers, "the rational bureaucratic»imagery has been used in

at least three dffferent ways. First, there has been a tendency to equate

all formal organizations with rational bureaucracies on definitional

'grounds. “Blau and Scott (]962) tor example defined formal organizations

social organlzatlons (l) that are de5|gned to ach|eve exp]lClt goals, and

(2) in which social arrangements--respon5|b|]|t1es, dutles, and so forth--

. s

rare intentiona]iy designed to achieve these goals. Etzioni '(1964), Caplow

(1964) , and others concurred. Thfs kind of thinking-led Gracey (1932)'to
concJude that since schools are organizations, they must be bureaucracies..
Such a tendency wasvenhanced byla'number of historicalistudies'deacrjhing .
the bureaucratlzatlon of the formal structure of educat|ona1 |nstitutiona
in the Iast century (Callahan, 1962; Katz, 1971; Tyack, 197&)

Second . the |mage has been used to derive variables for study For in

sured in different ways on dlfferent aspects of the teacher s role, Moel]er

(196L) reported the use of an elght item Guttman scale of bureaucratlzatlon

of School dlStrlCtS Wthh included the exlstence of a unlform course’ of

) :
mISSIng procedures, secure tenure for nonteachlng personne], eprIC|t

statements of schoo] po]|c:es, c]early de]lmlted areas of respon5|b|1|ty,

as

uspeC|fJed lines of authorlty, and standard-sa]agy po];C|es for new teachersr :

Stance, a number of studles ]ook at the |mpact of. “bureaucratlzatlon as mea-
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He found that, contrary to -expectation, bureaucnatlzatlon increased teach-

ers' sense of power apparently by making the|r WOrld more predlctab]e and

‘c]arlfylng channels of communlcatlon and |nf1uence ' .

In another study-, Anderson (1968) suggested that. rule enforcement is

at the core of the Weberian concept of bureaucracy. His measure of ru]e

“enforcement had a modest negative relationship with.authority relationship,

n

suggesting that ru]es depersona]fze authOrity ano make it more oa]atab]e;
He found no association between rule enforcement and resistance to change.

CorW|n (1970) operat|onal|zed twa concepts related to bureaucracy

His measure of -standardization consisted of fifteen questions related to

teacher discretion permitted'in']esson plans, textbook selection, and text-

book use. Another measure examined.thé extent to which rules-exist and
. . 9.

-

were enforced. Neither measure was associated with scales of professional-

-

.ism, defined in terms of interactions with students and colleagues, beliefs

that competence is based on knowledge, and beliefs that teachers should

oA

have extensive decision-making authority. In contrast to Anderson,xCorw[n..

" found that both standardization and rule enforcement increaae conflict in

]

a school.

-

. v ‘ . ‘ o |
The third empirical use of the rationa]“bureaucratic image.is as an

ideal type. ReSearchers comparing schools.against?this type, note dis-

crepanC|es, and in the’ process ]earn a great deal about the‘organlzatlon

of schoo]s. However, |t may’ be that the usefulness of this act|v1ty has

t*

been~exhausted, for as Corwin (forthcomlng) notes’ ”Wrtter afterawrnteA'

B. 'f".;

ESN

¥

seems to believe that eVerfone e]se.assumes that organlzatwons are¢actuaT1y

coordinated rationa]fy in accordance~with.Weber's idea].typekbureaUCracy.:x

-qld
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..activity singe teachers perform an important service, but they do not

Why are we all so ready to set everyone else straight on the score?'" One
reason may be the absence'of alternative images that possess the coherence,

power, and attractiveness of that for the rational bureaucracy.

G,

EmergjnngltgrnatiVes.to the Rational Bureaucratic Image'

In moving away from the rational bureaucratic image, researchers have

a

'ém5[oyéd two approaches.  They have identified generic properties of
schools without attemptiﬁé,to integrate them,. and tHey;have attempted’té
formulate new, coherent'images of schoois that differ from the rational
vaﬁeaycracy.r*One of the mdst'impértént examinations of generfc properties =
'WQs.done Ey,Lortfe.(]969) who emphasize; the substantié].informa],autonom?

of teachers in the tybicai.school district. He at;ﬁibﬁteé thfé_;Utonbmy

to a number of factors. One’ is the conflfctiﬁg values to which public

schools must-respond--a condition that leads. to the formulation of vague

and often trivia! goals in order to maintain consensus, -A second is the
limited ability of administrators to observe teachers due to the isolaticn

[ .
L S

of tHé classroom within the school and the school from the central office.

A third is that formal suﬁériors do not control rewards that are meaningful

. »

to teachers. Teachers' autonomy is selective, however. Lortie suggests
: . . El . , v _ . .

that teachers have more control over in-cldss-instructional matters and

less over those related to record keeping and émeqistrativa activities. ..

Sieber (J975).identifies four chqracteriétics OfFSChOOjS. First,

-

Toe ' S T,
because education'is a decentralized function,-schools are vulnerable to

‘'varying demands from the public. Seconaf teaching .is a ansi-profesSiona]f

-

possess a high:degfee of competence or enjoy substantial autonomy (ﬁote B

. A




the apparght disagreemeht with'Lorffe'here). Third, schools suffer from
diffu;e goals, partiy as é result of their vulnerabi]ity,,'Finally, the
formal control and coordination mechan i'sms of schools and districts empha-
size the uniform treatment of‘studghts and the grdcessihg of youth as

. cohorts rather than as individuals.

| ‘There seems to be consensus in these ‘depictions oﬁ gome points --

<

‘e.g., the vagheness of the~goalslof schoo]s‘and.distficts. On others,

such as the djstribdtion of cqntrdi; there is some disagreement, but é
réfhgr‘sbphisticated and fine grained ané]ysis is.déye]oping. However,
untillrecenfiy, these examinations of genérﬁc{ﬁroperties have not led to
‘the formulation of alternatfvg images to the.rationé] bureauc;aéy."

<

One recent attempt to develop such an alternative iﬁgéé is the ""loosely

coupled systems' viéw-(Cohen;vMarch, aHd Olsen, f972;‘MeYer and Rowan, 1978;
Weick, 1976).' This image suggests that,,}n schdols; gbgls Eave 1imited
importance4for-guiding.1nteéna1.activity.1 Rathér,their'va]uevis symbo]ic,‘
"as'a way qf satféfying therm;}titude of.pub]icé that impinge on the school. -
Thié view emphas?;eStthé adtonomy of the .individual actof"gn the system
and the absenqe §% ¢entra1izéd'contrdﬂlof:béhavior, especially with.regard
v to inétrg;tion. _Ményléf the differencés between the loosely coupled |
systems view and fhat of schools as a.ratibnal bureaucracy are'accounted
for By suggestﬁng that SChqo]s.are rot driven go”much by a‘seéfch~for
efff;iéncy as,by“é'seérch fér external 1egitimatioﬁ andvsuppprt. 'Other
differences cOﬁe'from highlighting the-cognifive limits to'fatibnality;

‘'which create barriers to conducfing the kinds of analyses leading to

13

action required by the rational bureaucracy.

16

-8-




Another emerging image is the "political syétems“ view which has been

<

; o app]iéd more_to'universities and bther'nomprofit organizations than to
public schools (Baldridge, 19715 Zald, 1970). This image substitutes indi-"

vidual -and group interests--stemming from such diverse sources as indi-"

vidual ambition, cccupational socialization, and eyen»poSition,déscriptions

--for overall organizational goals. It suggests that sources of formal

skills and task-based dependencies. The, result is"not“§o much one of

e -

individual autonomy. as of constant negotiation which occasionally breaks

into_open conflict when competing interests cannot be reconciled.

[

. . InterschOOIIVariatign in 0rganizétiona] Behavior

G- ' Whatever .the advantages of various images of schdo]s, they share one
| ‘maj§r~]fability*-the failure to take into‘aCCOUnt varjatfén*among'schoo]s:
‘Al though the Similarities'among schools may étand oﬁt wﬁenkthey are comggred
with éuch_pthér Qrgahizations és hos?itais, businesses,_govefnment agen=- -
'cfes, fhe variationvcannot:be ignored. |

| The sfudies that have derived organizational measures from.the‘ratioﬁal
_bu;eaucra;ic image have found imbortaht vériatiop émdng schools that relate
to & number of strﬁctura], envifqnﬁéﬁta], and sféff charactéristics.'
Cérwin (r970), for instan;é,'foﬁnd that his-measﬁrg‘of standardizatioﬁ was
positiye]y_aséociated with a school™s size, the qamplexjty qf its organi--

- ‘ zation, and the number of levels in its hierarchy. Rule enforcement was

associated with'comp]exity and Tevels in the hierarchy. Anderson (1968)
. . C 7 . .

e

found that his measure of rule enforcement was asséciated with the sex

3

distribqtidn'of é'fécultY'(predominaht]y male deparfmehféWWé}é éubjédt to




- have. larger catchment areas, their clientele is nore heterogeneous " They

* against bureaucratization.

fewer rules); teachers' eXperience~(experienCed teachers were subject to
fewer rules), and student sociceconomic status'(there were more rules in

schools with a lower class clientele)." lnterestingly, although organiza-

————

tional'size is'considered a major factor leading to bureaucrati;atToﬁf““f~“-~- -
(Blau and Scottﬁ 1962) it was not'important in'either'ot these studies.

More recently, Firestone and Herriott (forthcoming) sought to apply j | .
three imagesjjrational hureaucracy, political~system,_and'looseiy coupled——4“>
sYstem--to one school district. They'suggest that\as financial resources
become scarce, as - the need for cooperation among stvff increases, and as
assumptions about competence of 'staff which are usuj\ly applied generically
are questioned there is a move from organizational behaVior aSSOCIated
W|th‘the loose COUPlIng image to that associated -with the political systems
image. Hence, different images seem to be most- revealin\ about schools as
organizations depending on historical circdmstances.

-Interestingly;wvery little attention has been paid to organizational

differences among elementary, junior nigh, ‘and senior high schools. High

schools are more complex have a more differentiated hlerarchy of positions;

and more clients (i.e., puplls) than elementary schoolsQ ~Since high schoolsj

might require more explicit rules for pupil processing as a result. Prev-

-fous research on .other kinds of organizations suggests that because of these

characteristics, high schools should be more bdreaucratic than elementary

schools (Blau, 1974) . Onfthe other hand, if Anderson's findings apply

generally,'the prevalence of males at the secondary level .would mitigate
. , , . . ,
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. Typica]]y;.ﬁoweVec, the possibi]ity of étructurai,differences

among scooo]s;at-different-]eVels is ackndw]edged'but“not exp]ored,‘ This -
p055|b|1|ty is usual]y prec]uded by a study de5|gn which coocentrates on a
S|hgle level. Corw:n (1970) examined only high schools. Anderson (]968)

" ——

looked at only junior hlghs Most of the research prOV|d|ng data to sup- \\\\

m——

port -the ;ooee-coupllng image comes from-studles of on]y elementary schools \\Q\;

(Lortie, 1969; Meyer et al., 1978) a]though a recent study contrlbutlng to R

_this strand of thlnkwng concentrated exc1u5|ve]y on high schoo (Abtamo-f
witz and Tenenbaum, 1978) . . - | : : ' | .. e

Another way to cope Wlth schoo]-]eve] verlatlon has been to conduct

"parellel studles at two or'more.]eve]s, u5|ng the dlfferent ]eye]stas

replications. iHere the mejor intereet {n scHoo] ]eve],ihoweter,‘js to see

if the same re!ationships hoidbat different levels. Thus schoo] level is
considered epiphenomene]. . Such a strategy was employed b? Herriott and .
:Hodgkins'(]973) in a'study of the imoact of a echooT's sociocu]tura] environ-
medt on .its.organizational propeftfes:andvby Beck and Betz (i975)'7d a

study o% the antecedents of‘orgadizationat COnt]ict. The"oo]y studies thet
“focus on comparisons actoss grade ]eveis areTn the fie]d.ofrp}enned'cﬁange,

and have concTuded that e]ementary schools. are more'amenab]e to change

-

than eecondary_schoo]s (Berman end'McLedghliﬁa.1977;_Rosenb]um and Louis,
1979). HoWevef, their analyses do not.eno]oreﬁwhat.diffefences amoog
echoole.explaio the apparent rigidity'of Secondary.échoo]s.v

How shou]d one cope wnth the problem oﬁwvarsatlon among schools in

- - constructlng images, and what contrlbutlon can be made to understandlng :

“the differences among schools at different grade ]eve]s?, Corw;n (1979)

sdggests that it is a mistake to look for a.single generic image: or

model. ;Kather models ought to be treated as endpoints;on'a series of




cohceptua]]y'émportanf continua;} Foi!éwing Gouldner (]959), hg contrasts- -

_ thé raéiqna] bureaucracy with;the natura]"systeﬁs image-johe that éontains
many éf'the propefties of the foose]y cQup]éd and po]itica] systems views. o
He-;uggesté that the two images shou]3 be viewed as extreme points oﬁ
dimensions having to do with goal consenéus, fdnctionaj interdeﬁendeﬁce,

f;““, C distrjbutfon of power, and exteﬁt of intérna] coordination.

One imb]ication af this~]ipe'of reasoning is the needvfor research on
schools to conceptualize and measure var%ab]es fhat_shou]dAdistingﬁisn o
between rational bureaucracies and natural. systems. In?tHis way a deter-
S ‘ mination can be made whether such variables correlate in ways indiéafive'

- of a single continuum, and‘othef‘charaCterist{cs'of schools that lead them

to‘édhform more to one imagevbr.the'other can be identified.  Such a re- '

search effort é]éér+y\ggght to'f0cus‘on differéncgs among-e]ementafy,'

. ———
——

- junior high and senior high schéngT‘\\\\x\\\v

. ' . | ' . \\.‘
The remainder of this report begins to address such iSsues. _However,
) . . . ’ . ! N . ; - . 3 \
, before,turnlng to the conceptualization and operationalization of organiza- .

BRI

—

tional variables we wish to introduce the larger context of our research.

£l

The Research Context - ‘ - S ' -

Typically, research aha'deveIOPment orgénfzations have viewed develop-

ment activities as distinct from and subsequent to the research on which

- they are baSedf' Thaf,researéh which.ig éonﬂucfed usually provides only the. ‘
substence for therdeye]opment work, not ‘an i]]uminékibn 6f the cénte&fs in |
which the pfoauégs wj]l be used. ln‘§ontra§t'to tHi; traditional associa-
 tion of reéeérth and devé]opment, RBS f; af?empfing to férgé a new, symbi-
otic rejétionship which.émphasizeé exéminiqg the use in schools of maférié]s
|




-

and ideas resulting from development work. This research uses the develop-

-ment activities themselves as an arena for inquiry. In the 1978-79 school
year, RBS had three components developing approaches to school improvementn

'that external assistance agencies could use.to help schools refine- their
programs fn the areas ofebaaic skills instruction;'career'preparati0n; and
citiZen education. A fourth component;‘Fie]d'stddies, was changed w}th'ex-
“amining the change processes that took p]ace when schoo] and RBS component

came t09ether. RBS expected that the results of Fleld Studles work would

‘be useful to its schoo] improvement efforts as well as to the broader com- ..

munity of research users.
In the fa1i of‘]9?8 and wintér of 1979, the thtee development compon-

ents estab]iehed ye]ationshios with 13 schooia in 11 districts==

three schools constituted.all of the'e]enentary and‘junior high facilities

.fntOne rural district. ~E55entia]]y,”thelschoo]s.agreed tortty out the’v

approaches the components were-developing with the expectation that the

schools would profit with improved programs while RBS would ‘have the oppor-

tunity to use-and"tefine its producte (Firestone, 1979). Field Studies

fo]]owed the cOmponents into these achools..,ln the'initial sessions.to

' negotiate entry. to the'site; the_reseanch;team indiCated that its-wotk'
f\\ - wou]d’cOnstitute part of the-reiatfonship with RBS. The'researChers'aeked
\\\ © to attend meetings between each school and the RBS components to which it

\\WQ\.llnked in order to observe and document the change process, to conduct

iews, and to administer a questlonnalre to.]earn more about the organ-
. . . B . ' .

“jzation of the\jc:oo]sf# : o o i
* A separate report based on part|C|pant observation data describes the

change process. “See Firestone and Corbett (1979).




The context in which this research took p]ace’détermihed the selection
of schools. The scope of the~compbnents' devéPopmeht activities limited
'the size of our. samp]e to 13 schoo]s, and components selection procedures

ensured that it wqq]d not be random. Stlll, the se]ect|on procedure d|d
yield a'rgmarkéb]y'yaried set of~schools~(see Table 1-1). The.nncLUS|on
hof four é]ementary.schoo]s, six jqnior,high’and middfe schoo]s; ahd three
genio} high schools at differehtigrade levels. HoWever, the components'

selection criteria confounded this comparison somewhat since for the

"most part the Basic Skills Component worked with e]ementary schools, Citi-

& o . . .
zen Education worked with junior high schools, and Career Preparation worked

with senior high schools. - e

The 13 schoo]s.Varied cdﬁ%jderab]y in size; the two smallest schools
hadifewer.than.hoo sthdents while the largest had over 3060 Seven of ' the
schoo]é had 700 or more stﬁdents; District size also varled substantla]]y, "
the‘smalleét district in thch one of these 13 schoo]stwas']ocated had ap-

prOX|mate]y ]600 students whlle the ]argest--un one of the nation' s maJor

e T

CItI;S had over 200 000. F!ve districts had fewer than 5000 students.
} N . N N . . . . N

The tOmmuﬁity setting of ‘the schools also differed;Atwo were in large cities
5 4 k 7

Withja population over 100,000, four. were in small cities With_a‘popu]ation a 2%

between 40,000 and 60,000, three were suburban, and four weré rural.

Thé‘research utility of many development efforts has been limited by
their location. in “idea]“'settingsbsuch as midd]e~cJass schools with a

well-trained teaching corps, thereby not*ehcounter?ng the real-life prob-

lems that the schools most in need of improvement face. The RBS components




TABLE =1
SCHOOL DEMOGRAPHIC DATA

Grade Level
) - Elementaay Schgo! Junior High | High School
L P T - - 2
e o fﬂ%_‘:_l ] 2 &
[*] W, g - [+ -~ U" -: -~
=S 2 T E3 4 3 . § S s 5 c
T - 5 [ Q N -3 ~ 0 (%) b4 La .2 § 3
o ) - - r —_Q —— c . ™ [ L [*) 8
e / s 3 0§ 35|33 £ g 5 i %% & s
Variable 3 x 8 &uw | &% 5 & < a s 2 & 5
Grade Levels k-4 k-6 Kb 1-6 | 6-B o9 7-9 6= 7-9 6-9| s-12 9-12  9-11
RBS Component Selecting School®  [BSC . BSC ~ BSC  BSC | BSC CEC’ CEC  CEC CEC CPC| cpc .CPC  CPC
Total. Enroliment . 390 677 375 628 575 1485 . 676 921 - 830 726 799 2654 3146
Percent of Students Whose Father . '

Completed College 1 15 5 . 5 5 3 3 3. .21 60} 7 15 20
Percent of Minority Students 95% 11z 20T 32.5% [20.5% 612 192 96% 22 8| oz 928 55%
Percent of Students 1 Year Behind . o . " 5-| . -

in Readingb : 75% 35t 2z 178 | 25% 70% 758 . 90% . 20% - jo% 20x 46% 60%
Percent of New. Students . . ) T

(Transfers In) 5% 9% 5% 162 10% 132 18% 10% (R 7% 2% 11 13%
Total No. of Full-Time Staff 27 38 20 43 42 101 53 79 58 51 58 182 172
No. of -Classroom Teachers® 18 3l 13 35 38 77 43 63 49 . 45 A 150 4
No. of Aides & Para-Professlonals®| 3 4 .' 6 6 0 17 6 10 2 0 3 12 8
{Percent of Professional 3taff on " . . .

_Discr'et.ionary~Funds° , 1% 0z 15% 421 132 15% 1% 11 Ly 0% Lk 6% ‘32

“IPercent of Aides/Para-Profession- . . ) ) . ’
als on Discretionary Funds® ox- 0r  33% 100% (NA). 7% . 17z - toog loox 0% loox -25% 8r

Percent of Teachers in the First v ‘e

Year In School C L 16% 10% 128 | 19% 13% 6r 3% 9% - i3 5% 1% 6%
Percent of Staff with mad 29t 633 or 5% | 102 c2x 9% 13% 228 39%| . 3By 328 3%
Graphic Loéégléh SMALL SUB ™ TWURAL | BIG SMALL BIG SUB  SUB[RURAL SMALL SMALL

. ‘CITV cITY CITY CITY . : CiTY

ro;al'ols:rlc: Enc~" ment 14858 10881 2437 230,000+ 10985 20428 1605 h549| 2800 8586 8233
Percent of Decline in Enrotl- 20 302 0% 15% 102 5t 0% 20% oY’ 5% 5%

ment? (1975-1978) (to nearest . =

- 5%) -t

235C = Baslc. Skills Component

CEC = Cltizen Education Component

b

CPC = Career Preparation Component - d

¥

Based on Prlnclpal)Estlﬁ;tes.
"Ckubl-Time Equivalents. Part-Time Staff are treated as half-time.

Based on Full-Time Staff.




were not afrald to select what might ‘be expected to .be difficu]t sites.

Fdr instancea based on principa]s‘ estimates,_the proportion of%students
bne~year or more behind grade level in reading rengeditrom 5 to-90 percent.

n

In five schco]s, 60 percent.or,more.of.the:stuaents were believed to be
one year .or mo;é behind in readihg.;‘Minority enro]iment varied from a-
low of 2;to'a high of 85 berqent,'with five schqols;having a 50 percent
~or more minority student c]iente]e. Socioeconoﬁicfbachground.was somewhat
more uniform. Principals estlmated that the proportion of students. whose
fathers had a'co]]ege education varied from 1 percent or. one person to 60
percent, but in seven schools 5 percent of the fathers-or fewer had com-
‘ p]eted college.  Nor .were the facu]ties of these schools especia]]y well
- o educeted. While the hroportiOn of teachers with masters degrees varied
from'none-to 63 percerit, in eight schools fewer than 30-percent had com-
p]eted an‘adVanced'Aegree._ L o ' ' T o
In sum,?a]though the process throughiwhich theee ]3 schools were
ee]ected,was not a random one,fthe'schooi; vary'ccnsideréb]y oh‘a number
of demographic characteristics that one might expect to be aSSOC|eted W|th

.

different patterns of internal organization and prOVide a usefu] Oppor-
tunity to exp]ore issues Qf crganizatione} structure.
ihithe Spring of ]979; a Professional Statf'destiohnaire designed to
//” - obtain information on variables that differentiate between ratioha]-hureau-
cracies and natural systeme was compieted by ciéssroom teachers and otheri
. nohadhinistrative professicha] staff members at eachbschoc]. In genere],
the queetiohnaire treated respohdents‘as'intormants'about their schoo]e;
. most questions Qere.designed.tc‘e]icit information about the schcoi as an

Y

mmveo v o - organization rather than about the characteristics of. its members. A total




'of 838 quesfionnairés were de]iveréd to.the,schoolé for distr{butioﬁ.
Quésfionnaires were anony@bus;. This-énonymft; and ongoing dgye]opment
wor K préc]uded follow ups pﬁrnbnfaspoﬁﬁénfgi ”Sfiff, 638 were subse-
quent19 feﬁufned iﬁ.usable férﬁ--for an overa{] response-rate of 76 per-

cent.*® These qugstiénnaires‘pfévide.the ba;is‘for our ekplorétion of

~

images,whicH follows. . . a . B e '.;”“““*j

“The complete questionnaire is reproduced in Appendix B. More detailed
s . data on response rates’are found in Appendix A (Table A-1).

~
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, CHAPTER Il -~ ,
. ’ . ) - S~
., CONCEPTUALIZING AND OPERATIONALIZING
. R THE ™ RAT | ONAL-NATURAL DISTINCTION

«

e

The first task we faced’jh bur effort to-better understand schools as

K] N . o

“orgdnizations was to' see Lfv?t'rs'possiﬁle to operationalize a distinction .

e 0 B 5 - ;

between- the two images of schools introduced in Chapter ‘1--that of the

» "

‘rétiongl bureaucracy and of the natural system. We then wanted to identify

impcrtant differences amdng elementary, junior high, ahdjsenior high. schools

in ﬁhe.degree to wh?éh they correspond to the two images.

~ .
-

«Corwin (l97h5 identifies six domains*vof’drgan?zations derivative from

past research whjch canebe used to distingdish between the two images:

concensus on values, norms, :and goals; functional interdependence among :

“parts of the organization; reé}procity in exchange; centralized'powérﬁ

°

expertise; and cocrdinated planning. However, each of these organizational
ddmains i3 itself multi-dimensional. Thus. for ghis exploratory effort at.

““spanning the ”Tadger'of,ébst?actioh” from domains to dimensions to empirical

'ndfcators,vit SeemedAapropriate to concentrate upon a limited number.of

domains and a Timited number of dimen5|ons within each domain. To Simplify

~

" our task we elected to concentrate on three domalns--whlch we call goa] con-

sensus, control, and coordlnatlon--and to explore two dimensions within each

oA

(see Téble [1-1}.  The next three sections toqsider how we conceptualized

and measured.each domain (and its two dimensions) and what we learned when

we examined differences on each dimension across the three school levels.

A fourthg§ection summarlzes our flndian-régarding the association of -

school ‘level and-image: - -

* : ’ ’ .
Corwin's term is ‘'‘component'' rather- than 'domain.'" However, we have
elected to use the latter when considering schools at a conceptual
level in order to reserve the former for the operational level

~18~
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TABLE 11-1

ASSUMPTIONS REGARDING THE RELATIONSHIP
OF DOMAINS; DIMENSIONS AND IMAGES

12

Domain

Dimension

Assumptfon'by‘lmage

Rational Bureaucracy

Natural System

Goal Consensu’s

Produét Goals

. System Goals

HIgh Consensus

High Consensus -

. Low Consensus

Low Consensus

Control

Enforcement of Formal Rules

Absence .of Teacher Autonomy’

High Eﬁforcement“

High Absence
s

Low Enforcement

Low Absence '

Coordination

-Formal Discussion

Implemented Decisions

‘High Discussion -

High Implementation

-~

Low Discussion

Low Implementation

8
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. Coe . "~ Goals
o a

Goals are the ends toward which an organization's activities are

ERIC

directed. Goals are central to the ratfonalibureaucratic'image. ‘As noted

in Chapter 1, bureaucracies are cd]]ectivit[eS»structured to achieve a

specific set of goa]s; Moreover,-within schools typicaT definitions of

rational p]annlng “for change programs focus on |dent|fy|ng schoo] .-als,

detectlng discrepancies between goa]s andlactua] performance, and . se]ectlng
alternatlves |ntended to reduce’ those dlscrepanc1es (Flrestone and Herrlott
forthcomlng) Whi]e the concept of organizational goals is |nherent]y
clear, goa]s are frequent]y difficult to measure (Perrow, ]972), especially .
in schoots (Mi]es, ]975). |

. One way to approaeh the study of organizational goals is to look at .

the_degree_of corisensus on_the importance of different goals. Presumably,
. _ G e

'fin the rational bureaucracy the staff is WOrking towards. one c]early d%%

- fined set of goals, understands what those goals are,, and accepts them,

at least to the extent of. taklng them as QUIdeS for actlon., In the'natura]

systeT,_however, individual |nterests wou]d be more lmportant; in addition
to ''selfish" intereatS‘related to increased salary and prestige and rapid,

career advancement, these interests might stem fromvoecupational trainTng‘
or special assignment within the organization (Simon, 1964). Hence,.math

teachers, art teachers, school psycho]oglsts, and assnstant prlncnpa]s in

charge of maintaining discipline mayaall have spec1f|c goals as a result
4 ~
of their j@b that they see as the most important~objectiVe for the whole

. P . - EF
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‘school. These individua¥ interests would create considerable dissensus

on goals. ‘ .

\

"The study-of goals is complicated by the variety of fypes of goals -

SO

T we decidéd to measure both and see;what relations appeared empirically.

a school might“have.‘ Pefrow (1972) distinguishes fiye diffefenf types‘of
goals. vao'qf these-;product goals and systeh goals-;seem particular]y |
relevant to a study of séhools. Product'géals refer to the charaégeris-
tics of an organization's outpuis--i.g.; its'stUdentsf"Theséé%jght }n;
clﬁﬂe‘achiévement of specific literacy ]eQéls or ajgivenMsaghfgtfcation
in-understahding differentes_among caréers.'.Systém Qoals refer to the
stgté of the organiéation. ‘Thef include QrQWtb} Stéff'morale, and innoQa-
tion as anaend in igsélf. The rationélhbufeaqcracy'stresses pfoduct'goals;

the natural systems view stresses system goals. For example, Michels

(1961) indicates that as organizations.bécome,larggr and more successful,

LI
s

continued survival (a.system goal) becomes an end in itself and more
important than creating'any‘given product.
. Consideration of system goals'in conjunction with product goals

creates a conceptual problem. There seems to be a tension between pro-

" duct and system goais.u quever, it can be argued that while the rational

-

'_bhreaucracy emphasizés produé?ygoals,.there'is a clear understanding of

what. system goals are necessary as means to achieve desired outcomes.

[

From such.a perspective, one would expect. to find consensus on’bqth' 

product and-system goals. Since system goals seemed important, but their

5]

relationshfp to the rational-natural distinction is not entirely clear, .

a

A
E

Db pia2e



The Importance of Particular Goals'

Our procedure was' to ask professional staff members to select from

a'list of possible gbéls the three ''that are most. important. to buvés‘a
. : . Y

+

So b

N

N

member of this school.' Separate questions were asked a@bdf twelve pro- .

- duct and ten system goals. (The actual items are found ‘in Appendix’B '

Questions 2 & 3.) We Qill.first examine the ihportanée of diffe}ént Qoal§
écrosé sfhoo]s ét'different levels and then disdugs the fr;hsfbrmation of
‘importance séores go épnsensus'scores and the pafterns ofICOnsensus that
éherge._ SR - - o AR | |
Tab]e'II-ZiQhows the percent of the’profeésionéi étaff members in" the
‘évefage school who sélected ea;h'of'fhé ;weive p;oduct goals_as}being-"
?important. There is cohﬁiderable variation in the imporﬁanceiéttéched.ta'
vfhé dffférent goajs, with one that ié géneraT]y consiéefed to be,very im- -
porfant and Several.that are unimpoftant. Respdndents~in:the aVérage

échdo]_most cpnsiétently attéch importance to basic skills (89.5 pgrcent'

. of the professional staff in the average ‘school indicated that thié product

goal was one of the three most important). -Then there is a considerable.

,

’jhmp té the second and third most importght——selffesteen‘(58.2 percent)
and:respeﬁt férvauthorify (5&;5 percent). Half the list of potential
ﬁroduct goa]slffém health and?eavirdaméntithrough science and techao]ogy.
is considered.importaﬁt by less tﬁan 10 pefceﬁt)of the réspondentss‘

One issue:thaf‘hasvnot recéerd'adequaté attention in past réseéfch
is an examihétfon of the éX;ent to which differént tybeé of“;tﬁoqls--v

elementary, junior high; or senior high‘SChools—;vary in their organizatiOnal

properties. Table |1-2 throws some light on this issue by Shbwﬁng the

\




Table 11-2

Percent of Professional Staff Members . in the Average School
“Attaching Importance to Each of Twelve Product Goals, bv Schonl Level

’“ ©© SCHOOL LEVEL

. : T T ..Juniéﬁ* I senior
. PRODUCT GOAL* Elementary © High " High .
> i - jl i - - - 0 "
1. Basic Skills (Reading and e . B
~ math) S 98.3.°* | 88.5 80.0

2. Respect for Authority (disci N ‘ ‘ ]
» pline, character.building) 55.8 . 60.5 41.0 -

3. Self-esteem (self-concept) 778 | ks | s2.0

k.v Understanding Others
(cultural pluralism,

getting along with others) 24.8 - 33.3 26.3
5. Critical'ahd Offglnal . . »
Thinking 13.3 26.7 | 31.7
6. Work (Understanding the |
- ~ world of work, career - -
. ﬁ_mwquSatioql ’ | 4.3 17.0 26.0
7. Health and Environment 12,3 45 ] 7.0
- -8. Arts and Humanities ' - 5.3~§' ‘ ‘6}8' 7.7 .
9. Vocatjonal Education | 0.8 7.3 8.7
10. Family Living I 63} 3.2 8.0
' ]i.* Citizénship Education 1.0 ‘ 7.2 " 4.0
12. Science and Technology 0.0 2.2 8.0

Number of 'Schools

- o% The twé{y@hgoaig have been listed in decreasing order on the percent of °
respondents in-the average of all 13 schodls who selected each goal as one
of the three most important in their school. ‘ ‘

‘ L S o
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average importance ratlngs for each school level separately " However, in

read|ng.the table the RBS components' school selectlon crlterla must be

for— . -

. tkept in mindi The'Basic-Skills Component (BSC) selected four elementary . ;(1_

/‘

schools and one junior high school. Citizen. Education COmponent’jCEﬁl
- selected four Junlor high schools, and Career Preparatron/TtPC) selected

/
three senior h|gh schools and one Junlor/blgh’school. Hence, four of
the six jUnior high schools/QLEJWBrkingbwith CEC,:and all the senior high

o

. / . X " » .
and elementary scbooTs are working with specific c0mponents, Since the

—

/schgols’were selected because people helplng RBS Wlth school selectlon :
/)//é/f' - expected that partlcular schools would be interested in the c0mponent s

curricular area, the |mportance'they attach to the various,potential pro-

duct goals might be affected accordingly.;‘
Neyertheless, there are some interesting patterns. On the one hand
‘the basic ordering of the importance otithe various goals is guite similar
- for‘allvlevels. Basic skills is consistently the most important, andf-
with the exception of health and environment which‘is selected by 12.3 per-
cent of the teachers in the average'elementary‘school-4the last six goals
in Table—ll;2 are'chosen bY less than ten percent of the resoondentsv

~ . o

‘at all three‘levels

ety
«

On the other hand, there are some |mportant differences among levels -
when one examines individual goals. For instance, with two goals—-Basic
" skills and Self*esteemr-there.is a decreasing, monOtonic,trend‘as one moves
from-elementary through junior high to senior high schoolsl The strong‘em-
. " . -

phasis on basic skills in elementary schools could reflect the connection with

RBS' Basic Skills Component, but it could also reflect work assignments--the. -




]

.tact that.elemehtary teachers typically teach all subjecté to one tlass.and
devote most of their time to basic sku]]s |nstru¢tion A third possibi]ity
is as chl]dren grow older, they are ready for a wider range. of content mater-v&
ial.- Either of the ]atter lnterpretatlons would: he]p exp]aln why the ‘trend ‘
‘of decreaSIng emphasis on basic skills continues into the hlgh schools Tha
. emphasis on selffesteem could’ ret]ect a be]ref of.e]amentary teachars that
yoUnger'étpdents need t%'have theiridonfidence bui]d up as a prereqdisite
to learnihg the s;ﬁool's curriculum or as part of theic~aarly aOCIa}izatiqn
to schoo]; | |
With five goala--critiCal and original thinkihg, work, a?tsdand hdmaﬁ~
|t|es,'vocat|ona] educatlon, and science and techno]ogy--there is anAin-
creasing, monotonuc trend as one moves up the school levels These f;nd- .
ings, aJong with the dacrea5|ng emphasis given tO'baSinSkI]]S, suggésts a
pattern bf streéafng a Wider Vafiety of subject areaS, hdre adtanced cdgﬁi-
tive functions, and moré‘diredt‘preparattontfdr adult life Whea,sthoolé
work With‘o]der students. Teachers ' subject‘matter specfaiization~in the
upper grades could also tontribute>to this same pattern.
Fina]]y; thete Qas'AQ Inyertad U-sHaped pattern with the junfor highs
higher than either of the othed'two ach001 levels with:three goa]s?-respect
for adthdrity, undar;tanding othéfs;'and citiienship educatfon. thi]e‘alfq

"of these goals are related +'o the issues addressed by the Citizen Ed“catfbn

Component they: could also reflect ‘the specuf&c dlfflcu]tles that Junlor

'vhlghs face when worklng wnth ado]escent children.

‘- ] )
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To find out if variation in these indicater scores were an artifact of =

se]ection,‘we'dompared the average score of the four CEC.junfor high‘schod]s
with ‘that fof.thé two junior high schools workingawith the other two compo-
.ﬁents;  Ifyselectfon.were“fhe crucial factor fn.an intér-]eYeJ differences,.
.fhe CEC Qchoo]s'wQUId score éqnsistenfly higher.! The_twq'sets of schools
virtually tied on.resbect'for éuthorify.(6o bercent for the CECj;chqols_énd'
61 pereent for the non-CEC schqols). With respect to the two othér»potéqi
tial gqals--understanding othérs énd-citizénship_educat@on--the nonjCEC
séhoolstactuaily gave their goals marediﬁportance on tHe average than the
CEC»schoo]é (36 pgrcént vs. 37 pekéent'onfthe'first and 12 pércehtdvs..5
percent on the second). While the humﬁer~of schools involved }n thesé com-
parisons'is ;uife small, taé indicaﬁ%oﬁ is fhat therevié somefhing‘about
juﬁﬁqr highs that;]ééds to a stress on.goalé ré]aiedito authofity andjinterf.
personal relatfoﬁs. ‘

Table-11-3 shows the fmportance thafiﬁrofessiona] staff attach;to ten
diffe:e;f szstem gdaﬂs; Heré too, there is considerable overai] variation,
" but nof the kind o% bun&hing.at.the low ‘end of dur importance scale that
- fook piacebwith the product goa]é. .Rgspondehts seemed to aé}ee_on the sﬁ-'
preme imbortance of one of tHg'product goals (basic skiﬁfs)~and_the re]étiVe
- unimportance of haﬂf'the others; however, no system goal standsaquf inﬁthe
sahe'fd%hion. ‘The most impor?ant.goa]'in the‘évérage schoo],ﬁsfudent dis-
cip]fne, is selected by only 73.7 pe;cent. The Second mbst impor tant goéi,

teacher morale, is selected by 64.2 percent. Only one goal, cost reduction,
. . <

-

it




. - Table I1-3 - \\\\
’Pefcent of Professional Staff ‘Members in the Average School
“Attaching Importance to Each of Ten Eroduct Goals, by School Level

- *The ten goals have been listed in decreasing order on the percent of respondents’
in the average of all 13-schools who selected each goal as one of the three most
impaortant in their school: ’ :

.
N
R SCHOOL LEVEL - . | .
N , 1 ' “Junior Senior - Al
SYSTEM GOAL* * ] Elementary |, High . High . }Schools
| )
4
1. -Student Discipline 1 663 8o.s | 70.0 73.7
2. Teacher Morale - 61.0 . 65.5 "66.0 0 | 64.2
3. Proféssional Deve]opmeni of R T B 1 o
Teachers o k6.0 26.3 33.7 . | 3.0
k. Community Relations 33.5 . 22.5 . 26.7 | 26.8
5. Innovation - ) s 192 | 257 22.2
, . : : _ . . |
6. Teacher:Adtonomy'or Indepen- . : : . - !
dence T 16.8 26.0 19.0 .| 21.5
7. safety of Students - 17.0. | 19.3 26.0 20.2
8. Integration of Students from .
Different Races or Back- : : S
grounds 120 21.2 16.3 17.2° |
9. Relations with the,Central
' Office . S 6.0 12.8 10.3 10.2
10. Cost Reduction S I - 1.8 1.7 1.7
. - g B - - . ‘i_ .
— - Number of Schools ' L 6 3 13 __ ,




is se]ecfed'by less than ten percent of the respondents.”-Ha]f'the'goa]s
are rated as important by from 20 to 35 .percent .of .the respondents.

.An examination of the differences’among Schoo]-]eve]s shows few.of‘the;

monotonlc trends that were found among product goa]s " The on]Y one is a

.

r|5|ng pattern of 1mportance mov ing from the e]ementary to the senior h|gh

1eve] for safety of'students. _However, three goals show the.lnverted-U

S .

--shaped” patterns student discioline, integration;<and teacher autonomy.

The emphasis on teacher autonomy seems unique to.one specific -junior =

¢

high. In twelve schoo]s, no more than 25" percent of the respondent con-
S|der teacher autonomy |mportant wh|]e in that school 67 percent do. (See'
Appendlx A, Tab]e A-3, for schoo] by=school details. ) When that school

is excluded from the ana]y5|s, there are no dlfferences among the Heve]s.j
'The other two system goaJs fit the pattern established with product goa]s.
for junior highs=~the emphasis on authority'and interpersona]‘relatiOns—-
but they could also reflect the Citizen Education C0mponent's se]ectfon‘
*procedures. Here when theHCEC and non?CEC-échoo]s-are:compared,'the CEC
schools give greater importance to student discip]ine“(82.5 va. 76.5) |

but less to student integration (]7;8>v$. 28). While_not c]ear,‘the im- -

pact of selection is not\oxerwhe]ming. - - ’

AN

Goal Consensus : : '>\\\\'

Although a.knowledge of what\qoa]s are considered to be mest ‘important

: : _ ' AN ' :
by schools at each of the three levels is helpful in understanding schools




as social organizations, the distinction between rational bureaucracies and
. . " \ :

natural systems presented in Chapter 1 hinges on.goal consensus rather than

Admportance. Since consensus cah be achieveglboth when there is agreement’

that a bérticu]ar goal is important and when there is agreement that it is
unimportant, we desired a measure of consensus that would focus on the degree
of agreemeht among teachers independent of what they were agreeing about

or the direction of agreement. To-obtain such consensus scores for each . .. |

 potentia1 goal wifhin'eabh s¢hqo] Qg ésSumed that‘a siﬁuat%on'in whidh 50
percent of the reépondénts'within a given school iﬁdibéted‘a partjéUIar

goal to be important-fénd thus 50 percent féiJgd fo.so>indicate—-represented‘.
the lowest degree of agféement pgssib]e within the data available to ug.:'
chh.a schqo] was given to c0nsensus_scoré of zero. Cohéjstenf with this
logic a situétioﬁ‘invwhich eifher aIIFOf.the teachers within a given fChOQl,
said'thatﬂa barticu]ar‘goa] Was important gi all fajjed té sé; that it was

important was considered to repre%SPt tHe highest degree of consensus. Such

schools were given a score of 100.'_Sch69]s exhibiting other than extreﬁe

v

"dissensus (a score of 0) or extreme consensus (a score of 100) were located

at intermediate points a]ong'this consensus scale using a scbring,procedure ‘,,mﬁ,w7«~

R described in Appendix A. (Schdoléby-schoo]fgqn§ensus"scdrésrf6r each of
‘the 12 product and IOwsysféﬁlﬁgai; are also presented in Appendix A. - See

" Tables A-3 and A-5.)

Table |-k presents the resulting consensus scores for product.goals
. . ~ v.;"(‘

by school level. The oFdering of goal consensus is Qe}y different from =

i

e




Table ll-h

//V . 7 B " Degree of consensus on Each of Twelve -
_Product Goals in the Average School, by School Level
. SCHOOL LEVEL |
o g o . . Juqior>“ Senior Al
PRODUCT GOAL ] Elementary | ngh' ~High- Schools o
|
. . ' : . J
1.. Science and Techno]og§ ‘ . 100.0% - 95.7 84.0 94.3
2. .Citizenship-Education. 98.0% | 85.7 92.0 90.9
3. Family Living 87.5 93.7% 84.0 89.5
L. Vocational Education - ©98.5% - 85.3 82.7 88.8
5. Arts and Humanities B 89.5% :; 86-3 84.7 86.9
6. Health and Environment . 755 91.0% 86.0 85.1 |
7. Basic skills (reading and K | | o e
math) | 96.5% | 77.0 60.0 79.1
8. Work (undérstahding the .
' world of wnrk, career o ' : ;
~edication) - - : 91.5% 66.0 18.0 - 69.7
9. Critical and 0rig|na] . o .
: Thinking . - 73.5% L8.7 36.7 .58.5
-10. Understandlng Others
(cultural pluralism, f . .
gettlng along wlth othurs) ©50.5« | 37.3 47.3 - 48.7
11. Self-esteem (se]f-contept) 55.5 <« . 17.7 ) 16.0 ' ‘28.9‘
12. Respéct’for Authorfty- " 18.5 . 25.0% 18.0 21.4
(discipline, character :
- building)
Average Consensus : _’ - 77.9 - 67.5 61.6 70.2

: *For each goal indicates the highest concensus score across'the 3 ‘school

Q ) _ ' - 0..
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that'for goal importance_ (compare ‘Tables 11-2 and- Il-h) and lndlcates that
e it is easier for teachers to agree on what is not lmportant than on what.
r : is important.. The flrst six goa]s on_the tab]e of consensus scores are in

exact]y the reverse order of the last six goa]s in lmportance. Basic

o

skills, the goal ranked flrst in lmportance is seventh in consensus,'a]-

though lt is not far behlnd the six most “unlmportant“ goals. Self-

esteem and respect for authorfty--the goals ranked second and third in
|mportance--are ranked eleventh and twe]ffh in terms of consensus. This’
pattern hlghllghts the genera] dlfflculty mentloned above ‘in determlnlng

what schools should do. If goals are often amblguous, it seems to be
o - :
because the staff cannot agree on what a school's purposes are.

The asterisks in the body of Table Il-4 indicate the school ]eve];
for which’there,is'the greatest consensus regarding the importance of

“each of the 12 product goals. By summing these asteriskS'down each column

it is readlly ‘apparent ‘that in genera] consensus regard|ng product goa]s -
T

|s greatest in elementary schools (9 of the hlghest consensus sc/;es/are

. found at thatv]eve]), second greatest in junior high schocls (3 scores)

and lowest in senior high schools-(no scores).
Although it would make-little sense to average across the twelve

importance scores within each school to obtain an overall measure of goal

importance, it does make sense to average the twelve consensus scores.
. \

\

When this is done the 13 schools can be.ranked as follows in terms of their

overall degree of consensus on product goals.
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o
Overall ,
Rank o -Schoo] o - Consensus
13 - Washlngton E]ementary - _ 8];2
12 °‘a;.M|dd]eburg E]ementary " 80.8 ”
11 i Smalltown Elementary’ 'I 75.8
10 Southend Elementary ~ ° ' 73.8
+ 9 ‘ ; Suburh dunior-High 7, ’ 73.2 -
-8 - Farm Centeridunion‘Hth T 70.5 .
a smdlltown Middle “* | - . 70.2
6 Riverside Middle S 67.8
5 Green Hills Junior High 63.2
4 -Bigtown.Senior.High ' 62.6
3 | Oldtown'Seniqr High 62.3
1.5, Urban Jinior High | 59.8
1.5 Nefghbortown Senior High  59.8

Because respondents could only |nd|cate that three of the goals were of high-

est lmportance, overa]] ‘consensus scores for product goals cou]d range from
~only 50 to 100 (See Appendix A). Thus the fact that the scores range from

a low of 59. 8 to a h|gh of 81.2 |nd|cates substantial’ var;atlon among them,

wuth the elementary schoo]s tend|ng to exhlblt the h|ghest degree of con- .

sensus, the junior h|gh/mtdd]e schools the next, - and the senior high’ schoo]s

the ]owest (The actua] aVerage overal] product goal consensus scores by

“school ]eve] are presented at the base of Table ll 4) .

- Table |1-5 presents tesu]ts for system goals comparab]e to those pre~
sented in Tab]e Fi-4 for product goa]s and suggests th°“ the prob]em of '
achlevung consensus |n this organlzatlona] d|men5|on is a]so‘severe. The
potentla] goals for wh|ch there is the htghest consensus are the three o
shOWn‘ln Tab]e Jl-3 to be ]east }mggrtant._ The. goa] Whlch ranks h|ghest

\

in importance--student discipline=--is only seventh in terms of consensus,

-32-
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"Tabl

e ll-5

Degree of Consensus on Each of Ten

System-Goals in the Averag

e School, by School Leve1

e

o ' A ’% . .
' . SCHOOL LEVEL o
. ' — . 1 7 ;
o . 1 Junio} “Senior , All
SYSTEM GOAL Elementary |  MHigh High Schools
; b | -
1. Cost Reduction 97.0% 96.3 96.7 96.6 °
; 17
R . [ —— - N Ld v'..* o ;‘:
2. Relations with the Central A | -
. Office : : 88.0% - 7h:3 - 79.3 79.7
. . N /
3. ‘lntegrétioh of Students
from,Dﬁvﬁerent Races or : e ' ,
Backgrounds 76.0% .57.7. 67.3 65.5
4. Teacher Autohomy or In- , : )
dependence v « 66.5% 59.3 62.0 6%.2
5. Safééy of Students T 66.0% 61.3 h48.0 '59.7 ‘
6. Innovation 51.5 63.7% h8.7f 56.5
7. Student -Discipline - 34.5 61.0% " 40.0 48.0
8. Community Relations 33.0 55.0 .| + 46.7  |46.3
IR ,
9. Professional Development . o . <
of Teachers : 21.0 47.3% 32.7 35.8
10. Teacher Morale T 37.0 31.0 132.0
\\\g?

. Overall Cbnsehsds

57.1

60.7

55.3

58.3

. *For each.goal indicates the highest

-]

consensus score across the 3 school levels.
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while the goal for which there is the least consensus--teééhsrumonale--"

is second in importance. -

¢

The data presented in Table 11=5 also help clarify the issue of school-

. . . . :
level differences in consensus on system goals. Although the pattern with

respect to'syStem goals is less pfonoﬁnced here than it was for product

goals, the greatest degree of consensus was found in elgmentary schodls

~o

for six of the 10 potential géals--aﬁd five of these six were the,gdé]s

““for which there was the greatest consensus across all T3 schools. The
. - R .- -

A

junior high schools were found to be the locus of the"greatest'degree'df
consensus dnfonly four goals and in no case was the greatest degrée of

consensus found within the senior high schools.

The overall scores for consensus on system goals (those obtained by
N - g N " . [<Y

averaging within each school across the ten indicators or consensus) are

as follows:

a

: - B Overall
Rank School I Consensus
13  Farm Center Junior High ™~ - ~7lv2— " —
12 Middleburg Elementary . - - 62.8
RR Suburb Junior High e T 62.6
10~ Green.Hills Junior High, 62.b .
9 .Qashhngtoﬁ Elementary 60.Qmm; o
8 . 0ldtown Senior High | - .59.0 .
~© 7 smalltown Middle 56.6 6
6 Bigtown Senior High 7 56.h
5 Urban Junior High ~ = 56.0
b Riverside Middle ¢ 556
o ) L3 “Smalltown Elementary. .53}“ {
- 2 Southend Elementary . 52.0
1 Neighbortéwﬁ Senior High * : NSO.Q.

o
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- Because respondents could only indicate three of the goals as}ofvgreatest

)

/
|mportance, the overa]] consensus scores for the system goals could range

» from only 33.3 to 100 (see. Appendix A). Thus the fact\that the observed
O e scores range from a ]ow of~90 h to~a high of~71.2 indicates less var|at|on. ’ -

‘among the schoo]s in the degree of their consensUs on system goa]s than wnth

¢ respect to product goa]s. The picture with respect to schoo] ]eve] differ-

enced is also ]ess pronounced in-the case of system goa]s A]though con-

————~——————~———sfﬁﬁﬁﬁiefs—h+gher—in—%he—average—eiementarv—school.tharp_uL4iu;4ﬂuu:qy;;uHUJn;___________

high schoo]--a finding con5|stent with what we observed with respect to

B
ox

product goa]s--the highest degree of consensus is found W|th|n the average

junior high schoo]'(see bottom of Table II-5 for details).

L3

Y Control
The control system'of an organi;ation is_the»set of mechanisms by
which some members obtain the compliance of others. In the rationa]
bureaucracy; control is monopo]iied by‘the formal structure and used to.'
—*'r‘“AL%”ﬁ4'ﬁ“ﬂensurewthatvactions are-taken to’achieve gogls. By'contrast; in the -
~natural system, control mav be fragmented. There individual autonomy W|]1
be greater,'not,on]y to permit;the;use of individuai initiative to achieve

collective ends, but also to allow individuals to achieve personal or group ’

objectives;d
ﬂThe.distinction between’ the twobimagesbrests on two.concepts-*the
' means of’contro] and the distribution of control. In examining the means,
it is.necessarv.to distinguish between ﬁorma] and informal mechanisms.

The formal control system-consists of the policies, rules,-and orders

specifying conduct, as well as evaluation procedures, performance criteria,

-35- L
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means to obta|n oata on performance, and sanctions and rewards made avall-
able dependlng on performance (Dornbusch & Scott, ]9/)) While this sys-
tem can be e]aborate, the existence of consistently enforced rutes is cen—
tra] (Anderson, 1968) . jln the rational boreaucracf; suchbru]es‘are ciear,'
- . well known, andmenforoea., They’arekan impersonaj'means of assuring that
goals are met. In the natural system,'there may- be“an:''indulgency- pattern''

characterized-by routine or selective non-enforcement (Gouldner, 1954) . Sucl”

i ruie-bendingftan;take‘p&acerbecause—the—fe+at+ensh+p—between—rule§¢and_goa1<

is unclear, because the rule enforcer lacks adequate sanctions, or even be-

A

cause. indulgency is used to increase the influence of the rule bender.

The formal control system is expected to promote centralization of

controi in the rational bureaucracy. Formal control can be”reTnforoed

or undercut by, a numher of other soUrces'of iifluence inc]uding specfa]
individua;'skiljs or training, access to externa].resources, the esteem
of others, or, dependencies,based on the organization of tasks. Whatever
‘the.sourées of ‘influence, contro]'fs centraiized ih the rationa] bureaoc-
‘racy. Moreomer, it‘rests within the chain of command. Jnia schoo],

accordlng to such-an image, contro] rests WIth the prInC|pa] rather than

a clique of-teachers2 the teachers association, or a parents group In

7 ~the natural system, cdntroi is more—dispersed:

There |s a re]ated |ssue re]ated to the zoning of control. Those

suggest that control ought to" be strongest over those activities most
" directly related to achieving centra]'goa]s.Whieh are taken to be instruc-

tional. However, they suggest that control is-actually least centralized

-36-

e - o

|
who argue that the rationa] bureaucratic. image is“inapp]lcab]e to schools




in that area ‘and most centralized with regard, to administrat|Ve matters that

~

have re]atiVe]y little to do with the -conduct of instruction (Lortie, 1969,

+
\ .

Meyer and Rowan, 1978) .

Rule Enforcement . . o . R

To learn about, the role of rules in the 13 schools, our staff infor-

" mants were- asked whether policies existed in each of seyen.areas, and,if a

poiicy existed the'frequency with which it was enforced.’ Our measure of

control through rules is the percent of informants n each school whp said
that a policy existed in a.particular area and was ''usually" enforced (See
Appendix B Question 1). ,

Tab]e 11-6 presents the resu]ting “contro] through the enforcement of

forma] rules' scores for each of the seven po]icy areas both for all schoo]s

and for the three schoo] levels separately. The OVera]] |mpreSS|on derIVed

from this table .is that schools are not rule bound bureaucraCies, at least

i -

for their staff members. ‘Over all seven areas, less than half the informants

report that rules exist and are enforced Ru]es are most act|Ve]y enforced

in two areas--arrival and departure‘time} hOWever, these rules have more to

do with administrative form or good practice than the ‘ubstance of instruc-

tion As will be shown in the. next section, teachere have a great deal of -

autonomy over what they- put in their lesson p]ans'irJ how they teach “the
requurement is typica]]y that the pians be filled oi:: and ava|]ab]e.

In Table 11-6' considerable variation ip gt rcement of rules related

more directly to instruction and_studen?‘behavicr is apparent. For in- .

stance, only half .the teach rs report that ~:i=" on corporal punishment are. .
5 - N '

s

U1




_Table I1-6

~ Degree of Control Through Formal RUle§/fn the
Average School in, Seven Policy-Areasf_by_School Level

—

SCHOOL LEVEL

‘ Junior . Seni.oréa A”
’ POLICY AREA 3 E~] ementary High N Hig‘h "~ {Schools
- ﬁ=7 =
11, “Afriva] and Departuré Time, ' o
for Teachers . : 81.0« 58.2 72.3 68 .5
2. Lesson Plans 82.5+ ' | .60.5 61.3 67:5
3. Use of Corporal Punishment |~ 60.8% | —49.2 |~ 51.3 - ]53.2-.
h} Parental Visitation 57 . 5% 41.7 - 39.0 45.9
5. Use of Curriculum Guides 45 6% 34.8 ? 36.7 38.6
6. Textbook Selection 26.3 38.0¢ 34.3 133.5.
"
{ .
7., Discussion of Controversial . 7 .
/' Topics in the Classroom 10.5 11.3*% 9.0 10.5
3y N . . . D
Overall Rules Control Scores 52.0 - 42.0 f . 43.4 45,4

“*For each'po]iCy area, indicates the highest scale aC(OSS the 3 school levels.
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'cbnsfstent]y enforced,'suggesging that specié]-fgcfors:havipg to do with
thé individual case are often ;aken into account. On tHe other hahd, rules
on tHewd?séussiQn ofvconérOVersial topics either seldom exist, or if they
do, are raré]y enforced. Either feachers_have‘great,leeWay iﬁ tHis‘area
.qr some ]éss formal means ofAcontro] is employed; |

In,spite 6f this genera]'pattern of nonéxiSfeht or inconsistent rule )
Aenfércemeht, there ts considerable school-to~school variation. ' Averagiﬁg
across all seven areas, school-specific overall rule enfdrcement»scores , L a
range from a high of 58.1 to a low bf.30;h'(see Appéndix A, Table A!6.for'
détai]s).‘ Morepver,.Table 11-6 suggesté that elemeqtary‘schoolé are con-
i ~ siderably more rule-bouﬁd thén junior or sénior high schéois. This pattern

"

is quite general, appearing in fIVe'df the ‘'seven rule areas (note asterisks .

enforcement pertain to textbook selection and discussion of controversial
fopics.

Absence of Teacher Autonomy

To examine. the distribution of control regardless of the means employ-

ed, teachers were asked how much influence they have in 12 different

decision areas. From their responses, an absence of teacher autonomy

score was computed so high scores would indicate a rational bureaucracy

(con¢entration of control above the teacher ]eve]).and low scores would

-‘.' : indicate a natural system‘]ike_operation'(dispersjon of control among the
. " staff). For each area our measure was the percent of informants in,

each school who said that individua]‘teéch%rs‘had.eitherA no'' influence

or “minor' influence in that area (see Appendix B, Question 10).
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"This comparison presents an opportunity to advance previous research because

/ . . . - :
Table 11-7 presents the ''control’ through the absence of teacher auton-

omy' scores for each decision area and compares schools at different levels.

those who have argued most forcefully the'position that teachers have con-
siderable autonomy have relled\on data limited to elementary schools (Lor=-
tie, 1969, Meyer and Rowan, 1978) Our data also suggests that teachers

autonomy is dJstlnct}y ]Imlted.“ACFOSS al]:schools and items, the average

absence of autonomy score is 67.6, distinctly in the direction of central-

izedrcontrol.
X ra

- - v 3

Perhaps more important, there seems to be a distinct pattern of zoning
of control. In'a few decisioh areas--such as hiring'new teachers, renve
%ng teacher contracts, and setting salary scales--individual teachers agree
aim0st unanimously that they have ]imited influence. On. the other hand they

report almost total control over their daily activities and'the contents

~ of their lesson plans. This control of day-to-day activities within the .

classroom seems to be the has}s for teachersf sense of autonomy, but “in
other areas influence.fs either shared-or nonexistent. For.instance,
teachers may control the instructionai activities that take plaoe in a
course, but they only share |nfluence over what textbooks will be used for
it (44 4 percent say they have minor anfluence or less) whlle others have
theaprlmary say over what courses w;]l be given. Apparently, teachers have
autonomy only,within a structure that‘is either negotiated or-imposed_by
others. (For a similar concluslon, see Corwin, 1974)

In general,‘as the work of more people must be coordlnated, as the

time covered by decisions |ncreases, and as financial and personnel

_1}0.,.».1
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Table II1-7

.

Degree  to whnch Teacher Autonomy in .the Average School

'ln Twelve Decision Areas is Absent, by School Level

- SCHOOL LEVEL

| | Junior Senior Al
DECISION .AREA .Elementary ‘High High Schools
1. Hiring New Teachers '98.5 * 98.2 . 97.7 - | 98.2
2. Deciding Whether to Renew . : . '
“ a Teacher's Contract ' 96.8 96.8 97.7 97.0
3. Establishing Salary : ' , .
‘Schedules ' 94.8 95.8 + 90.7 - 94.3
. 'Assigning'Extra Duties 94.3 * - 91.5 85.0 90.8
: o ; : i -
5. Determining How Discretion=- ' ' _
a‘rprunds Will be Spent 94 .5 % 86.7 81.7 88.3
6. Maklng SpeCIflC Faculty
" . Grade Level and Course , i :
. Assignments - .92.3 % 80.3 67.7 80.1
7. Adding or Drooping Courses 81.0* 77.5 56.7 73.0
8. Identifying Types of
Educational Innovations . ‘
to'be Adopted 69.8* 60.3 4.0 59.5
9. Selectlng Required Texts ‘ . |
/and Other Materlals 70.0% 39.5 17.3 Ly 4
/ ’ .
10. Work.ng Out Details for
Implementing These Inno- . : _ o
- vations 48 .3 % 40.8 36.7 ‘ 52.2
ll./ Establishing the Objectives : o
/ for Each Course : 56.5% . 26.8 14.3 33.1
12. Determining Daily Lesson . S
Plans and Activities 10.0 T.10.2 % 8.3 9.7
Overall Absence of T.A. Score 75.6 67.0 58.2

67.6

...

~h1-

“*For each decision area,. indicates the highest score across the 3 school- levels.,




.bookg while high school teachers do. . Other large differences are in the

~

consideration become involved, teachers' autonomy declines. For instance,.

teachers have less influence over textbook selection--a fimancial deci-
B Y . 'l. v . u

sion--than over setéfng COu%se’objectivés."Simi]afly, they have less
influence‘over.thé decigion on what innovation wi]]‘be adoﬁted (a 1ong
térm, financial qugétion) than over the détai]s of“its impieméntatfoﬁ.

. While this zoning of éontroi is c[eaf, there remains'é_good deal of.
schdolftorschoo] variatién_in the absence oflteacher autonomyiJ Scores '
‘range from a,hfgh of 83:7 to a low of 50.3 (seg Apﬁendix A, Table A-7 for

getails). Apparently control can be quite thoroughly centralized. In five

.

» , I -
of the schools over half the respondentsreported they had minor influence
or less in nine of the 12 decision areas.

Although in general control SeemS~tight'in all. schools, there is a’

* A}

clear pattern of variation across schools at the three levels. Generally,

the ranking of decision areas is quite stable; however, the absence of teach-

er autonomy increases as one moves from high schools (58.2) through junior

high schools (67.0) to elementary schools (75.5). There are some rather

3

dramatic differences. =~ Generally, elementary teachers do not select text-
“areas of course objectives, deciding what innovations to adopt, determin-
ing what courses to add or drop, and determfning course or grade level

assignments. TheSe major differences seem to reflect the pafterh of sub-:

ject matter specialization that exists motre—in secondary-schoots—than--i-n
e]eméﬁtary schools. Elementary. teachers, for the most part, are generalists
assigned to teach most subjects to one class of students. By contrast, sec-

ondary school teachers are usually subject matter experts who teach“hany

50 - b




classes in the same subject. This content'experiise seems fq ProVide high
school teachers with a considerable meésure of influence.

I

" Coordination

Coordination refers to mechanisms for ensuring that different parts
of an organization operate in a complementary fashion. There has been a
tendency to confuse coordination and control in,schoois‘and assume they‘.

- refer—to-the same phenomernon (see,‘for example, Abramowitz and Tenenbaum,

1978). However, in contrast to control which focuses on mechanisms to

ensure that participants accomplish their tasks., coordination -refers to

" the ways in which tasks are interrelated to effectively achieve the school's

\Fed planning which is often centralized.
\ : '

*\\vLess attention has been given to coordination in schools-than to the

\ , , : —— .. S
othe%;d%mens%ens—emp]oyed in the rational-natural distinction. In other

fields:\Planning is often assumed to occur through the impersonal flow of

informatfbn--budgét data, production data, quality data, etc.--to top
. . , ,
. _

}admidiétratbrs through formal procedures. Administrators analyze data

and make decigions;‘ However, these procedures have relatively little
‘scope or impact in schools (Hanson and Ortiz, 1975); thus, more suitable

mechanisms for coordination are needed for research  purposes. In her

AN
\

examination _of the I/D/E/A change project, Bentzen (1974) pointed out that

schools have numerous"ﬁeetings that can be used to ¢oordinate activities, -

but she suggestslthat suéh sharing'often does not take place. In meetings,
T ’ .

N

S ) ) ) _1_}3'_ .
B . \} ) . . . , ) : ‘\.;“' —

goals. In the rational bufeaucracy, coordination is achieved throughvadvan-
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information: can be shared through dlscusslon, and deC|S|ons can then be
reached and implemented. Our initial thinking was that the extent of
discussion in meetings couid be taken as an indicator of information shar-
ing. The absence of-discussion suggests a one-way, downwardwinformation

flow that is unlike]y to promote effectlve coordinatlon. ‘The extent to

Wthh dec15|ons made at meetlngs are implemented is suggestlve of ef-

vfective‘coordination. Hence, we expected that extensive discussion and

frequent implementation of meeting_decisions would be an indicator of a.
rational bureaucracy.

Meeting Discussion . o 7 .

We asked our informants to report the percent ofytimeideVoted to
discussions (as distinct from‘presentations) in four different kinds of
meetings. Their responses were in the form of appro*imate‘percentages
which were then averaged across informants within eachhschoo] to ohtain

h”frequency of discussion'" score for each- type~of meettng which cou]d

range from zero (no discussionL$t01]00 (al] discussion). (See Appendlx A

foriscoring procedures and/Appendix'B,'question'6 tor the actual response
format.) -
Table 11-8 presents the resulting ""frequency of discdssion” scores
for the average school at each “evel and for each type of meeting. ‘Across
all schoolsiand all types of meetings, just a little more than half the
time is devoted to-discussion (55.3 peroent).~ However,vthere‘are differ-
ences among types of meetings. In the average schoo] th; least discdssion

is- foun! at school-wide staff meetings (41.5 per¢ent) These meetings

are large and |nc]ude peop]e with a wide variety of responSIbilities.

“hly-
Y

l :.":\",‘eg
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Table 1148."

Percent of Meefing Time in the Average School Devoted to
" Discussion in Four Types of Meetings, by School Level™

" SCHOOL LEVEL
TYPE OF FORMAL MEETING ~Junior ‘Senior . AN
' Elementary | = High High Schools
1. Department.or Grade Level . -
Meetings L 64.0 65.8% . 58.0 -} 63.5
‘2. Meetings with Parent or : , s o
.. Community Groups 555 642 - 60.0 60.5
3. Meetings deDepartmentvor : ‘ NEN
Grade Level Heads 57.0 58.0¢ - 48.3 55.5
L, SCHSOIMWfﬂé'Stéff“Meetingﬁm - k2.5 43.3 ) 36.7 41.5
t - » - - P
Overali Discussion Score. 54.8 57.8 50.8 55.3

*For each type of meetjng,'indicates the highest score across

 -bs-

—~—

3

the*3 school levels.
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“Mo'st discussion takes p]ace at department and grade level meetings (63. 5

%

‘percent), where peop]e aSSIoned similar tasks come together to ensure that

\

they are worklng in a comp]ementarv fashion. This is not so much advanced

‘p]annlng as detal]ed coordlnatlon of the day- to-day act|V|ty in the areas g

.

where teachers have mos t autonomy.

o

»

When we turn from the aQerage of all schools to the average school
within each of the three levels, we observe a great®r range ih‘the amount

of ‘meeting time -devoted to discussion--from a high of 65.8 percent for

o

.department meetings in junior high schools to 36.7 percent for school

" wide staff meetings in senior highs. However, the monotonic pattern across

school levels found in the case of product goal consensus and both measures

- of control is not apparent here. Although on the average elementary

schopls devote more meeting time.to discussions (54.8 percent) than do -
senior highs (50.8 percent), it is the junior high schools which devote
the most time (57.8 percent).

Implementation of‘Meeting-hased Decisions

Information obté?ned through discussion’'can be used to actually make
v : ) : .

decisions during meetings, or it can be held to be used at another time, or

: simp]y'ignored. To get‘some'indication(of'how meeting information is used,

we asked informants to report the frequency with which decisions made in
the four types of meetings were '‘actually carried out." ‘The response

alternatives which they'cou]d check were coded numerically as percentages

s

> with a response of ''never'' being given a score of zero, ''rarely'" a 12,

'sometimes'' a 25, and "usually' a 75 (See appendfx A for a dicussion end

Appendix B, .Question 8 for the response format) .
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~across all types of meetlngs the average score is.only 4o.2. When compar-

) Tab]e I1=-9 presents the resultlng ll|mp]emented decnsnons scores.

Typlcally, decisions made in school meetings are not carr|ed out, for T

o t

,lnq the dlfferent types of meetings, what stands out is that decisions made

. : N

in grade ]eve] or department meetings .are |mp1emented.most con5|stently~ .

.
z

(a score of 50.1), fo]]OWed by school-wide staff meetlngs apd meetings of

2 ~
.

department heads (both with scores of_38.5)a and meetings: W|th.parent§ or

community groups (33. 6). JWhen we examine the-three school “Tevels sepa-‘}

* H

rate]y, we again find that decisions made |n meet|ngs are more frequently

|mp1emented in elementary schoo]s (a score of hS 5) than |n senior high
schools (38.7). However, they are ]east frequently |mp1emented in Junlor
high schools (37.#). ' o S - I i

A partlcu]ar]y |nterest|ng across- meetlng pattern emerges when one

ERN

'.compares Tab]es*ll-8 and 11-9. Together these tab]es suggest a very dif-
ferent pattern of act|V|ty in dlfferent kinds of meetings. The ]ocus of

“communication through meetlngs seems to be the grade level or department

There meetings are dominated by discussion, and deC|S|ons are most Ilke]y

to be imp]emented. This pattern seems to reflect both the size of the
2 .
grdup meeting, which is small enoLgh to permit disoussioh, and the inter-

dependence of its members. Teaohera of the same grade or of different

sections of the-Same:course may feel that thev have somehinterest4in'bring-_'

ing students a]ong at the.same rate, or at least having them at the same

)

point at the end of the school year. Moreover, when they teach;the‘same

material, they may discover and share tricks of the trad When teachers

3

in a department have different courses, there may still be interdependence74




) Tabie 41-9
" Percent of Decisions Made ﬁh;FOUf }ypes of Farmal -
Meetings that’are'lmﬁ1emented in the Average School, by~School Level
e A‘ ) . ‘ \y S -
: ‘ . ' . . o School Level .
TYPE OF FORMAL MEETING  ° ) ~Junior  Senior | All-
e Elementary High "High Schools
i ‘ N\_ - B i . J_ .

) . Department or Grade Level y S o ’ SRR A . -
' Meetings ’ Z: , 52.5%x )} ' 48.5 50.0 50.1 4

R | 2. school Wide Staff Meetings 48.0+ | 345 | 340 38.5

a2
. - 3. Meetings of Depértment or ) ' o .
: Grade Level Heads hQ.S . 35.3 42 .3% 38.5
i . k. Meetings with‘Parents or o , R o ' -

S * . . Community Groups _ 41.0% 31.3 ' 28.3 33.6
> " \\. f
- . ‘/'"

- > \ /
Overall Implemented Decision Score 45.5 37.4 . 38.7 ho.2 | .

4 . » _ ~ . / .

%For each type of meeting, indicates the highest score across the 3 school leve)s.

S ’ : ¢ : ! .
ERIC. - S
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he.g.” the work of the advanced a]gebra‘teacher can be helped or hindered

by the person teaching beginning algeBra. -Hence, there is an interest,
. }‘5 . B A ) | .
: sharlwb'informatiqn and reaching decisions.

he meetlngs of department heads show a different pattern with somewhat
]ess d|scu55|0n and considerably less lmp]ementatlon of dec15|ons. ~Since

M-Nm_NTFEEE"EEET‘ngs—are~a450~t¥ptca_ly of small groups the number of pe0p]e in=
\

vo]ved shou]d not serve as a barrier - to communlcatlon or action. One inter-

3

pretation of the decrease in implementing deciﬁiOns'in meetings bf depart-

o d . 4 . » °
. .

ment heads is that it stems from the absence of interdependence between
department when compared to that between individua]s within a department:'

For instance what is taught in science shas re]atlve]y lltt]e |mpact on

Eng]lsh |nstruct|on, and there is enough over]ap |n content within SUbJ&Ct

)

material presented in different grade ]eve]s to perm|t’]oose coordlnatlon.

-
S

Parentimeetings rare]y'Tead t0'decisioné_that are.imp]emented;‘althcugh
o they generate nearly as much discussion as department meetings. Previous
fle]d work suggests that parent meetings. serve different functlons from the

three other types llsted (F|restone, forthcomlng) Parents do not serve in

a line or staff capaC|ty in a school, and the|r formal channe],for repre-

»
\

~ sentation is'throudh the schoo!_board. Hence, rather than prOV|d|ng a set-
ting.for within-staff connunication and coordination, parent meetings serve
P .
©  as an out]et for concern about or praise for the schoo] They are both a
pub]nc relations devnce and an opportunlty to obta|n |nformat|on on the
sentiments of an important part of the schoo]'s ‘environment. When decisions

do stem from such meetings, they tend to be made later, probab]y after con-

su]tatjon within the school.

"~ ERIC
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The,]iﬁkage betweéﬁ méetings and subsequent imb]eméntétion of
decisions isbespecia]]y ]ooée with regard to parent meetings, but
such loosehess probab]y exists in the other three setfings’as well. . o
Moreover, there are other coordination mechanisms that this emphasis on
‘meetings has not allowed us tolfap; A more ffhe-dfaiﬁeg analysis, both
conceptual and empirical, is needed before we will have as much confidence
—==——mmnpw‘___ﬁjjggixfijﬂfijpésuring‘the diménsioﬁs of coordinatfon as effectively as we
hgve those of control. Nevarthe]éég;,it is apparent that there are dif-
feren;és‘in the amount and kind of coordination that takes place in dif;

- ferent settings in schools as well as in the amount of coordination within

schools at different levels.

‘Différences Across School Levels
In order.fo summar ize the pattern of differeﬁces among'elementary, L
'janibr higthand.senior high school suggested within our analysis of the
six Organizaiiona] dimensibns, we have computed (across“the 49 indicators
se]egtéd to tap the six dimgnsions) the number of times the score for the
average é]ementéry school was' greater than that for'the aVerage junior or
senior highbschooll In a similar fashion we have computed the number of
times the average junior high school and the average high school sﬁoredi
. highest. The resulting counts clearly suggest the preeminence--within those

- 13 schools--of elementary schools as rational bureaucracies. On 32 of the

i




49 jndicafors of a rafiona] bureaucracy whicn Qe have developed, che aver-
iage e]emenfery school received-the highest score (Tab]e ]1-19).‘ tn only
15.inetanceslﬂid the>average junior high 555661 receive the highest score, ' -
and fn'on]y42_of.the 49 inscaeces’was it the average senior high school.
Although' the means which were;used>to select these'SChoo1s'fdr,study may
have resulted in their being different frqm school's in general, éhis,find-
ing of a hiéh‘degree of correspondencefbetween elementary schools and thex
rational bureaucratic image seems worthy of furtHer investigatien, fo?;

within the conventional wisdom about'schoo]sa attributes of rational bureauc-

racies are generally thought to be more prevalent within secondary schools.

Conclusion
This chapter introduced six dimensions of schools as organizations

‘that could be studied through the Field Studies Professional Staff Ques-

<y

tionnaire, used them to both examine differences among schools at different
levels and to explore the utility of a distinction using the rational
" bureaucracy and the natural system images of schools.

A number of |mportant differences were found among 'schools at dif-

- ferent ]eve?gj\\Wh+le\EFese di fferences may be related to the preference

of the RBS components in se]ectlng the schools, in most cases there is

no reason to believe that any se]ectﬁakkeffects predomlnate. In the two cases
where it was possible to explore the alternative hypothesis that component
selection caused the finding, the evidence did not support such an alter-

‘native. With respect to product goals, all schools (regardless of the RBS

component that selected them) seem to emphasize basic skills and place




A

) TABLE 11-10 |
0 Number of .Indicators Ranked Highest Across the o o
Three School Levels, b¥ Leve] and Dimension : : \
I ) “v.\
School Level . '7\
. Jr. Sr. fNumber of §
Dimension : | Elem | High | High [Indicators o
— | — /
‘Consensus on Product Goals 9 | 3 0 12 /
Consensus .on System Goals > 6 b U 10 | /
Control Thfough Formal Rules 5 | 2 . 0. 7 // |
Control Through ‘Abserice of - R ‘ ' ' [
Teacher Autonomy ) -9 2 L 12 . / |
B |
“Coordination Through Formal v E |
Discussion o . 0 T h 0 4 .
Coordination Through Implemental ' ,
Decisions . 3 0 L IR /
Total ., 32 | 15 2 by //'

snumber of times an asterisk appeared within the approprla e

|

|

Note: The ‘counts in the body of this table were obtained by'sumg%ng
body of . Tab]es I I-4 through [I1-9.




much less stress on a number of other potentia] goals. The basic skills-

emphasis seems to be strongest in elementary schools, these schools also

1

emphésize building students' self-esteem. Junior high schools place more

emphasis on building fnterpersona] skills and respect for authorfty, while .

high schools tend to stress a W|der range of subJects lnc]udlng direct
N,
preparation for the world of work. ‘ : L

.

4

-

Across all schools there seems to be a deflnlte division of control-

dependlng on the decision area in question. Teachers have greatest autonn
- [+ ‘

omy over day to-day affairs; however,,thelr autonomy is wnthln ]ImItS. As

decisions reqU|re a ]onger tlme perspectlve, ronslderatlon of financial

matters, and the coordlnatlon of more people, teachers autonomy dec]|nes.

. The overall ranklng of our ten indicators is the same at all ]eVe]s, but

e]ementary teachers clearly ]ack autonomy more than secondary teachers do. .

» [

Perhaps because of their subject matter expertlse, high school- teachers

, -

have considerable contro]vover decisions that ind[rect]y‘]imit e]ementary
teachers' day-to-day autonomy. Elementary teachers are also more constrained
by rules than are senior high school teachers.

‘Coordination referS‘to-theveXtent to which tasks petformed in'a school
are interrelated. This exp]oratlon focuses on the use of meetlngs fot coor-
dination. About ha]f the time in four different kinds of meetings “is devoted
to diseussion and informatlon sharing, but decisions made at meetings are

not routlne]y |mp]emented School ]eVe] difference;'vary somewhat  from those

for the other two domains in that the most time is glVen over to discussion

-

at ‘junior high school meetings. However, deC|5|ons are most frequent]y |mp1e-

mented at the elementary level, When examining goal consensus, control, and:




coordination together, it appears'that element

rational bureaucracy.

<
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.of Influence exerclsed;“‘Scﬁoof“ieve], which the previous chapter sug-

CHAPTER |11

ADDITIONAL CORRELATES OF THE TWO |MAGES

The previous chapter suggests that it is possible to distinguish
among schools that correspohd to different images. There are a number

of possible explanations for why particular schools tend more towards one’

image or the other. These include, among others, the structural ‘charac--

teristics of the school incTuding its siz¢,>division of labor, and pat-
terns of student assignments; characteristics of the students served; .
characteristics of the staff; and characteristics of the environment such

)

as the support provided by dif?erent'groups and the extent and direction

gesfgd was an iﬁpbrtant correlaté of the dist}nction between the two

images,.is a proxy_for a ﬁﬁmber of.variables related to organizationél

size, division,éf ]abor; and such studeﬁt charécteristics'as age' and" -
heterogeneity.. This.chaptér:exp]orés.further the differences:among schools
corresponding to each image, first by developing.a way of determining

{

which schools torre§pbnd best to each image and;%hen by examiring dif-.

ferences between schools of the two types. Two data sources are used:

school demographics and the reports of our teacher informants.

~
*

Classifying the 13 Schools

~ To make oyr search for correlates of the two images more ef-

. ficient, we needed amsummaryﬂmeasure‘fb”?éplaéé the six separate in-

deXés presented in. Chapter II. Since not all of our measures, espe~
cially systems goals consensus, were positively correl Sted (see Appendix

: | § . 5 .
A, Table A-12),bit was necessary to choose the most effective-subset.

Because we wanted to preserve the three primary domains of goal

~55-
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consensus, control, and coordination, we selected one index of each. Us---

“ing criteria discuésed 'in Appendfx A, we selected Consensus on Product

Goals, Rule énforcement, and Formal Discussion. ' "

e

- Once these dimensions were selected, we obtained a summary measure

of the overall rank of each school across the three indexes by summfhg

its rank on each and ranking the resulting sum across the 13 schools

(see’ Appendix A, Table A-13). Then to determine which schools would be
considered most like rational bureéucracies and which most like natural

‘systems, the following decision rules were‘employed:

e |f a school was at or above the median rank-:i.é., seven or
higher--on all three indexes, it was classified as a rational
bureaucracy. ' : ‘

e |If a school was at or below the median on all three indexes,
it was classified as a natural system. .
i e

e The remain}ng schéois were placed in anvunclear category."

bTabie Ill-i”presents the rank orderiég of théiTB sqhqols‘and shows
where the d{visions were made ahong the three Fmage categaries. This
ftablé reinforcgs the'impression of fHe single index analYSi§'that elemen-
téry schools corréspondvbest to fhe rétiona]-bdreéucrat?c fmage. The

itis a‘mixturg,

natural systems group contains no elementary schools;-

Py
e o

of juhior and

senjor_high-schools. 'Tﬁw?géfjﬁjanior highs are spfead

throughbut the continuum having been'classified as rational (one school),

v

urzlear (three), ahdlnatural (two).

There is one important caveat. The three rational-bureaucratic

schools~-Smal] town Elementary; Southend Elementary, and Smalltown

% ) .
See Appendix A for a more extensive discussion of the procedures used
to create this summary classification of the 13 schools.

e
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~Table 111-]

\

" A Summary .Classification of the 13 RBS. Schools
. in terms of the Rational-Natural. Systemsxlmagery*

.\ . . .

Image

School

Rational System

-
£y

'“Sma]]town Mldd]e School

"Southend E]ementarylSchoo]

Sma]]town E]ementary Schoo]

\

Unclear

Middleburg E]ementary Schoo]
Washlngton E]ementary Schoo]\'

Suburb -Jr. High School ‘\\ |
Farméehter Jr. High School
Bigtowﬁ Sr.'High School

Riverside Jr.-High School

Natural System

Greenhills Jr. High School

0ldtown Sr.:High School

" Urban Jr. HigH Schoo]’

...\,..,

Neighbortown Sr High School

*See Appendlx A for a dlscu55|0n of the procedures used to create thIS
summary classification of the 13 schools.
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zation (Blau, 1974). Very simply, in larger organizations, personal con-

Middle--are all from the same small rural School_diStricg. Each of the 
other ten Schoois is from ; different district. 'In an ihpor£ant sense.

this is a finding; sch;ol'districts caﬁ-be é rétionalizing; bureaucratizing  _
force. We will retufﬁ to this issue below. However, the fact'that all

three rational=-bureaucratic schools come from a single district mdst be

remembered in examing other correlates of the two images.

4

Demographic Variables

" Table I11-2 presents dempgréphfc data on tﬁe schools drawn ffdﬁ

school records or estimates made by their principals. Although a.num- e
Py . . . . .

 ber of measures were examined, this table summarizes only those that

- show a definite monotonic trend--f.e., the-ratibnal-bureaucratic schools.

are at one extreme, the natural-system schools are at the other, and

the unclear schocls are in between. TheademographiG’data.provide in-

formation on organizational size, student body characteristics, and staff

characteristics.

Organizational Size

Organizational size fs often cited as a primary source of bureaucrati-
trol by the chief executive is less effective; it must be supplemented by
impersonal mechanisms such as the use of rules. Other things being equal,

coordination is also -more difficult in large organizations because the

.

éctivities bf~more people must be taken into account.

| _The demographic data available to us include. two measureé-of school
size and one fdr the-size of the district., The school»size.measures are
the.number of'pupilsrand ﬁumber of étéf%. ‘Thesg two“are;highly correlated

(Spearman r = .97). The re]ationship between size and image is also a strong

one, but in the opposite direction from what might be expected. The
‘ ' ' ' . -58-




. TABLE 111-2 . - . - ' .
Selected Demogréphic Variables by School and‘System'Type o

o !

"~ . v

. . "“ ’ " School # Pupils % Fathers _ # % " % Teachers
o ' by . # in District | with College Teachers Teachers Ist Year
System Type* Staff (+1000) Education with M.A. Male ih School
—_ Southend Elementary School 20 2 5 -0 A o 5 , 10
.g § Smalltown Elementary School 43 2 5 o LI I
‘§<£‘ Sma]]town'Middle School L2 . l 2. ‘5 10 ; 31, - 19
‘ AVERAGE SCHOOL | 35 2 5 5 17 LR B
'r47 Middleburg Elementary School 38 ’ 11 15 63 _ 16 16
_ | Washington Elementary School 27 5 1 290 | 4 . 4 .
o Suburb Jr. High School - .58 A 2 21 22, '_ ' -3 9 e o
;%' ,f Farm Center Jr. High School . 53 N ’ 3 'v _ 19 ' 42.. 6 :
"I 9 |Bigtown Sr. High School 182 9 5. |32 | 1
: Riverside Jr.'High School 79 25 3 13 38 3
- AVERAGE SCHOOL . 73 10 10 ‘ 30" 24 7
Greenhills Jr. High School 5l 5 60 e 29 Y 4
— g | 0ldtown Sr. High School 172 8 20 37 60 - 6
E'E. Urban Jr. High School 101 200 3 - 52 oo - 13 ;
Q‘"‘ Neighbortown Sr. High School 58 o 3 7 38 57 5 1 i
L AVERAGE- SCHOOL - 96  - 54 23 ' 39 4 - 5l 7 1
* Schools arranged'éccording té their rank order on the Overall School éontext Score (see Table -1) . : ‘1

"
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avérage nétufa] systeﬁ scHoo] is‘a]ﬁsgz three timés tEe»size (1539 pupilg) -
of the average.rétiona]45ureaucréfic‘one (526 pupils). 'Thié findiﬁg is
surprising and éuggégté severa]‘béssible intefpretationsg@ First, fizé.
. is likely. to bé confounded with some‘other‘varfable. For ?hstanceé
- . e]ementary.schoo]s'afe’typi;ally Sm%i}erﬂthan highﬂschodiégrand pﬁf data
.indicate that elementary schools Q;EH towards the rational-bureaucratic
direction. -Second, the speci%ic measu}es used méy be sensitive to size
in ways not pfedicted'by ogf‘theory; the linkage of measure to concept
may be weak. For'instanée, thg measuré of coordiﬁation'employed is.
frequehcy of discﬁssion-in meetings. Dne‘high£‘expect sma]]er organizations
to be able tb make more»provisibn for discussion because there are fewérr
discqssant;. Goal consensus méy~aléo be.gasier to achiéQe in smé]]er
organizationé because there are,fewervpeop]e who have to agree. Finally,
past reséarch on the corrg]ates of sfze atﬁgnas more fo the bureaucratic
Athan7the rétionalvaspect Qf»thé-ratioﬁa]-buqeaucratic imagé (see also
Corwin; 1974) , | |

District size is also associated with the two images in the opposite

e

- way ﬁrom what might bé expected; schooTs in.]argér districts-are more like
natural éysfemg. TEis finding‘mé9fs§em from‘thg impéct_df‘a few districts_
' on a small samp]e.- For instance, ;He three-rationél-bureaucfatic schools
are all in one ima]], rQra] district;-and,ong of the natural systems
schools~-Urban Junior High--is in one of the largest districts in the coun-
try. AThis district is ten times the sizé'of the next ]argegt district in

the study. Stijl,-this pattern of finding about.organizational size, which
. . - N
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- exploration. .~ e

. rational bureaucracy. A number o

contradicts what previous research leads one to expect, calls for further
.-“(_ . ¢ : . .

e

¥

étudent Body Characteristics 8 s

1

vata were collected via principals' estimates of stndent Body character-"

istics lhcldding»the*oroportion of students one year or more behlhd’grade-
level in readlng, the proportlon who transfer in dur|ng ‘the school year, =
A | ;

“the proportlon whose)%athers have a college education, and ‘the proportlbn

‘who.are,whlte. The first twolconstrtute educational or management prob~

IS
[

lems for a school. One might(ekpect that the presence'of a large.number,:

of students who cannot read well would force consensus on goals and increase

N Fa
the prevalence of control and coordination mschanlsms to ensure that those

‘goals are achieved. Slmllarly, frequent transfers can create the kind of

instability- that is often responded to in serV|ce‘organ|zat|ons by the

codification of rules for kllent-management, The other two measures

might be taken as-proxies For measures of condlglons créating instructional

problems. o \

. 0f the four measdres,\only the_proportionfof students with.college~

educated fafhers revealed a\monotonic association with the rational-natural

dlsfinction;‘ When taken witn‘the absence of otheruassoclatlons with stu-
dent characteristics, thls.fiﬁding suggests the need for a different kind

of: lnterpretatlon.‘ Parental egocation can be takem-as a characteristic
. A '» . A“ - . (.
of the community as well as of é%udents. From this perspective the argu-
. . ) \ “ . : . .
ment can be made that higher stat§s communities tend to undermine .the

-
.

 studies ‘suggest that there is more

—likelylto be' conflict about schools in higher status communitles, at-least

. » A

> A

‘in the suburbs (Peterson, l97h). If higher status parents'are mére likely

61- B o
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to\get involved with schools and question the decisions of the professional
_staff, one might expect goal consensus to be more difficult to achieve,
and observe frequent exceptions to rules as a result of special pleading

or specia].circumstances arising from external instability.

°

.Staff Characteristics
An examination of staff characteristics presents an opportunity

to examine how occupational attributes relate to bureaucratization.

- -

+ Two frequently discussed issues concern the professionalization of teach-
—_— ing and the extent to which teaching is a ''woman's'' career (Dreeben, 1970).

While professionals frequently operate as employees of comp]ex organizations,

the tension between professionalism and bureaucratization has frequently

.

been noted'(Gou]dner, ]95%; Wilensky, 1959). Each fnée]ves a different
.Basis.pf authority'anq ]oyalt&. The bureaucracy relies on codified rules
and procedures to specify a hierarchy of adthority and spHeres of autonom&.s
. ' at each level. The employee is_expeétee to be affiliated with the'organfzatfen,
B* contrast, the professional's authority is based oﬁ‘expert KnowLedge'ga}ned
through;specia]iéed training and certified by the inetftution of higher ed-
ucatlon that provided instruction. or an independent llcen5|ng board. This

a body of speC|a] know]edge, in prlnC|p]e at least, prOV|des the ba5|s for "’

4 * L

. the ocr upatlona] group s mandate to prOV|de service W|thout external regu--'“

q -

&
lation. 'n genera], where the special body of knowledge is recognized as

extensive, the mandate to operate autonomously is broad. The extent to which
teachlng is a profe55|on has frequent]yéieen questioned, but ]argely on the

grounds that the body of speC|a] know]edge that eX|=ts is minimal (Dreeben,

& Ll b
1970; Sieher, 1975). ‘ : [- ,
N .The issue of professionalism is especially relevant to this éfudy.
’ . : o ‘ ' ) .
One of the important differences among school levels that could account v

Cepe
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subject matter at that level. High school teachers gain a measure of ex-
\ - , ’
pertise by having a content specialty that their supervisors do not share. -

This could providela measure qf autonomy that de-bureaucratizes the'System.
Méreover, commitment to their specialty could reduce goa]‘conéensus.in
thé ﬁpper grades. |

Sex composition cgy]d'a]so iﬁfluence éhe centralization of control

C\\

in schools. Traditiona]]?, men have a higher ascribed status than women;

5]

o .

- ' for ghe‘bdfeaucratization of elementary schools is thev]ack'of.specia]ized
and neithef.the women''s movement nor. federal efforté to end sex dis-
crimination haveFe]iminateq'this distinction. Ascribed status could

. both give men more influencevahd”;é;ourage them to press to.increa§¢'thejf
spheres of autonomy. Anderson (]968) found that rules were less iiké]y
to be enforced in departments:that~were predominant]y male than in those
that were predominantly fema]e, and some of the early studies éf the
unionization of’teachihg indicated éhét mafes were more militant than
,femé]es kRosenthal, 1969). 'Moreover, elementary, schooi; typ{ca]]y'have
more women than do secondary schools. -
Whiié notlfrequentjy discussed, teacher furnover could also enHancq
i' i ,bureaucfatization.‘ An esﬁab]ished faculty has the oppoftunity:to dEVéfop
a.¢ore of ianrma] norms and its own status structurg that éan compete
withiformé], bureaucratic means of control. Where efféctive, thf§ informal
system can mitigate khe neéd for rules bY providing a body of informal
© know]edge that governs behavior without‘rechFse to more formal means. By

contrast, rule enforcement and formal coordination mechanisms will more _

/Fgéquent]y bq'referred to‘whén thévteaching sé@ff is new simply because
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the informal system of control is not’as well in place.

The demographic data include the proportion of. the schooli's teaching

" faculty that has masters degreay/{an indicator of advanced certification

-

as a professional), the proportion who are male, and the extent of teacher
turnover. All three of these variables operate as expected. There are
fewer teachers with masters degrees, fewer men, and more new teachers in

the rational-bureaucratic schocls (Table IH1-2).

Variah]aa.From the Staff Questionnaire
'.The Professional Staff Questionnaire provides information on the
school's environment aS'perceived fntérna]]y?ﬁ These data throw light on
the role of two aspects of the environment that are important to a school
and have the.most dlrect contact with |t--the central offlee/and”the

surrounding community.

Central Office Influence o : . v "-' T

The hlerarchy of p05|t|ons in the school that runs from teacher to

principal continues into the centra] office. This hlerarchy can include

a number of assistant superintendents, and there may be a variety of staff

offices for curricular-and administrative matters. At the apex is the

L]

super intendent who reports directly to:the school board. Since the school

board tfpical]y sesg policy and that -policy is elaborated and'enfofced in

-

_1arge measure by the central office, influence from the central office.

might be expected to increase the bureaucratization of the school.
To find out how extensive central office influence is in the 13

schools, professional staff were asked to assess its influence in each

e - | 73“61}- :
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.of'dfffeTence.bétween‘the rational-bureaucratic and the natural systems

schools introduced in Chapter |l. The area for which there is greatest .

of the same 12 decisibn areas on which they rated their own autonomy as

presented in Chapter |l. -Ratings could range from zero for nc influence .

to three for dgcisive‘influence. (The format for.the qUest?on is.presented
in Apﬁendix B, question 10)!
Tab]e 111-3 presents the average centra] offlce lnfluence score for L
each of the twe]Ve deC|S|on areas. for thé schoo]s that are classified as
rational bureaucracies, Qnd]ear, and natural systemgf This=tab1e indicates
that the central office has the gréatest,influence in schools most 1ike
ﬁhé fationé]-bureaucrafic image and:]éast in those most like thé natural
system. This pattern.is a very conéistent one; there are only three excep=’
tions across.the'twe]ve decision areas. |

o

The decision areas in Table I11-3 are presented in a descending order

image in order to further explore the question of zoniqg/beTnflﬁénce'in

difference (#1) is establishing sa]ary scﬁedu]es. Formally, this decision

is made through collective bargaining between the school board and the

teachers' union or professional association, but the superintendent and

s

central office often play an active role in this decision. It seems

‘probable that the difference in this area is attributable to° the role of

unions and professicnal associations. These are typically more active-- ,

and more strongly supported--at the secondary level. Although such decisions

A

‘typicalby cover an entire school it seems likely that secondary'feachers

will at least perceive their associations as more influential in com=-

parison :to the central office.
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TABLE I11-3

Degree of Central Office Influence in
Twelve Decision Areas, by System Type

System Type ,B
Decision Area T ' Minus B
f g v Rational (R)| Unclear (U) | Natural (N) N .
1. EstaB]ishihg salary schedules 2.28 - | - 1.53 | 1.34 1 ooon |-
2. Making specific faculty grads | 1.9 139 | 1.08 | 0.87.
level and course assignments : ; ' '
3. Establishing the objectives 1.40 “1.35 071 || 0.69
for each course N | -
. | -
L. ldentifying types of education-f  2.18 . - 2.1Q i.51 0.67
al innovations to be adopted
5. Selecting required texts and 1.42 1. 5k 0.82 ‘|l 0.60
other materials . ‘ ' '
6. Working out details for imple- 1.55 1.55 | 1.1 0.L4k4
. mentirg these innovations ' ' ° '
7. Assigning extra duties = 1.38 | 1.18 0.9, "0.42
| 8. Deciding whether to renew a - 2.427 ¢ | 2.2 . 2.08 0.34
teacher's contract ‘ : o ‘ .
9. Determining how discretionary [} =~ 2.31 2.15  { . 1.98 0.34
- funds will be spent o - : : ' "
10.  Adding or dropﬁing‘courses «1.61 1.9, . 1.31 0.30
11. Hiring new teachers ) 2.47 2.29 - 2,21 0.26
: N | S| v v
2. Determining daily lesson plans 0.31 ' 0.55 T 0.22 0. ,
' and activities ‘ : : BRI . .
v _ o : ' o \
Overall Central Office Influence 1.77 - 1.63 1.28 0.49
score -~ 4 1 ' v
- ..k.q Y )

i‘:?"l'
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The next four areas reflect decisions tiat indirectly structure in-

-structional activities: “making faculty grade and course assignments, es-

tablishing course objectives, selecting Innovations, and choosing text-

books. Thesevarehdecjsion areas for which there is a great difference be-

tween elementary and secondary teachers. The findings suggest that these =~

are potent means for. rationalizing and buréaucratizing a school.
Finally, the area for which there is least variation across the two
school types (#12) concerns daily activities. Apparently, individual teachers

have so much autonomy in this area (ssze Table 1!-7) that district-to=district

variation in central office influence is minimal.

Community Supgoft
The re]étionship between‘échod] image and fathers' cgﬁ?ege‘comp]e-

tion noted ear]ierAsuggests that the ;ommunity may.also affectlthe school's

organizatibn.f.0ur thinking was that afsuppoftiVe”Cdmmunity tan'be.a stabilizing

force permitting the growth of goal consensus and consistent enforcement

of rules.. A school under siege might be forced to make its-goals émb%guous,’
A . haiats ;

" to accommodate conflicting publics and to make numérous exceptions to rules
as a.resu]tvof.speqia] p]eading. )

Our staff informants were asked quéétions‘abgut the ext%nt to which
thevcommunfty respeété teachers énd treafs theﬁ as professionals, ap-
preciates fhe schools, and hakes téachers(fee] as if they are a part of
fhe community. Their responses were coded to produce a support score

for each,schoo! in each area that could run from af]dw of 0 to a high of 100.

-

(The response format for these items is shown in Apperdix B, question 4.

-

. . : : L.
.+ 'The scoring procedure is described in Appendix A‘).

o Table |11-4 presents the average score in each area across the schools

. .
- - .o \
- h : SN
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Table 111-4

Average Degree of Community Suppbrt
in Three Areas by System Type

System Type

AREA‘QF'COMMUNITY SUPPORT Rational Unclear Natural

(R) - (N)

Degree to which profegsional "
staff members report that:

1. The people in this comq ° -
‘munity respect their -
teachers and treat them 60.2 . b b ‘ b9 .4
as professionals.

2. The people in this com-
munity appreciate the
schools and what they
are doing.

57.4 hz;l 49.0

3. The people in this com=
munity make the teachers
feel as if they are a
real part of the com-
munity. :

47.3 33.6° | 43.9

10.8

8.4

3.b

Overall Community Subport Score

7.6

55.0 40.0 W7 be




that most correspond to the rational-bureaucracy and natural system imégeé

and for those that are classified as unclear. Whiie for all three areas of
community support the rational-bureaucratic schools do receive more support -
than the na}ura] system schools, the least support is found among those that

we classified as unclear.

Conclusions’ ; P

Our conclusions regarding why some schools tend to exhibit the

charécteristics of rafiona] bureaUcracjesuand oghérs of natural systems
" must be vjewéd as priﬁari]y suggestEQe,‘for our sgmp]e of schoo]svis a  small
one selected primarily on programmatié grounds, and there aré no doubt
errors of measufement associated with most of 6uF variébies,'particu]afly

those based upon the estimates of school principals. Nevertheless, the

findings presented above indicate some consistent patterns,ih how organiza- 

'

. tional size, the characteristics of a school's staff members, and se]ectéd

characteristics of its larger énvironmenf dfstinguish between the two

images; Schools cérresponﬁing to the rational bureéucrgtic imaée are
most'iike]y fo be e]ementar& schools. They are usué]]y small=-probably
because they are at the e]ementary level=~-and théy may’bé found in sma]]er
~districts. The staff of these schools arelléss well educated than those

in the.naturé] systems schoo]stand'they are more bredominanf]y female.
Without a specialization or degree to reinforce their professiona]i?atiop,
e]emenfary teacher§.seem to be susceptib]e.to influences froﬁ the top of

the admiﬁistrative hiérarchylb Teacher turnover in elementary schools seeqéh'
to undercut the deve]obment of a strong peer support systemnthat can com-

a ) -

pete with these rationé]izing, bureaucratizing forces. Apparently as a

-69- 15
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reéu]t, centra] off]cg fhfl;énce'is strong"in schools conforming most c]bse]y
with the fationa]-bureaucratic image, with hdst of the differences between
éhem and the]naturél?system,échools éé]]ing among decisioﬁ areas which can
'usefullywby employed to_cifcumsééibe teacher autonomy and malintain éentra]-l
ized control of instructional activities.
By contrast, $chools conforming most closely to therﬁatufa]-system”'

image are the larger, more professional and more predohinant]y male-staffed

hign schouls. These characteristics of high schools seem to mitigate the

impact of central office, and with a more stable teaching force their peer

]

support systems may be stronger as well,
Whereas the level of a school, its size, the characterisitcs of its -«

'staff, and the infiuence it is subject to from .the central .office all pro-

duce consistent associations with system type, this is not the case thh"

respect to our measures of parental characteristics and community support.

-

rational-bureaucratic - image

. The schools corresponding most closely’ to the

a tend to experience the highest degree of community support, yéet have pupils

. o

v'whosevfathersﬁare more likely not to have completed coi]ege. Such a find-
ing suggests fwo interpretations: 1) that a st&dent body‘characterized

. by educational disadvantage will tend to ratioﬁalize and bureaucratize a
scﬁéol,'and/or Zj'that a complacent or suppor%fye’community will héve a
similar effect. Unfortunately, our measures- of both varjab]e$ 1ack suf-
ficient precision to identify the degfee to whfchveither (or both) inter-
'pretations is valid. Thi; is only one of many unceftainties fesu]tinglfrom

ou}‘research to date regarding the“degree tQ whiéh schools‘COnférm~more |

. "to one orgahizétiona] image fhan they do to another and»thendégree to which.

other variables about schools are associated with théiﬁ correspondence to

e
[
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particular images. In the next chapter we consider more explicity the -

limitations of our research to date and suggest how those who desire a -

t

clearer understanding of schools as organizations might best proceed.




CHAPTER IV

I~
NEXT STEP |N THE STUDY OF SCHOOLS AS ORGANIZATIONS

‘ .
n v » < € .

The empirical research presented invthis report has shown'that schools
vary in the degree to which they correspond to two images of social ofgani-

zatlons (Chapter II) and that the|r correspondence to a part|cu1ar image

is associated.withaschoo] leve] (Chapter 1) and other'characterrstucs of

their organizational structure and environment (Chapter I11). Although our

,

findings lend support to those who'argué‘that'important variation exists

among schools, their generality is clearly 1imited by both the size of‘the
- ~ . . . .
sampie of schools

vajlable tafus for study and the criteriabused inits -
selectlon ‘ < |
In thIS concluding chapter we dISCUSS these and cher limitationé‘of
:
our research, poth tonceptual and methodologlca], in erder to facjlitate
those who wish to push beyond its exploratory.form. “We consider first tno
roles of respondents in multischool, mu]tjrespdndent re;earcn, those of .
'.infgrmant and of subject, and explore anliasue‘of data reliability aaso-
’eiated primarily with tne*infdrmant'role. We-then discuss éeme.of the
conceptual‘and operational prop}ens assoeiated With the dse»ot data'fron.
both.types of respondents,yconsider isaues.of,sampling and sample'size,
and identify some ways in which the coneeptualizatfon bf.sehoels as organ-
izations which guided our researchiqould be expanded. Finally, we suggest
some eiements of a design which we considertideal for exp]oring'further o
the existence and implicatfons of variation both among and within schools.
Henever, before tprningfto these specific issues it.may'bebhelpfu] to con?

i

sider multischool, multirespondent research within the. context of other

81 '7.72-1-




methodological approaches which have in the past been utilized in the .

study of schools as social organﬁzationé.

Three Approaches to the Stday of Schools as Organjzations

" The empirita] study.of elementary and secondéry schools as formal °

organizéﬁ?ons Ean be charactérized in terms of three distinctkmethodo}og-
ical abﬁr;achés: infensive ob;;rvatjon in a single schoo[, mai]ed4ques-
tfonnéires compleféd by a single respohdent (usually the prlnC|pa])

large samp]e of schools, and self- or group- admlnlstered questlonnalres
completed by multiple respondents (qsua]]y teachers) in a more moderate ~
number oé schools. A]thoughleach approach could be used to provide'addi—
tiona];insigﬁt intoithe;issues raised in'this rgport, the mu]tiséhoo1,
mﬁlfirespondent approach seems to have theﬂgfeatest pofentia] for eXp]ér-
_iné comp]ex organizationa] pheSﬁmepa,

; The observationé] app?oach-has producédvrich_insight fnto intra- - aoa
organizational dynamics (see, for example, Gordon, 1957; Gross, Giacquinta
ahd'Bernstefn, 1971; Hollingshead, 1949; McPherson,:1972; Smith and Keith,
1971), but has been unable to_address issues.df interschool variability
and&]éaVes serious qugstiqnsyéboutgthe generality of WHateVer-intraschdo]
patterns have been pbgervgd. The use gf:a single respondent within'a"
large number of schools has left much less doubt about éenera]ity and

interschool variation (see, for examp]e, Abramowi tz and Tenebaum, ]97 H

issues of |ntraschool varlabxﬁﬁsz\ el

73~




The mu]t}schoo], mﬁ]tirespondent-approach arose largely as an:

|
attempt to blend the'advantéges of‘extensive_Qbservation--in this case
through the use“of many teachers as observers--with those to»be gained

from av]arge sample of schools. ‘Its first systematié appiication to pub-

2

lic schools was by Haipin and Croft (1963) who administéred_an 80-i tem
questiohnéirento 1151 teachers in 71 eTementéry schoofs in order'to charF

T &

acterize each échdo],on’eight empirically derived dimensions of 'organi-
-zational climate." In'what to détg has been the most extensiVeAyse of
;hiswépproach, Herriott and St. John,(i966) utifiZed questionnaire data
from 3367 teécﬁer-respondents in a natiguel;§amp]e of 501 elementary,

junior high and senior high schools to examine the relationship of the

social class composition of a $chool's student body to a series of mea=

>

sures of teacher morale and job performance.

s .
@

'

Although this early work within the mu]tischoo],Amu]tiresbdhdent e
* approach broke’newemethodologicaf ground, and opened the range of organi-

zational issues ammenable 'to empirical study, it gave little explicit
"_éttentién.to important theoretical assumptions which were being made in

V3

w

the late 19505 and early 1970s about schools as social organigations.

One of the first afzempts to test empirically those assumptions Wésb

¥ N -

. Anderéon?s‘(1968) exploration of the role of institutionalized authority
in ten junjor high schools within avsingTe'mgtropolitan school district. .
By administering é'qugstionnairé to 161 teachers sampled from three

selected departments in each school, Anderson was able to explore the
‘; - ; ) :

__See especially Bidwell (1965), Cowin (1967, 1974), Herriott and Hodgkins
7 (1973), and Katz (1964). ' T | :

¥
o
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relevance of Weber's ideas aboutbthe func&ion‘of formal ru]es:(see Gerth
and Mills, 1958) across schools and‘department;x'

The research presented in thls report represents an exten5|on of the
approach of Anderson (1968); and builds as We]] on that of Corwin (1970)

who studled bureaucratlc confllct |n 28 senlor hlgh schoo] Meyer, Scott,

!

Cole, and Intili (]978) who studled dlfferentlatlon and coordlnatlon in

o,

16 e]ementary schools; and Rosenblum and LOUI (1979) ‘who studied organi-

zational change in 45 rural e]ementary, junior, and senlor high schoo]s.

The remalnder ‘of this chapter considers some of the conceptua] and meth-
L4

odo]oglcal issues faCed by researchers u5|ng the mu]tisdhoo], multi=-

respondent approach to exp]ore theoretica]dy derived insights about schools

1

i
i
'

as social organizations.

ERIC

°

"Respondent Roles and Reliability Issues

“Most multischool, multirespondent research asks respondents to’
. v . N . a - V
anSWer-questions from two distinct perspectives or roles. oln one role

, they are asked to serve as informants about the|r school or its organlza- ]
tional-subunits (e.g., departments; grade leve]s or ciassrooms).- In the -

v

informant role respondents are viewed by the researcher as proxies for an

‘outsfde observer who would be free to 'move about the school at will and

are assumed to be providing objective data about it. In a'second role
- N V/‘ ‘ .
respondents are asked to serve as subjects;'with the questions addressed

to them designed to learn about their personal characteristics, ¢ttitudes,

and behavior as organizational members, Xather than about the; school and

its organizational subunits. Studies of schools as social organizations

N

i
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using the mu]tischool, multirespondent apprdath generajly summarizé
‘both types of -respondent reports in the form of measures of centra] ten-
dency (e.g., means or percentages) but increasingly attentlon is belng.
paid as well to measures of dispersion (e.g., standard‘deViations:drf"_
varlances) ’

The research presented in this report used profe55|ona] staff mem-~

'berS’ln botk respondent roles. |n measuring goal consensus we treated
respondents as'subjects, asked them to express their personal preferences
regardinq the relative importance of various goais,ﬂﬁir:ater‘combined
their resnonses to reflect the degree of dispersion in these preferences

within each school. In measuring control and coordination, however, we

treated respondents as informants, asking them to describe their school

as a Who]e“and chused'sole]y on measures of central tendency.
One of the first issues we faced was how to‘dea] (both con-
ceptual]y and emplrlcally) Wlth the fact that, wuthln a glVen schoo1,

informants' responses to the same question varied greatly. Such var|at|on

can be attributed to three possible sources: '1) true variation in the

o phenomenon under study, 2) random measurement error (l.e., unreiiabi]ity),
due to ambiguity in ‘the wording of the questlon, uncertalnty in the mind
of’the infdrmant or simply inattentatiVeness on his or her part; ‘and

3) systematic measurement error (| e., bias) due to selective dlstortlon

Both measurement error and true varlatlon create challenges far the future

use of multlschoo],‘mu]tlrespondent research to clarify the nature of

schools. The challenge with regard to measurement error is to reduce it.

N

G -

o
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.blas” on the basis of assumptions about the differential. ablllty mf dif=

‘”Most previous résearch (Herriott and St. John, 1966 Corwvn, 1970) devel-

Al though both soutces of measurement error can comp]icate attempts to
underatand'schoojs ae social organizations, éystematic measurement- error
seems to be the more serious prob]em in eftorts to distinguish.betweent
different images ofvschoo]s.

Procedures for adjusting ‘informant data to correct for ‘such 'observer .

2,
ferent role incumbents to provnce candid observatlons have been proposed
(Seldler, 1974), but the emplrlcal basis for such assumptlons regarding
profe55|onal staff members withln_schools has yet to be established.

However, there is Tittle question that future assessments of the ‘organi-

zational characteristics of schools could be made more accurate if the’

degree of observer blas associated with different professlona] staff

members (e.g., principals, .assistant principals, ‘teachers, guldance
Acounselora, librarians) as informants was better understood.
The challenge in the area of true variation is to revise existing

images and'theOr{es to acknowledge it. This task is re]ative]y‘simp]e

. o> ‘ . . ‘ . * . S
where respondents are treated as subjects. There is already an established

tradition of treating Subject variation‘as an organizational characteris-

N

tic. In thvs study, goal consensus is a clear example of a well estab- _ 1

1'ished concept that is operatlonallzed through a measure of dispersion of

subJects' responses. Untl] recent]y, however, there has been no tradi-

tion Of treatlng mformant varlatlon as an organlzatlonal characterlstlc

oped and analyzed only measures of central tendency Yet, in hi§‘ana1ysis S‘

v
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which treated departments, rather than schoo]s; as the unit of analysis,

Anderson (1968) provided the ‘hint .that there may be meanlngfu] within-

°

school variation. More. recent]y, Me“er et a] (1978) found substantla]

within-school variation on a number of measures treating respondents as

informants. They used this variation to argue that schools are loosely-

C e

coupled' organizations. e
True within-school variation on informant measures could indicate a
number of things. For instance, variation in rule enforcement could in-
: } _ ) N

1

dicate some form of prevalent bias based on perscnal characteristics of
: e .
the informant--e.g., sex,

race, years of experlence--lf it could.be cor-

related with such charécteristlce. it could a]so |nd|cate variation in

departmental ''power.'' For :instance, the absence of ru]e enforcement in

P. E. departments could reflect cemmuhity support. for a winning sports

iy . . ) . -

program. -, Co -

The conceptual problem is to extend existing images and theories

2

_ %
to take true informant variation sihto- account.

The methodological task

is to separat® true variation from error.

P

Until.adequate weighting

techniques and other strafegies are developed, it would seem advisable -

for researchers to examine their data serially from two extreme per-

3

spectives=—that all interinformant variation is attributable to measure=
: : . _ P :

ment error and that none is--in order to make explicit the range of inter-

pretation_possib]e within the same set of informant reports.

LYl

~

=~ =78-




ERIC

-

Conceptua]izihg and Operationaliziﬁg 0rgaﬁization-LeVe1 Variab]es
Regardless of whether,ohe‘s objective is to focus on the repérts of
professiona] staff members as inforhants or és subjects in ébtaiﬁiné-a
measure Sf'cenfra] tendency or of-dispersion, there is a need'tévensﬁre
fhat either‘stafistic is a valid measure of the organiéationa] Phehoménoh
it is intended to repLeSen14 Al though. there have been two systematic
atteﬁbts'to codify procedures for meaéuring a range of ofganizationa]
variab]es (Bar§on, 1961; Price, 1972), both have ]jmited'app]i;abi]ity

to_éfforts to measure. the organizational structure of schools. Relative

\

to the measurement of individuals, the fiefd of organizational measurement

is still a very primative one characterized both by great variation in

approach and much de novo .instrumentation. Thus, there is mch that still

PSS U}

needs to bévdone both to make conceptually explicit the several different

a priori images of ‘how schools are.organized and to’identffy’hqw dimension

can be tapped empirically through questions addressed to respondents who
are organizational members."On]y when those tasks are completed can the
accuracy of different images be tested.

One important distinction in the way in which organizational vari-

~—~ables have been measured in the past is between single item and multi-

. '
' f

item indices. The measurement of average class size within an elementary

o schooi, for example, probab]y*requfres no more than asking each teacher

"""to be an informant'abbut her class and to report the number of pup}ls‘m

assigned to her. The‘meah of the resulting VQI?bee within each school

~can be used as a measure of .central lendency'for that school and the

J

S
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variance (or standard deviation) around that.mean as a measure of disper-
sion. However, the existance of enforced rutes, for example, is probab]y
poor]y tapped by such a single guestion as “Does this school have formal
ru]es, and if so, are they enforced?” There is probably a need to con-

sider different types of rules and the degree to WhICh each is enforced

Thus, beyond the stralghtforward measurement of organlzatlonal size,

the emplrlca] study of organlzatlonal structure is prooab]y best served
o

through the carefu] |mp]ementation of a six-step process of expllcatlon

and measurement WhICh goes both down and back up the "adder of abstrac-

tionII to: - (1) conceptuallze major structural domains (e. g , contro])

\\

(2) conceptualize major dimensions within each domain (e.g., control

through-formai rules), (3) identify specifﬁc organiiationa]‘phenomena
, . !

which can serve.as indicators of each dimension (e.g., the existance of

formal rules on Jesson plans, textbook se]ection, etc.), (4) write clear
and unambiguous questions designed to query teacher-informants about'the
existance of each indicator, (5) summarize mu]tiple indicators into a
single |ndex for each re]evant dlmenSIOn, and where: theoret|ca]]y rele-
vant (6) summarize multiple indices into a sing]e vartab]e for each do;
main. The first three of.these six steps are conceptua] and invo]Ve
movnng back and forth from doma|ns to dlmen5|ons to potential indicatofs

unti] the logic '1inking a]] three is clear and consistent. The ]lnk be-

tween steps 3 and 4 is a highly critical one, for it is here that theory.

2

and data |nteract.k Uniess the questions to be asked can stimu]ate va11d

and re]iab]e answers from respondents there can be little hope of making

a Strong"test of the underlying theory. If the 1ink between indicators




&

at the conceptual-+leve

E&(;tep 3) and at the operational ‘one (step 4) is
W ‘

a strong one, théfproces,.of building indicators, indices and variables

can proceed smoothly; bu%iif it  is not, numerous inconsistencies can

"Re
TR RIS
TN

arise which make the separation of conceptual inadequacies from methodo-

©

logical ones extremely difficult.

8

The research presented in this report made -a special effort to clar-

- 3

iify in advance the organizational phenomena to be included in the domdins

of goal consensus, control and-coordination (its three major conceptual .
= N "3(}1{." .

domaihs), and ‘to specify two dimensions within each domain. It also at-

. mi-q i

~\ﬁn€§

AN
DR

dicators, which in general were responded to unambiguously at the opera-
’ o L . T—— P . .
the professional staff members who were the respondents

PR o

tempted to subdivide dimensions into four to twelve conceptual in-

tional level by

in this research. However, our efforts to combine operaticnal indicators

!

. (i.e., the questionnaire responses) into indices (measures of the various

dimensions);énd further into variables (measures of the variggs domains)
. ;

was hampered by the small size of our sample of schools. Thus, we were

w

unable to weight various indicators differentially witHin a single reli-

able index, or to compare the independent and joint contributions of o

multiple indices hi;hin a single variable set in the prediction of various
consequent.variab]es--two'analytic techniques which Rosenbium and Louis

(1977, 1979) used most.effectively in their study. of the effects of.or-

ganizational structure and culture on, change within 45 rural schools.

Sampling and Sample-Size lssues

' The multischool, muitirespondent approach to the study of schools

as soclal organizations encounters sampling issues at two levels: in the

- -
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selection of schools for study and in the se]ection%@ﬁ%respondents within

those schools. How one addresses both issues can have important implica-

o

tions for the uti]ity and generality of the resulting research findings. "

Se]eétion of Schools
Although the reljability of research findings is great]y enhanced
by the selection of large samples 3pd its generality increased by the

selection of samples drawn randomly from a broadly defined popuLétion of

‘schools, in practice‘such objectives have been difficult Fo'achievé.

Anderson's (1968) research was based on data from only 10 schools in a

single city and that of Meyer et al. (1978) on data -from 16 schools in

the San Francisco Bay area. However, since both samples were selected
through the use of probability sampling within predefined—popufations,
formal generalizatign--at least to those popu]ati&nszrwas possible.

v

The research presented in this report was basedfupqn a'SampTé of
échoo]s ée]eCted for programmaticlpurposes rather tHan research~pUrposes;
a featﬁgg characteristic of conte%porafy actio%:research. Under such
cqnditibns issues of political representatheness--as distinct'%rom

statistical randomness--influence site recruitment. Efforts are made to

3

select schools in districts that exhibit a particular rénge of socio-

economic characteristics, are represented by highly wvisible officials, or

¢

are willing to cooperate with a particu]ar»exferna] agency. Because

of the subordinate status of the RBS Field Studies Unit withindth=z larger

R8BS programmatic effort, the 13 s;hoo]s which we studied had been selected

.0

on the basis of negotiations between only RBS program staff members




' as'rationaTrbureaucracies‘and*natura systems. Further research, involv-

and educational  officials at the state and local level within Delaware,

New Jersey, and Pennsylvania. Although we have no reasofi to be]lé’ﬁ that

our sample is biased in any systematic way (see demographic data presented
l‘ . - .

in Tab]e.l-i and the within-component analyses presented in Chapter ),

the fact that all three of the schools which we have conciudedjbest cor-
respond to the image of a rational bureaucracy are located within a single

rural schooi.district (see Chapter [11) c]eaﬁiy limits the generality of

optr findings about the structural and environmental correlates of schools &

-

ing samples of schools which are both Targer than ours and are based upOn*

probability sampling procedures, seems essential before one attempts to

]

generalize our findings"beyond the 13 schools upon which they are based.

. s

-~ v
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Selection of Respondents within Schools

~erations. Data about practices within isolated classrooms are probably

,need to be derived concurrent]y from many respondents located at’ differ- -

“ent p]aces within the schoo].' Adequate prOViSion should be made for par-

-
o~ o~

The selection of respondents within schools involves decisions re-
garding what roie'incumbents (e.o.,,administratogs,'teachers,g]ibrarians,
custodians; parent volunteers, etc.) to use, how many ofaeacb to select, .
and how aggressiVe]y to guard'against selective nonresponse.' Decisions
regarding who are the best respondents in attempting to learn about

phenomena within schools hlnge on both theoretical and'practicai consid-
, o 0,

o

best provided by teachers who are asked to tell omdy about their own

c]assrooms. Data about the school more genera]]y--e.g. the enforcement

S

of formal ru]es, the frequency of particu]ar types of meetings--probably
ﬂ’) .

: .3
2 .
7
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_ticular respondent§“to disqdaiify themséfve; withxlespeétvtoﬂpartiéulér
questjonsffor which they have had little Opﬁortuﬁity to observe the:phenow-
enon under. investigation. ‘We elected to usé nonadhiniStrative.prnfessiona}
staff members as our respondents. Wé also rodtéd those who Were'not class-
room teachers around quups_of questions which applied only tozthé class-
o roqm‘and those who Qere unjnformed aboﬁé particular phehomeha around these
r£§%§questions (sée Apbendix B); "

Most multirespondent studies have attempted to collect data from
all members of the relevant respondent roles. However, to our knowledge,
no inVestigétor has been successful in getting complete questionnaire

data from all incumbents of the selected ro]es;, If the response rate

within a school is high (say 80 percent or above) samp]ing bias due to

. .

~.

selective nonresponse is unlikely to be a factor ineéubseqUent-aatab
analysis, but whén the rate is low-(say below 50 pérﬁent), serious issues
‘of samplirg bias due tc noﬁfesponse can ar?se dépending upon'the objec-
tives o% the -research. These issues are complex and hinge on the dis-
tinction between respondents as fnformantg versus subjecés‘noted above
. » o

and betweén‘research based upon the aséumption of schoo]s'as unitary
wholés versus Idose]y-coupled gegments. If_thgirggpQéan;§_§re ther-
selves the subjedts of the reséarch, then it wodid:seem essentiai thaf
great attention be paid to po;sib]e nbnresponse bias i¥h data collection.
Thigbwou]d a]Sé-be advisable when‘thelfespoﬁdenfs are serving as_infor-
mants about the school andbéhe assumes that the school is highly segmented

organizationally. However, if the respondehts,are serving merely as

.
/ /
J

f;
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infOrmants about the schoo];”andklf one can'assume that jthe school Ps_q_
unitary wno]e equa]fy accessible to all observers,'samp ing bias due to
nonresponse wou]d appear to be a moot issue as long as'the number pf re?
spondents was sufficient to compute_statistica]ly reliable measures of
centra]‘tendencyg' | |

- Although we were able to obtain useab]e,questjpnneire data from.at -

"least 80 percent of our respondent population in seven of the 13 schools,

one school our response rate was only 29 'percent (see Appendix A, Table

A-1). In analyzing our data we were careful to examine'whether that

school was being characterized in anomalous ways, (it didn't seem to be),

but we wou]d be more confident about our findings if our characterization~

¢

of all 13 schools were based upon data from at Jeast 80 percent of the

respondent popu]étipn in epch school .

Unfdrtunete]y, the advantages of attempting to collect useable-data

[ !
’)

from all profe55|ona1 staff members‘ln each schoo] under study Gan trade
off against its cost§ (IS terms of both research expense and respondent
burden), partjcu]ar]y if the'edvantages of a large sample of schoo]s as
noted apove are to be achievedt vln an effort to echievewa very ]Erge.

sample size (501 elementary, junior high, and senior high schools),

Herriott and St. John (1966) eJected to collect data from a probability

: & | ' .
sample of only 10 teachers in each school, regardless of its size. How-
ever, in order to avoid severe shrinkage,in sample size due to teacher

’

- nunresponse they based their school-level variables on as few.as four

teachers in some schools. Although appropriate far somé: research pur-

poses, such a limited number ot respondents per ‘school would c]ear]yAbe

in
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be,used

" unwise in research designed to test competing notions of what schools are

like as organizations, particularly where. interobserver variation is

viewed as an important measure of the school as an organization. -

Exploring More Complex Conceptualizations of School s

. . . .
" The research presented in this report took its'conceptual cues from
\
Corwin's (1974) dlstlnctlon between ‘images of schoo]s as “rational

bureaucracies” and as ”natura]-systems.' ,A]though Corwin argued agalnst

viewing these two images 5|mply as opposing ends of the same contanUm

a

we had ]ltt]e choice but to do so, given our samp]e -of on]y 13 schools.

r
“ o

k%4
However, with a larger sample of schools one could easily treat.corre=-

spondence to the rational bureaucratic image and to the natural systems

: . { : .
as distinct dimensions and attempt to locate schools within all four:

quadrantp of the resulting two-dimensional space..  In this way the ques-

tion of Vhether these “two images are opposite ends of the same continuum //

‘or distihct continua could be addressed empirica]]y. /

Such‘a two-dﬁnensipna] formulation is only a start; however, in the/
needed e%forts to expand the understandlng of schools as organdzatlons
E]sewhere we (Flrestone and Henrlott, forthcoming) have dlfferentlated
the natu’a] system -into two distinct.subtypes--the po]|t+ca]'system/éndw
the loos ]y-ceupfed one--and have,cémpared5them conceptually tobeaeh
other an ~td‘the rational bureaucrady. '
eight de ains. (as distinct from the three .used in this report) nfch can

Io distinguish ameng‘schoqrs in terms'of the:e.three'f ages (see
Table IVl1). This is only one df4the'manyvapproaches to the more com-
| . .
plex conéeptua]jzation of schools as sncial organizations which are need-
o f K v J s

ed to guide réaearch beyond the limitations of our study. /

/
/

/"/‘ ' [ _86— . . /
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in addition we have conceptualized .
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Table 1V-1_.

Patterns of %chSSTE‘HSKOrgaﬁization%_by Domain and Image \\.

Pattern by 1mage

!

— “
i

|
}
Rational BureauCkacx_&

Qomain' | Political Systggfﬂ -Lbose]y Coupled System
Goal Consensus ‘High Fragmented Low -
L [ _
Concentration e o «
of Power ; **  High Fragmented Dispersed
Concentrafion
of Information . High Fragmented Dispersed
'Task . / _
Interdependence Constant Intermittent '/' - Dispersed
- o l ' .
/’/Besoﬁfces s Limited Limited Plentiful
" Environmental . .
Dependence Low Medium High
External Kﬂ\ | -
License Higb Medium Low
Internal , - ‘
¢ License. Low Medium High
- e
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Adapted from Firestohe and Herriott, forthcoming\\\\\‘\ o
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Elements of an ldea™esign
; 13

[ . . . / a“

. The precedlng sections of this chapter h|gh1|ght ‘a ser|es of concep~‘

.

tualland methodo]oglca] issues-which need to be addressed carefu]]y by
those whovdesire to explore further the_nature and corre]ates of.schoo]s
as social organizatfons Although any particular study will need to be-

deSlgned in terms of its specific obJect|ves and the resources. avallable

'for their pursult, it seems worthwhile to specu]ate on what the e]ements

of an ”|dea]” de5|gn--one unconstrained by flnanC|a1 or po]ltical limita=

t|ons--m|ghtrlook ]lke. In so doing we have assumed that the broad ob-
JeCtIVeS of such an |nqu|ry would be |
e to test the appllcablllty of d|fferent.conceptua]|zat|ons
of social organlzatlgns to schoo]s as a general class;
® to‘explore variation across different types of schoo]s,
particularly on the ba5|s of whether they are e]ementary,-

Jun|or high or senlor high schoo]s, and

] to'selate across- typeAdlf ferences to explanatory antecedent
yariah]es and to consequent variab]es which may exp]ain
their importance to‘those desiring to facilitate change '
within schools.
JGiven‘these objecttves,_and'in the ]tght of our experience in this
research and our eva]uatfcn of the work of other socioiogists“inwthe ccn-

"duct of multischool, multirespondent research’ as noted above (pérticu-

.f E o B ! _ S

larly the work of Anderson, 1968; Corwin, 1970; Meyer\et al., 1978; and -

@

Rosenblum and Louis, 1977, 15&9), we suggest that future reséarch in this

v
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area_be judged  in ‘terms of the degree to which it contains the fol lowing

o

de5|gn elements

[

the carefu] exp]icat|on of a series of organlzatlona] domalns,.

their seVeral dJmens!ons,~and the |nd|cators ‘of each dimen-

snons,

A
the carefu] operationallzation of. emplrlcal |nd|cators for o

each dimension with extensive pretesting to minimize ran-

dom_measurement error associated with problems of clarity

"~ and ambiguity;

a large sample of schools (at ‘least 90), stratified in terms
of level .(elementary, junior high, senior high) and size
(large, moderate, small pubi] enro]iment) acress ]eve]s;

the use of all professiona] staff members W|th|n each -
schoo] as respondents in both the |nformant and oubJeet
modes, with prOV|5|0n for the dlfferentla] welghtlng of

the responses of different c]asses of respondents consis-
tent with empirica]ly VeTlfled assumptlons about observer_f”

bias;

group admlnlstratlon of all questionnaires within each

. school by researchers tralned to insure that the condi-

tions of data co]]ection,are high]y un|form across all

schools;

‘extensive use of factor analysis and other multidimen- .

sional scaling techniques in the empirical examination

of all indicators and in their differential wefght?hg to




form fnaicés'(fbf dimension), and where theoretically feie-'
vaht,,vafiables (fof domé}ﬁs);_ .

L ﬁarefuf analytic distjnttjops between‘thé use oflresponden;;

. S _ . _
as informants and as,subjecfs at both tﬁe index and variable -
levels of data aﬁa]ysis; | |

.9 after'appropriate adjustmént for systematic measuremené'
error, an analysis approach whiéh serié]ly assumes;thaf’

all residual intefinformantvvariatfon is attributable to:

(1) random_measurement error and then to (2) true varia-

tion in the schools under sfudy; and fﬁnallymfr;~~ e
'o»jé;tenéiVe usefof}mulfivariatevanélysfs of variancef(wffh
-appropria;e coVariéncé ad justments forrextraneous Qariab]e;)
’ and/or mu]tivariafe regressioh (with prov?sion for iﬁter-
'-acfion terms) in the analysis of all indices and vafiab]es
to,locéfé s;hoolé withfn a multidimensional, hu}tidomafn

épace and then to identify anteqedeht and‘consequent vari-

ables associated with different locations.
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APPENDIX- A

THE MEASUREMENT OF ORGANIZATIONAL DOMAINS AND THEIR DIMENS|ONS

- . . . R P

This appendix presenté the measurement procedures ‘used to construct

index scores for the two dimensions within each of the four organizational

. "domains considered in the body-Bf this report. These domains and their

©

"‘for,thfee‘d?mensions'(Consensus Qn:Produqt Goals, Control ‘Through the

dimensions are as follows:

© - DOMAIN - DIMENS | ON

1. Goal Consensus 1. Product Goals

2.'.System Goals

2. .Control .i,“-EnforCement of Formal
M o | - _Rules

_ e . 2. Absence of Teacher
e o Autonomy '

3. Coordination” - 1. Formal- Discussion

4

2. Implemented Decisions

4. Environment -1 '1. Influence from the
’ ‘ ‘ Central Office

2. Support from the
Communi ty

In addition, we present the procedures used to combine the index scores

°

- Enforcement of Formal‘Rules,.and Coordination Through Formal Discussﬁbn)

« . . . . G

o | -100- - :
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into a summary variab]e which can distinguish schaols which'appear most

like rat|0na] bureaucracies from those most Tike natura] systems. '
The data used to measure each dlmenslon were obtained through a

Professlona] Staff Questlonnaire c0mp]eted in the Spring of 1979 by c]ass-

room teachers and other non-admlnlstrative professlonalcstaff members fh
'rleach of 13 schoe]s in De]aware, New.Jersey, and Pennsy]vanla who serued
as both subjects and informants in our research * A tota] of 838 ques-

. tionnaires were de!lvered to schoo] princupa]s for- distrlbutlon to thelr
professlona] staff members, 638 of whlch werelsubsequently returned to i
us in useab]evform--an overall respohse rateiof 76 percent. Response

rates for each school are presented in Table A-1.

Goa]-Cohsensus : ‘
The domain of “goal consensus“ was |nvest|gated through the deve]op-

ment of |ndex scores for its two major dlmenslons Conseusus“ggugroduct

Goals and Consensus on System Goals.

Consensus on Product Goals

‘The computatidn of'Consensus on‘Produc;;Goa]s score for each of the
13 schools invotved'a(three-step,process. We first asked'the professioha]
staff'members'to tell us the fmportanceAtd them;perSonai]ylof each of 12 .
potential goa]s. Then' within each school We computed consehsus scores

~

for each goal. Finally, we summarized across the 12 goals within each

school. - o | o

“This distinctiqn between ''subjects'' and "informants' is explicated in
Chapter IV (see Respondent Roles.and Reliability Issues).

- -101-.
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- Table A-1 | |
Response”Rates for the Professional-Staff Ouestionnaires
' by RBS School

- q

] , SCHOOL * - _ & Al
Elementary School Junior High School : .Schools 5 .
Pa | Mi JSE]So fsMm|ur}|r|Ri]su’ i
1;, Number of Classroom Teachers and . R : : . , l.
© other Non-administrative Professional |} S i o o _ y .
Staff Members Eligible to Complete | - 1 - . ‘ ' - » ;
the Professional Staff Questionnaire. § 32} 35 | 37 | 18. 181 | 47 | 66 | 56 54 P65 |157 ' 838
> L - - ' ; 1 . ]
v 2. Number of_UseabIequestionnaires' ‘ 117 3 35 117 ] ‘155,137 | 58 ‘ 16 § 48 134 |25 '638
g , B | - S 1 S 1 1.
L
| 3. Response Rate = o -~} 53%] 97%| 95%| 94% 6095 68%| 79%| 88%| 29% | 76% } 89% | 81% | 80z } 76%
fv,., , . Y oo
g. ." -~
“Pa = Patriot, Mi = Middleburg, SE = Smalltowr’ Elementary, So = Southend, SM = Smalltown Middle, Ur = Urban, 5 -
Fa = Farmcenter, Ri = Riverside, Su = Suburb, Gr = Green Hills, Ne = Neighbortown, Bi = Bigtown, Ol =,O]dtown |
e 1iL o C : S : , - 1ice :
e e [ T v ' " L o ' N e




‘ Measurement of'1mportance In our effort to measure the importance '

of specific Eroduct goa]s W|th|n the 13 'RBS schools, we asked subJects
the following. questlons (see Appendix B Questlon 2 for further detalls):

Schools try to help students deveIOp in many ways. However, some
people prefer to stress some areas of student development while .
‘other people want to emphasize other areas. From the list below, . :
select the three student deve]opment areas ‘that arz most |nportant , E
to you as a member of this school. ' -
1. Basic Skj]is.(readqng and.math)h' , S o 'ﬁ

¢ - 2. Family Living - ot
’ -7 3. Self-esteem (se]f-concept)

L. Understandlng Others (cu]tura] p]urallsm, gettlng along
with others) .

|
'f v . 5. Vocat|ona] Education‘ . ) . . ‘
6,l Science‘anmeechno]ogy" S - ’ : ‘
7. ‘WOTK.(Understanding the wor]dqof work, career education) -
8. Health and Environment |
9.. Critical and drigina]vThinking
10. Respect for Authority (discip]ine, character‘bui]diné)
NETRE Citizenship.Education |
12;‘ Arts and the Humanlties

Our measure of the’ |mportance of each product ‘goal W|th|n each schoo] was
the peecent of subJects WIthln that schoo] who asslgned_to |tzone_of their
three ch0|ces (see Table A-2 for deta|]s) .

- Com putat|on of a W|th|n goal Consensus Score. In order to obtain a

consensus'score for each-goal within each school, we assumed that a situa-
6 . .

tion where 50 percent of the subjects thought a particular product goai




o "~ Table A-2 o ‘
 Percent of Professional Staff Members Attachihg
Importan;e to each of Twelve Product Goals by School

SCHOOL * . .
Junior High School - High School
SM | Ur | Fa | Ri | Su | Gr fNe | Bi jO!

PRODUCT GOAL - Elementary School
' .Pa | Mi | SE | So

1. -Basic Skills (reading and math) 100| 93] 100| 100 100| 73| 87| 92| 100| 797 72| 84| 84
2. ‘Respect for Authority (dlSClp]lne, ' o h . _ . i : | B
character bullding) o L] 61| 62[- 57) €1]. kb T7h| 62| 61 ‘ 61 EL 45| b7
3. ,Self—esteem (se]f-concept). ] 93| 89| 65| eul 28| ‘50| 35[ -h9) sh| 39f 50| k2| 3h
L. Understanding Others (cu]tural pluralism,p . .. . N ‘ - ' ' : ,
‘ getting along with others) . 14t 21} 28| 36§ 33| 56| 35| 22| 15] 39] 24} 21 34
. 5. Crltlca] and Orlglnal Thlnklng : S '1 7 ( 181 21 71 331 23] 29| 24| 31| g 31 ‘38 26
1 6. work (understandlng-the wor]d of work, . \, . e i :
: career education)’ ' C | &f ol 31 of -22| 23| 16f 22| 15| L4} 26] 26} 26
7. Health and Environment o I 14 L 10 21 0 3] 10 31 -0 t11  _.9’_ 5
8. Arts .and the Humanities . ; | 270 7 7 o] 0\ 6y . 3]- N . of 21§ - 7 ; 9
9. -VBCétional Education : 0 0 A} 0 '1_6 6| 0| 13| 15 4 'i13, 6
10. " Family Living . b 7l ul of sl 6] 9] ol of of &} 9| s| 10
. ’ ) ] . - .
11. Cigjzenshiﬁ Education . ) ] o i of =0 6 6] 10 3 of 18] 4] 6
12, Sgﬁencevand‘fechnoiogy - - o] -0 M‘O 0 o 6 -of 6 .0 7 9]. 5| 10
Number of Teacher Respondents : 1 14 28] 29 iﬂif 18] .34f 31]. 37] 13| 28] 46| 92| 8o

“Pa = Patriot, - Mi ¥.Middleburgg SE = Smalltown Elementéry,'50_= Soufhend,.SM'= Smalltown Middle," Ur ='Urbah, '
. Fa = Farmcenter, Ri = Riverside, Su = Suburb, Gr = Green Hills, Ne = Neighbortown, Bi = Bigtown, 0l = 0ldtown
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' impoftant'(and thus 50 percent thduéh it unimportanf) represented the

bl

" tial goals. Then, within each school we computed consensus scores for:

minimum consensus and assigneé it a eonsensus‘scorebof.”o.” ‘Consistent

with this logic, a s%tuafion where eifher 100 percent of the subjects

thought a pa?fiéu]ar.géé]-tb.be impoftaht,jof.where 0 peréent thought it | ‘ o
so, wés-assumed'to repre;ent,fhe_maximum.degree of éoaj'éonsénsusrand was |
assigned é score of "100.'" To computeﬁthe'act;al score for each goal

Qithfn each schoo], thé abso]uté dfffefehce between.a school's .importance

score for augiv§n goal and a score of 50.was computed and multiplied by

2 (see~Table'Aj3.for details). "

Computation of a Within-school, Across-goals Consensus Score. In

"~ .__order to summarize consensus on product goals across the 12 goa]s within

eachrééhoolz_we compufed the simple average of the 12 Consensus on Product

-

"Goals scores for égEH?schgq].‘ Because ‘the subjects had been restricted

o : @;_ . — e . . . .
to selecting onﬁ@ the three most important-of the 12 product goals, the

—

~ maximum possible range in these Overall Consensus on Préﬁﬁtr\66a1§\§;ores
was from 50 to 100. in actuality the scores for the 13 schools ranged - T

from a low of 59.8 to a high of 81.2, with a median score of 70.2 (Table

A-3).

Pl

Consensus on System Goals

The computation of a consensus on System Goals score for each of the
13 schools irivolved a three-step process. We first asked the professional

‘staff members (as sﬁbjects) to tell us the importance‘6f'each of 10 poten-

each goaj. Finally, we summarized across the 10 goajs within each school.

e -
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Table A-3

901~

. ' _ Degree of Consensus on each of
. Twelve Product_Goa]s by School
: ‘ . I : SCHOOLX o 1 ave.
. PRODUCT GOAL - [ _ETementary School Junior High School ‘! High School ¥school|
' Pa | Mi SE| So fSM | Ur | Fa- - Ri-| Su | Gr § Ne | Bi '] O1
1. Science and Technology ~ | 100] 100| 100| 100] 88} 100|-100] 100| 100| 86| 82| 90
2. Citizenship Education |} 100| 92| 100| 100] 88]" 88| 80| ou| 00| ex] 92| 88}
3. Famlly Living . | | 86| 92| 100 72] 88| 82| 100| 100 100| 92] 82| 90
4. Vocational Education S | 100] 100]" s}100f 88| 88| 100 74| 70| 92] 74 88
5. Arts and the Humanities . = | ss| 86| 86| 100] 100 88| ou| 78| 100| s8) 86| 82
6. Health and Environment | _ 721 92] 8o 58' 100 94| -80f 9h .100 78'1_82 90 B
7. Basic Skills (reading and math) - f.100| 86| 100| 100) 100| -46| 74| 84| 100; 58] u4| 68
8. Work. (understanding the world of . work o o : A . " . |
 career educatlon) - 72| 100] 94| 100} 56} 54| 68] 56| 70| 92f 48} 48|
v Crltlcal and 0r|g|na1 Thinking ) 86 .6h 58] 86 v34 B 42 .152. 381 721 38| 24 :
10. Understanding Others (cultural plurallsm, a - o k
getting along with others) : 72| 58] 44 28] 34| 12| 30] 56/ 701 22 52| 58
11. Self-esteem (self-concept) - ) 86 78 30] 28] 44 0 - 30f. -2 8] 22} 0 16
12. Respect for Authority (dISCIp]InE, 1 . o - 1 | |
' character bul]dlnq) . o) | 22] 24 vhf 22 12| 48] 2kp 22% 221 38| 10
L_.ﬁ__ﬁﬁ‘
Overall Consensus on Product Goa]s Score 81.2/80.8]75.8 73.8170.2 59.8170.5|67.8 73.2.163.2f59.8 62.6 62.3
School Rank (13 = highest;. 1 = lowest) - | 13| 12] 11| 1ol 7] 1.5 8| 6| 9] sj1.5] &

©

Pa = Patriot, Mi.= Middleburg, SE = Smalltown E]ementary, So = Southend, SM = Smalltown Middle, Ur = Urban,"
\\Eg = Farmcenter, Ri-= Riverside,. Su = Suburb, Gr = Green Hills, Ne .= NE|ghbortown, Bi = Bigtown}v01'= Oldtown
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Measurement of Importance. In measuring the..importance of specffic:
o . ) i * . . . o
system goals, we asked our subjects (see Appendix B, Question 3 for fur-
ther details):

.

In addition to student development, schools have a number of
“ other goa]s: From the list of additional goals below, select
‘the three that are most important to you as a member of this
school. - ‘o
ji Teacher Morale
2. Séfety of Student;
3; Cost‘Reduction
L, Téacher.Aqtonom; or'lndépendeﬁce
5. .Profeésiona]'DeveTobment of Teachers®
6. Commuﬁity»Re]atiohs ) | v o
7. Student Discipl?ne«
8. Inﬁavatioﬁ
9. Relations with the Central -0ffice
10. :Integrafion of SfudentS'from Different“RaCes or Backgrounds
Our méavure of the importance of éach.sysfem goéf within each school was
the pércenflbf‘subjecté Qithiﬁ that schoo]:whb assigned to. it égg_of their'

three choices (see Table A~4 for détai]s).

_'<§om9utation of a Within-goal Consensus Score. In order to obtain a

consensius score for each goal within each school, we assumed that a situa-
. . >C
. , . . . .

tion where 50 percent of the subjecfs thought a parficu]ar system .goal

- important (and thus 50 percent thought it unimportaht)'represented the

minimum consensus and was assigned a consensus score of '0.'" Consistent

with this-logic, a 'situation where:either 100 percenf of the subjects -

-’]07-
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“Table A-4
Percent of Professional Staff Members Attaching -
Importance tc Each of Ten System Goals by Schoo] . -

. sysTEM oA Lﬁmntary School Junslocr‘ Hﬂ,logho chhooi —High School séxgo]~
: ‘ : Pa | Mi | SE| So fsM | ur | Fa | Ri | Su |Gr JNe |Bi ] o}
1. Student Discip]ine 4 , - 71 | 48 | 751 71 75 73 97 | 80 | 80 78. 59 |75 76
2. Teacher Morale »,_ : S L gafre | s 35~i 62' 62 | 81| 56 | 53 ¥78 65 | 64 | 69
» | 3. Professional Deveiopment'ofl?eachers N X '28 5h | 59 § 25|27 | k2| 35| 13 6 |39 |25 | 37.
| ~ h.: Community Relations o e 36 [28 | 29 | 41 | 44 | 24 135 25§ 7 22;-'h1. 24 | 15
, »5. |ﬁnpvatjon. | _" | : _. 29 | 10 | 29 25 12 |13 6 22|53 | 9§35 125 17
jé; 6. Teacher Autonomy or Independence ’»V B BLR LS ;18 J i2 | 1 .16 25 67| 25 ‘20_ ‘j8 .194
¥ 7.' safety of Students : ' 7 " 18 29- 1940 | 10| 22| o 25 | 22 | 34 | 22
8. Integratlon of Students frem D;fferent | ) . : -_ ' | . , ’
‘Races or'Backgrounds . F2r) 3|18 637130 |19}15] 7 (19] 02227
9. Re]atiops with the Central 0f%1ce N' of 7| 11].6 '.o | 5116 15 13 128 p13 | 6| 12
10. Cost Reduction o ol ol o 66| 5| of of of of 2| 2 |
{ , , , J .,
Number of Teacher Respondents 14 f 29 | 28 | 17]16 371 31| b0 | 15 | 320 46| 99 82

'KPa = Patriot, Mi.= Middleburg, SE = Smalltown Elementary, So ='Southend, SM = Smalltown Middie;vUr = Urban,
Fa = Farmcenter, Ri = Riverside, Su = Suburb, Gr = Green Hllls, Ne = Neighbortown, Bi = Bigtown, 01 = Old;own_

e . & A




. . . i \ . . ]
thought a particular goal to be important or 0 percent thought it so, was

-
r .

- assumed to represent the .maximum degree of goal consensus and was assigned

‘v
-

a score of ''100." To compute the actualgscore for each goal'withinveach
t' .

"
v

school', the absolute difference between a school's importance score for

a given goal and a séore 6f 50 was computed and multiplied.by 2 {see

e

Table A-5 fén the results of this écoring process) ..

Computation of a Wit'iin=school, Across-goals Consensus Score. In

order to summarize consensus on system goals across the 10 goals within
each school, we computed the simpie average of the 10 Consensus on System

Goals scores for each schogl. Because the subjects had'been restricted

-

to selecting only. the three most important of the 10 system goals, the
maximum~possible'fange in the Overall Consensus on System Goals scores

was from 33 to 100. In actuality the scores for the 13 schools ranged

o

from a low of 50.4 to a high of 71.2, with a median score of 56.6

~
[y

(Table A-5). : }

@
. a .

()

Control .
The domain of 'control' was investigated thiough the development of
index scores for its two major dimensions: Control Through the Enforce-

menp of Formal Rules and Confrol?Through the Absence of Teacher Autonomy.

[

Control Through the Enforcement of Formal Rules

The c0mputation of Control through the Enforcement of Formal Rules
scores for each of the 13 schools involved a two-step process. We first

_asked the professional staff mémbérs.(as informants) to tell us how

.9
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Table A-5
,‘Degree of Consensus on each

"of Ten System Goals by School

!

SYSTEM GOAL.

7

SCHOOL %

L7~ETementary'School

. Junior High School

-o11-

Pa | Mi | SE| So JsM|ur|Fa|Ri|su :
1. Cost Reduction 100 100} 100] 88| 88| 90| 100 100 100
' 2+ Relations with the Cehtral Office 100 86| 78 | BSW 100| 90| e8| 70| 74
3, Integratnon of Students from leferent : | | i ‘ S
Races or Backgrounds 58| 94| 64} 88Y 26| Lo} 62| 70 86 |
4. Teagher Autonomy or Independence 72| s2| 78| es]| 76| 78| 68| so| 3uf
5.. Safety of Students 86| . 72| eu| w2] 62| 20| so| %6100
6. lInnovation h2| 80f k2| k2 76'y 74| 88| 56| 6
7. student DBiscipline s2| u| so| u2] so| 46| | eo| 6o
8. . Community Relations | 28 | w2| 18] 12| s2| 7| so " 86|
9, )brofessionél Developmeni‘of'Teachers 14 wy|- 8] 18 50 | 46 16"‘36’ 74
}o; feécher Morale | ) 58 52 8| 30l 2| 2| e2 w6l
'OVera]] Consenfys-on_System Goais Score . }60.0162.8 56.0(71.2(55.6162.6.
1" School Raﬁk (13n=.highest,‘1 =1Towest5 : 91" 12 5| 15 T4 11

-3

“Pa = Patriot, ‘Mi = Middleburg, ‘SE =

. 125

Smal]town Elementary, So
Fa --Farmcenter,‘Rl = Riye?side,~$u = Suburb, Gr = Green Hills, Ne

: Southend, SM = ‘;;;::;zwn Middle, Ur = Urban,

Nelghbortown, Bi = Bugtown, 0]
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~

~ frequently rules were'enforced in each of seven policy .areas. Then,

within each school we summarized across the seven policy areas.
’ : ) ) _ . . -

Measurement of Rule EAforcement. In order to learn about the role

¢
-

of rules within the 13 RBS schoo]su'We asked our informants to tell us

whether policies existed in each of the followingeseven areas, and if a

. , ~policy existed, the frequency»with'whWth it was enforced. The policy areaé

were.§$~follows; ) o .
1.  Les$oﬁ:Pfans o
T 2 Textbook Seiection, S 0 T T
N ';” ﬁ. 'biééagéioﬁigf.Contnpggfsﬁal Topics in the C]asérooh | |
L. Ose'of Curriﬁu]um Gufﬂes : i
- 5. Usg of.Corpbrél Punishment
6. Parental Visitation .
: ‘ | 7. 7Arriva]"and'Departuré Times‘fof Teachers
Our measure:of Eontro] fhrough forﬁa] rules enfbrcement in each of.thése
’ seven poiic;-éreas'is thé«perceﬁg of informants in each school who said - o
.f thgt a poliéy existed in é particuia%_area an@ was l.'usual]y““énforced
(see Apbéndil‘ﬁ;'Quéstiogil and Tab]; B-6 fér.furtﬁer Hetai]s);: o o e

v

Compu;atfon‘of a WitHin-schooT, Across Pb]icy Areas Score. In order .
to summarize within -each school the degree of ru]é.enFOrcementjacrqsé
‘¢ - » . the seven .policy areas, we-cpmputed-the simple-aveFage of the seven with-

in-area enforcement scores. These scores ranged from a low of 30.4 to'a

" high of 58.1, with a median score of 45.9 (Table A-6).




Degree'of Control Throuéh Formal Rules , o
‘in Seven Policy Areas by School . . T .

TabTe A-6 -

- _ ~ il T SCHOOL* °~ . _
. POLICY AREA »E ementary School ‘Ju?iﬁr High-School ' High S;boo_' : ' .
. ) Pa Mi SE So SM Ur Fa | Ri Su .| Gr J Ne | Bi ;
1. Arrival and Departufé'Time for ’ : l ‘ :
Teachers ' oLf 9kL| 54 63| 49| 57| 671 63| 50] 85} 69 N3 B
| 2. Lesson plans gs| ‘85| so| 770 7| 53| es| sof 81| 3u}. 27| 79 1
3. Use of Corporal Punishment 531 47| 66 " 791 11} 54l 33 63 55" 71| 45] .4“;':5 :
L %*&éfﬁ@éreﬁtél‘Visltétlon 53f 61| 57 ! L) .hZ 191 41] 44§ 58 33‘> 46 . o
. ' ' ’ - ’ ‘ ~ . ! v . -
5 |. 5. Use of Curriculum Guides R | 29| w| 51 we| 22| 27| 31| 25| s8} 35| 37| ° 61
6. Textbook Seléction 6| 35| 29| 29| 27| 51| 38} 25| 58] 19| 37 : 3
7-"Discus§ion of Controversial Topics - S o 1 1 : ’ ‘
in the €Classroom - - 6] 9| .9 17| -9 5] 16] 13| "81 61 10 . L
~ Overall Control Through Rules Score {47.053.6{u0.4{58.1}50.1 [30.4{39.7|40.7 |u4.9 i5.9]39.4 46 .1 :
School Rank (13 = higest; 1 = lowest) ‘9] 12| 10| o1k 3l sl el 7l 2]0 8 .
. ang Lo u . 2 B J
oY |
th‘ = Patriot, Mi = Middleburg, SE = Smalltown Elementary; So = Southend, SM =,Sma1]town,Middle, Ur = Urban,. -
.Fa = Farmcenter, Ri = Riverside, Su = Suburb, Gr = Green Hills, Ne = Neighbortown, Bi = Bigtown, 0]'= 0ldtown
\_’}
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Control Through the Absence of Teacher Autonomy

The computatlon of Control Through the Absence of‘Teacher Autonomy
scores for each of the 13 schools Lnyolved a two-step process.. We first
"asked the orofe;slonal staff members‘(in the role.oé lnformants) to tell.-
us the degree of |nfluence whlch teachers have in 12 decision areas. Then

wuthln ‘each school we summarlzed across the 12 areas. B L

.Measurement of Teacher Autonomy. In our effort to understandvthe

degree‘to whlch teacher autonomy exIsts in each of the 13 schools, we

asked our informants to tell us. the degree to‘whlchllndlvidual teachersi
(as.opposed to the school board; central office, principals ano,teacher
.groups) have influence ouer each of the following twelve declsions:
l;AISelectlng requlred texta and other materials .
_ Zr‘vEstaBllshing the objectlves‘for each course

3. Determining daily;lesaon'plana and activitles

3- .

.A:Aqdlng.or dropping courSeav
Determinlng how discretionary funds.will be spent
Hiring new teachers ' L .

Deciding whether to renew a teacher's contract

© N o W»m

-y

Makl:i specific faculty grade level - and courselassignments

9. Assigning extra dutles : o R SRR

10. Establlshlng salary.schedules
11. ldentlfying types ofyeducatlonal lnnovations to be adopted
12. Working out detalls‘for.implementlng these innovationa

To méasure the abserice of teacher autonomy in each decision area we com-

P

puted ‘the percent of our informants in each school who said that individual

o
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teachers had either "mo' influence or onlyf”minor” influence in that
iazea.’ (see Appendix B, Question 10 and Table.A-7 for further details.)

- .Computation of a Within-school, Across Decision Area Score. In order’

to summarize the degree'to.which teacher autonomy s absent in each of the

13 schools, we computed the simple average of theNIZ within-area Absence of -

."Teacher AUﬁQnomy scores. These scores ranged from aflow of 50~3 to % higHr

L. - e RSy Sy
B . L e I Sl ™ T TETEE T

of 83.7 with a median score of 67.5 (Tabléin7), e e

1

Coordination - =~ = R

The domain of '‘coordination' was investigated through tHe'deveJOp-
- ment of index scores for two major diﬁEnsfons; Coordination Through ;
Formal Discussion ‘and Coordinéfion,Through 1mp1emehted‘Decisions;. ;

3

Codrdination Through Formal Discussion

The-éqmpUtafigh of Control Throﬁgh FormaJ.Discuésfon ééofe; for eéch
of the 13 schools {nVoived a two-sfep,précéss. We firs;‘asked the prp;f.”
fessional Stagf members (in the rolé_o?'fnformants) abbutstﬁe.fréqﬁéﬁcy o

lof formal diécussioh.In four types of meetings.:'Then, witHin each school,

we summarized‘acros$'the four types.

Measurement of .Formal Discussion. In.order to tap this information-

el

geeking'and reconciliation aspect'oncobrdinatioh within the 13‘schodls;
we asked our iﬁformanfs to”fepo;f the percent.ofqtime whi;h Qas-devoted“'
to'discussioné (és distfnttbfrom preSentations) in the fbllow?ng typeskqf-'
méetings: | |

Tﬂ‘ School;wide‘staff meétings

2. Department or grade-level meetings

114
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Tab]e A-7 .
Deqree to Wthh Teacher Autonomy in

| | D B . scHoOOL¥ | I PR
. DECISION AREA . ; __Elementary Scho Junior High School: High School. SCES;]~ o
L Pa | Mi | SEf So JsM|ur[Fa]Ri]su |G FNe |Bi |oOI i w
1. Hiring new teachers - i 100| 100| 100 100| 100| "97] 98] 100| 94} 98] 97| 98] 98.2 |
2. Deciding whether to renew a teacher LRI RS B SR N R Mi,i”}'fi%f”’figr' e . N o
contract i 100] 100" 94 95{ 98| 97| 100 94| 97f-100{ 97| 96} 97.0-| -
_+ | 3. Establishing'salary. schedules o] 93| 93] 100] 95 98| 9hkj.100f "9h4| 94}-96] .91 85 ,9“—3—-
' b Asslgnlng extra duties R '-1 “"F 100] 100 90| " 79| 98| 89| 98| ok| 91} 75| 93| 87 90 81 -
5. Determining how d|scret|onary funds B g ' ' 1 I - N . | .
will be spent | 92{ 100 93 100} 80| 97| 89| 69| 85] 67| 92| 86} 88.3
6. Making specific faculty grade level : . 1 1 ' - N O
- and course assignments:. : 92} .96| 88| 791 761 86| 94| 56| 91] 47| 78 | 78§ 80.1 |
EE 7. Addlng or dropping courses. o 711 96| - 68 84| 88| 73| 94| 56| 70 A34 - 71 65 73.0
' - 8. Identifying types of educatlonal 1 ' ‘ : ' ‘ a3
innovations to be adopted : | 100} 93} 53 58 60| 591 6é5( 50{ 70} 39| 54{ L0} 59.5
9. Selecting required texts and other . : ] ) v - .' .
" materials . b 67| 8u| 67 550 32| 34| 61| 19| 36§ 6| .35] 1] bh.k
10. VWorking out detalls for |mp]ement|ng ' . - ' ' r
~these innovations _ : 62| 611 34| 36} 47| A44{ L4} L9} 31| ‘30§ 36| L1| 33] h2.2
1. Establlshlng the obJectlves for each ' .‘ _ R ' 1 : : -
course - | 6oj 68f 42 56§ 33| 26| 12| 551 12| 23 4| 261 13f 33.1
12, Determining daily lesson plans: and | BE B ‘ _ ’ __H | 1 . |
' .activities b . & 19 9 6] 14| 10] - 9] 14 "6 8y 2| 14 9f 9.7
: Overall Absence'of Teacher Autonomy §core_—n_-;éjg 83:7169.8170.4169.9167.5|65.9{77..1 56.7 65 7050.3 64.9i58;4 67.6"15
']_3 : —_— . ' —— ——tt . )
_ ) School Rank (13 = highest; 1 = lowest) . 124713 8 10 3 7 61 1 2| S[; ) 3' —
“Pa = Patriot, Mi = Middleburg, SE = Smalltown ElemeAtary, So = Southend, SM = Smalltown Mlddle, Ur = Urban, ' “
Fa = Farmcenter, Ri = Riverside, Su = Subufﬁ]‘GF';"GreennHiLLsygﬁe;;wNeighbortown, Bi = Blgtown,.O] Oldtown




3. Meetings of department or grade-level heads

et Le el Meetlngs wuth parents or c0mmun|ty groups) M,T;nghf e a

Their’ responses, which were ln ‘the form of approximate percentages, were
then averaged'within each school‘ror'each type of‘meeting in order to ob-

tain.a ”frequency‘of discussion'' score which_couid range from 0 (no. meet-

T;gﬁgecvng t|me devoted to discussnon) to. 100 (aii meet;ng t;me devoted to s e

cusslﬂn)--see Appendlx B Questlon 6 for the actuai response format Our
measure of the degree o oordlnation w1th|n each type of: meetlng was the

pomed A e -;s|mpie average of the reports of the informants wlthin each schooi (see

Tt

Tabie A 8 for detalis)

Computat|0n of Within- schooi Across Meeting Type Scores. . In.order
to summarlze wnthin each schooi the - frequency of formai d|scuss|on across
the four types of meetlngs we computed the 5|mpie average of the. four

low of 38.5 to a hlgh of 67.5, wvth a median score of 55 3 (Tabie A- 8)

CoordinationiThrough Impl emented Decisions

The computation of Control Through lmpiemented'DecisiOns scores for"
. each of the 13 schoois involved a two- step process. Qg first asked the‘
professlonai staff members (in the role of |nformants) about the fre-.
quency ‘with wh|ch decisfions made in four types of meetlngs are |mpiemented

Then, within each school, we'summarlzed these frequency<sccres across the
. . . ! 1' . ‘r'_

four types. - » N .

Measurement of lmpiemented DeC|s\\hs.. in order to tap thé degree to

whlch decisions made in meetlngs are subseq entiy impiemented we asked

|
within-type scores for each schooi These summary scores ranged frOm a




| Table A-8 |
Percent of Meeting Time Devoted to -
Discussion in Four Types of Meetings by School

~ : ‘ ) ' . . f . SCHOOL* ; .
S . - TYPE OF FORMAL MEETING S ."l:fETementary School Junior High School High School
i : o Pa | Mi | SE| So fsm|ur | Fa | Ri |Su|Gr INe |Bi |OI
1. bepértment or Grade-Levél Meetings 1 53158 [69| 76 |71 | 62" 5%), 62 | 70. 69 |57 | 48
‘»”'ifd_ﬁéétiﬁgs with Parent or Community . i 1 : 1 ' : ' ' ‘ *
" Groups . o b 28.160 | 627f 72 §72 | 7h | 70| 64 | 56 43 {74 | 63
,”7"<;%Wq333_ﬂggt[ngs of Department oOF GranfLevé]; - - _ ‘ -
CEUHS s Hedds ~ _ . . |53 46| 68) 60 )82 |32} 68| 56]55 by sh L7,
! b. School-wide Staff.Meetings - : 20 | 42 [ 46 |62 § 42 | 50 | L6 Lo | 4o 38 {42 | 30
i
Overall Frequency of Discussion Score . [38.5/51.8/61.3 54.5[60.8{55.5(55.3 |s4.3]48.5 |56.8|47.0] 55.3

q s} o - . o . )

L3 3 % i .

1' ﬁPa = Patriot, Mi = Middleburg, SE-= Smalltown Elementary, So = Southend, SM = Smalltown Hiddle, Ur = Urban,
Fa = Farmcenter, Rih= Riverside, Su = Suburb, Gr’= Green Hills, Ne = Neighbortown, Bi = Bigtown, 01 =~01dtown

4




N | Table A-9 :
Percent of Decisions Made in Four Types of . .
Formal Meetings that are Implemented by School
— . R , g | ' . SCHOOL® o B
: " "TYPE OF FORMAL MEETING ' : Elementary School} ~ - Junior High School h_School
o . : » o " ¥ Pa Mi. ] SE So ¥ Ur | Fa Ri"| Su Bi
. 1. Department or Grade-Level Meetings 26 | 52 [ 63| 69 49 | 56 | 50 | 51 7 | 46
, . RE , r ,
2. School<wide Staff Meetings 22 | 52 | 55 | 63 Juo |33 |36} 27|39 25
" 3. ‘Meétfhgs"of,Department or“Grade-- . ' e K '
i Level Heads L ' 32 | 42 | 63 | 25 §36 {41 | 43 | b2 | 16 | 39
Meetings with Parents or Cohmunity' o . . B _
Groups . ‘ 33 | 41 | 46 | ubh J 41 |37 (33|23 |27 26
Overallvlmplemented Decisions Score & 28.2146.8|56.8 50.3I39.0 40:0 42.0135.5133.2 B4.8 5.3 4.0
School Rank (13 = highest; 1 = lowest) 1111 |13 |2 l 708 9| 5| 2|un liio 3

a = Patriot, Mi = Middleburg, SE = Smalltown Elementary, So = S?uthend; SM.= Smal]thn M!ddle, Ur = Urban,-
- Fa = Farmcenter, Ri = Riverside, %u = Suburb, Gr = Green Hills, Ne =vNeighboﬁt9wn, Bi = Bigtown, 01 = Oldtown
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_,,-7 ~ our informants to report the frequency with which decisions made in the
RN o . ' . . we ) » B

following types of meetings are actually imp]emehted: ' : N

1. School-wide’staff meetings S .

°
-

2. Department or grade-level meetings

”_.3,‘ Meetings of.depaftmenf.pr gréde-]evé] heads®

L. Meetings with parents or community groups . .

" Their responses, which were in the form of four frequency adverbs, were

Y

- coded nhmerical]y as percentages with a response of ''never!' being given-
a score of 0, Ugﬁyely” a score of 12, 'sometimes' a score of 25 and
. iF y 4 d . )

: ”usuéliy”'a store of 75--see Appendix B, Question 8:for thg actual re-

; N . ‘l . ]
sponse format., Our measure of the degree of coordination through imple- =~ . .
‘mented decision§ within each decision area was‘the simhle average of the’ '

.

reports of the informants within each school (see Table A-9 for details). -

<> 2

. Computation of a WIthin-schoo], Across Meetin§ Type.Score.’ In order .

.

to summarize within each schooi the frequency with which decisions made

.
L. .

in any type of formal meeting are subégquent]y imp]emented, we computed
the sihple average of the scores across the four types of meetings. These

scores rqgged from a 16w of 28.2 to a high of 56.8, with a median score ,

. 0f39.0 (Table A-9).

. - o : Environment .

2 .

The domain of "environment' was investigatédf?irough the Bevelohment
- of index scores for two major dimensions: Environmental lnflughcecgrdh

the Centra] Office and Environmental Support from the Cohmun[ty.

k)
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Environmental Influence from the Central Office

The computation of Env[ronmenta]‘lnfluence from the Central OffjceT
* ; §cores fér each of the 13 schools iﬁvolved a.twb-step process. We:first i P
asked the professional staff members‘(in the‘role of informaptsy about the
‘ Aegree to which the‘centraf of%ice influences decisions in each of 12 qkeas. ., .

Then, within each school, we summarized adross;;he 12 decision areas.

Measurement of}Central office Influence. In order to oBtajn an in-

dication of the degree to which the central office has ihfluénge over

decisions relevant to each of the T3 schools, we asked our informants to
Eeportfthe,degree~to which the central office has influence over 12 de-

" cisions relevant to.eéch of the.33 schools.. These decisions are as fol-
lows': ,
1. Selecting. required texts and other materiéls

2. Establishing.the objectives for,.each course

Detqrmihing daily lesson plans and activities

= W

. . Adding or_dropping courses
»” !

-

Determining how discretionary funds will be‘spent

[cANEEERN 3 |

. Hiriﬁg new feacheré
? ;7. .Deciding whefher to ;e;ew a” teacher's contract
Making specific fa;uléy grade feve]fand gdursé assignments
9. Assigning extra duties o ‘ 0 p
IQ. Estéblfshing salary schedules |

1. Identifying types 6f eduéatfonal.fnnovations to 'be adopted -

12. Working out detalls ‘for implementing these innovations

138

-120-




ERIC

* Environmental Support from the Communijag ' -

Our informants could indicate either that the centrar'office has 'decisive'

influence (coded 3), “moderate“ influence. (coded 2), ‘”minor“ influence

- (coded 1), or 'no'" influence (coded 0)=-see Appendlx B Questlon 10 for

<

details: Our measure 5f.the degree-of central offjce influences within
each of the 12 decision areas was the simple average of the coded reports
of ‘the irformants within each school (see Table A-10 for'details).

Computatlon of Within school Across Decislon Area Score. Ih order -

to summarlze wuthln each school the degree of central offlce influence
across the 12 decnslon areas, we computed the snmple average of theé?z
within-area scores for each school.. These summary scores rangod from a

low a 1.11 to a high of 2.18, with a median score of 1.47 (Table A-10).

The computation of Environmental Support from'the Communi ty scores
for each of the 13 schools involved a two- step process ~We'first asked
the professlonal staff members (in the role of |nformants) about the degree

to which the community supports the schools in three areas. Then, WJthln

-each school, we summarlzed across the three areas.

.Measurement of Communlty Support. In order.to tap communlty support

we asked our |nformants to tell us the degree to whrch
1. The people in th|s community respect their teachers and
treat them "as professlonals |
2. ~The people in this communlty appreciate the schools and
what they are doing

3. The people in this community make the teachers feel as if

they are a real part of the communlty

Ce=121-




_ Table A-10 _
Degree of Central Office lnfluence in _ - 5
Twelve Decision Areas, by School and System Type ’
A

ScCHOOL* B Y SYSTEM TV PETNT

Unclear (v) ’l‘Nethrﬁtu(foﬁfxf .

Rational (R)

DECISION AREA

So SE | SM Su Fa | Bi | Ri 01 | Ur “Ne TAvg. -
1. Establishing salary : B BT ' , : - _ R .
schedules "2.53]12.3112.00|" _‘_0:88‘].56 1.7411.37} 1. 1.27]1.00}2.17} 1.34
; 2. Making specific faculty ' - : B - ’
. "‘grade level and course ' N e ‘ . '
. assignments -— R 2.93]1.56{1.32 1.50{0.86|1.24{0.91|" 1. 1.12(0.90{0.92] 1.
3. Establishing the obJecr 1 - ‘ . . .
tives for éach course 1.56[1.4611.19 0.75/0.82{0.83|1.93 [0.48(1.080.45] 0.
4. Identifying types of edu- ' s | -
© cational innovations to _ . ] 1
be adopted - o 2:57]12.28[1.68 1.1312.00|1.80}2.00| 1.26]1.42|1.47] 1.
L 1 5. Selecting required texts . . . : o ) '
N and other materials:; 1.88]1.33]1.05 1.13{1.03]0.98]1.83 0.63]1.0410.77] O.
' | 6. Working-out details for § : ) : '
|mplementlng these.’ ' ' .
innovations 1.86] 1.53{1.26] 1. 1.00{1.71{1.32|1.45 1.00|1.16]0.89} 1.
7. Assigning extra duties 1.93|1.10{1.11] 1. 1.38{0.5411.16]0.90 510.88]0.90]0.81] 0.
-8. Declding whether to renew I ' - -
- a teacher's contract . 2.80]2.27|2.20f. 11,63 2.4712.1911.95} 2. 1.7711.60]2.47} 2.
9. Determining how discre- S nE : B '
tionary funds will be ‘ : : . : : . :
. spent ' ‘B 2.5312.17|2.24} 2. .3311.92]2.39{2.27{1.69 1.82(1.50(2.28} 1.
10. Adding or dropping N P 1 1 _ -
.courses ' 2.27| 1.56|1.00 1.6911.5211.27]2.21 . 1.0411.17{1.70] 1.
11. Hiring new ‘teachers 2.75| 2.36} 2.29 1.87{2.23|2.38]2.04 1.73(1.78|2.48] 2.
12. Determining daily lesson 1 : : : ‘ :
plans and activities 0.56| 0.09| 0.29 0.38{0.17]0.54]0.41 0.35[0.26/0.17| 0.2
. ~ g
Overall Central Office Influ-l 5 18/ 1.67/1.47 1.2701.44]1.48{1.56 1.11{1.15{1.38} 1,
ence Score , : o 1. 1 ‘ ol
Il{h( = Southend, SE = Smal]town Flementary, SM = Smalltown Middle, Mi = Middleburg, Pa = Patriot, Su = Suburb,
fFel:iFarmCenter, Bi =.Bigtown, Rl Rivers:de, Gr = Green Hllls, 01 =

Oldtown, Ur = Urban, Ne =" Nelghbortown
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Table A-11 | .
» Degree of :Community Support in
- : . < ' Three Areas by School and System Type -

SCHOOL* BY SYSTEM TYPE

AREA OF _
COMMUNITY SUPPORT

Natural (N) B
0] Ur Ne

Rational-(R)‘-
"So | SE | SM | Avg.

Unclear (U)
Pa Su { Fa | Bi Ri

4. )
Degree‘to'which pfofeséional»
staff members report that:

1. The people in this com-

: munity respect their ‘
‘teachers and treat them’ - ‘ ‘ -1
-as professionals. - 60.9 [65.6 {54.2 | 60.2§40.9 (33.8 [54.7 57.4 {42.1 37.5 47.8138.9 441

2. The people in this com-
munity appreciate the
schools and what they

~are doing. 4 57.8|64.4{50.0| 57.4f42.4|29.4{54.7]50.0(40.335.5

-€Z1-

by.2 |35.2h6.3 |

' 3. The people in this com-
munity make the teachers
feel as if they are a
real part of the cammun-:
ity.. .

o] o142

46.9|52.2|42.9) 47.3]35.6]25.0{37.5|42.9|33.6[2¢.8 44.0 [28.2 {48 .4

Overall Community Support -§55.2|60.7 49.0| 55.0§39.6/29.4{49.0}50.1}38.7 33.3 45,3 34.1k6.2

Middleburg, Pa = Pétriot, Su = Suburb,

- Southend, SE = Smalltown Flémentary; SM = Smalltown Middle, Mi ' S
' 0ldtown, Ur = Urban, Ne = Ne}ghbqrtown .

Farmgenter,~Bi_= Bigtown, RL,= Riverside, Gr = Green Hills,; 01

.
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They cou]d answer jn'terms‘of “yes'l (toded 100),_”genera1ly_yesﬂ .
(coded 75) genera]]y ho (coded 25), or "no! (coded d)-fsee Appendix
B, Question 4, Items m, n, & O for full detalls--whlch produced a series
of three commuhlty support variab]es whlch cou]d range from 0 (]owest

support) to 100 (hlghest support). Our measure of the degree of commun|ty

support W|thin each of the three areas was the. s|mple average of the codeda

reports of the lnformants w4th|n each-school (see Table A= 11 for detalls)

Computatlon of Within- schoo] Across7sgpport Area.Score. In order

to summarlze W|thin each: school the degree of commun|ty support across

A4

the three areas., we computed the‘slmple average of the‘three within-area
scores for .each school. 'These,Summary.Community Support scores ranged-
from a low of 29.h'to,a high.of 64.0, with a median score of h6.2 (Table

A-11).

Summary Measure of System Type

In. order to make our search for corre]ates of the two images present-

ed |n Chapter ] eff|C|ent we elected to summarlze what ‘had been learned

about goa] consensus, contro] and coordination wuthln the 13 schools |nto

a single summary score wh|ch perm|tted the locatlon of each school a]ong

v

the ratlonah-natura] contlnuum. There were three‘steps in this process.

- Elimination of Weak jhdexes

| Our first stepvwas the elimination of any of the six indexes which
seemed tobbeﬂnegatively correlated with the other five, or whose cor=
'~re1ations‘were.so Weak'as;to suggest that they.were.a poor indicator of

the summary measure we desired -to create. Only Consensus on System Goals

_]zl*.s‘ 144
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c]ear]y fell into this category, for it is negat|Ve]y corre]ated w1th
.both of the coordlnatlon |ndexes (Table A 12). We then declded that in
order to |nc]ude each of the three d0ma|ns in our summary - ‘measure we wou]d

select the rema|n|ng measure of goal consensus (Consensus on P.oduct Goals)

"and one measure each of contro] and coordlnatlon. Our criteria in select-

-

ing dne measure of contro] and one of coordination was to maxlmlze the
average corre]atlon among the three var|ab]es SO ae]ected Thls led to

“the selection of thé Enforcement of Forma] Rules as our contro] |ndex and
Forma] Dlscussuon as. our coordlnat|on index. The resuit|ng three Lndexes' -

°

had an average pa|rw15e Spearman corre]at|on of K.

Create an Overall Rank for Each School o . , -
" In order to obtain a summary measUre.of,the overall rank of each
schoo]' we summed each schoo]'é rank across the three indexes and then ranked

the resu]tlng sum so that the hlghest rank (13) ref]ected'the rational

bureaucracy end of the continuuml The basic data and the resu]ts of our

summing .and ranking are presented in Table A-13.

»

o.

Identify the Rational-Bureaucratid and,Natura]-System Schdols | -

 Although the second step. produced an unambiguoﬁs-ranking of the 13
B ) : . ) : [ .
. schools, it left unanswered the question of which schools most conformed

to the rational-bureaucratic image and which'to'the natura]-systems one.

We were reluctant to simply d|chot0mlze the summary ranks into '‘high' and .

»

”]ow” categorles, for ‘such-a procedure would |gnore the fact that the three

indexes used to form it were on]y moderately corre1ated. Therefore,\we

developed the following decision rules:




5 Table A-12°

Matrix of Rank-order Correlations among the
Six OrganizatiOnal Variables

. (N'13? S
.'*‘ N"; ‘. -
Goals .. -Cpntr01 Coofd}
Organizational Variable - . ' : -
. - ‘ 1. 2. 3. 4, | .5. 6.
1." Consensus on - o ' - S B X
Product Goals - 33 } .71 | .66 | .17 .03
[7:) . . e P .
'é _ .
< 2. Consensus on
. System Goals - | .04 07 25 |.38
_ | 3. Formal Rules - 1 | - 155 ].35|.20
5. | _ _ R I .
= ‘ ,
. 3 4. Absence of . :
: Teacher'Autonomy . . . - .15 A9
5. Formal Discus~ ' N
. sion ' - | .40
© — .
}
8 .
© 6. Implemented
" Decisions -
Note: The ranks used to compute these coefficients_cén be found in the

bottom rows of Tables A-2 through A-7. .

é%




Table A-13 -

Ranking of the Thirteen RBS Schools on each of Three
Organizational Context Variables (13=highest; 1=lowest)

- i ' . e SCHOOL ™ L :
OVERALL CONTEXT VARIABLE#x ~ § Elementary School} = ~-Junior High School : High School
| | , J;Pa Mi { SE | So fsM [ur | Fa | &i | su |ar fne | Bi | o1
. ) . .. . . : ) ’ « . . . e, %
A. Goals: L : . v - _ v : S o -
\\<\ | I Consensus ' on Product Goals 13 112 ¢ 11 10 7 {1.5 8 61 9 5 §1.50 4] 3
.\l 'B. Control: - : : - : : ' ) , : _ -
Formal Rules N EREIARCNEEY R R YA R R
C. Coordination:.
= Formal Discussion - 1| w3z el s 7|53 9] 2
, _
\\\ o a
N N
\ 1
= 5 — Z . —
Overall School Score = o 23.0|28.0 §é.o 36.0§30.0| 8.5/21.0}18.0}22.0 {17.0] 6.5 21.010.0
School Rank (13=highest; =lowest) . gl 101213 l 1| 2165 5] 8 4| 1]65]3 ].423

e ’ .. \:‘\
“Pa = Patriot, Mi = Middleburg, SE = Smalltown. Elementary, So = Southend, SM = Smallt?wn MEddPe, Ur = Urban,
. Fa = Farmcenter, Ri = Riverside, Su = Suburb, Gr = Green Hills, Ne = Neighbortown, Bi = Bigtown, 01 = Oldtown -

*%See Appendix B for a discuéSJon of the criteria used to select’these three variables from among the 'six candidates.

N Y : . \ ) ! o : .
e N\
e s e L ‘ \w
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If a school received a rank score at or-above the median (a

H

score of seven or greater) on all three indexes it was classi-

/ o : .
fied as a rational bureaucracy,
If a school received a rank score at or be]ow the medlan (a

L

°
score of seven or less) on al] three of the indexes it was -

classified as.a natural system,
ould not be classified in either extreme category

e |If a school

D .
it was classified as unclear=

The resu]ts of this classification procedure can be found in Chapter t11

o

(TabTe 111-1)..
The fact that six of the 13 ,schools were'c]assifled as unclear results

from the moderate corre]atlon among the three |ndexes and seems reasonab]e

- for exp]oratory research |nV01V|ng |nhovat|ve measures and a smal] sample

The two dimensions of each of the three organlzatlona] doma ins” Wthh we
tuallzed are mere]y a small subset of possible dimensions

'formalLv concep
In addition, the .particular |ndicators which we utilized

for each domaln
in operatlonallzlng each of the three |ndexes se]ected for summarlzatuon
However, is spite of such

.f'

!

do not fully capture the underlylng dimensions.
]lmitations we were ab]e to identify character|st|cs of schools Wthh

I

appear correlated wnth "their location on this summary measure’ of the

/-

i
z

rational bureaucracy to natural- system contlnuum (see Chapter III)
. . ’/

.
o,

gf
i
i
i
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o

# STUDY OF SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT PROCESS .

b4

PROFESSIONAL STAFF QUESTIONNAIRE

“THIS _QUES'I..‘IONNAIRE‘IS ANONYMOUS. PLEASE DO NOT

SIGN YQUR NAM@.&NYWHERE ON THESE PAGES.

-

=

-~ Y e - ‘\

L © WMK '
Research for Better Schools (RBS) is a regional educational research

- . : and development laboratory that is participating with a group of staff
members at your school in a pilot school improvement project. One of the
long-term goals of this effort is to design a gchool improvement model--
procedures and materials that can be used in a variety of kinds of schools
in subsequent years. In order to build such a model, it is necessary to
learn as much as possible about the special environments that exist in
different schools. This questionnaire will help RBS staff to put together
a description of the environment of your school. Co. :

-

Please answer each question as best you can. Remember the informa-
" tion you provide will be treated in a highly confidential manner. . '
In addition, no attempt will be made to identify the resgopses¢o£ indi-
viduals or groups within the school. ' /'v ’

<

Research for Better Schools, Inc.

° 444 N. 3rd Street
~ ~-Philadelphia, Pa. 19123

.




1.

Listed below is a series of areas in which policies may or may not exist in your school.
For each policy area please indicate:

o

e Whether such a policy exists.

e If such a policy exists, how consistently it is

i

enforced.

POLICY AREA

IS THERE A POLICY IN THIS AREA?

N

IF A POLICY EXISTS, HOW. CONSISTENTLYJ

IS IT ENFORCED?

Yes, a
Written
One

Yes, an
Unwritten
One

No
Policy
Exists

I
Don't
Know

Some-
times .

Usually

I
“Don't
Never Know -

a.

Vb"

Lesson Plans

Textbook
Selectlon -

\Dlscu331on of

Controverstal---

Topics in the
Classroom

Use of
Curriculum .
Guides

Use of
Corporal
Punishment

Parental
Visitation

Arrival and
Departure
Times for
Teachers

0 O

[
Wi
™y
L.




2, Schools try to help students develop in many ways. However, some
people prefer to stress some areas of student development. while
other people want to emphasize other areas. From the list below,

élect the three student development areas that are most important

0 you as a member of this school.

l
Place a number next to each area you select to show how important

it is: .
'1'é'the most important area .
~ = the second most 1mportant area
3= the third most important area
BASIC SKILLS. __ WORK
(reading and math) L - (understanding' the world of
: ' work, career education)
FAMILY LIVING * - HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENT
SELF-ESTEEM - -~ ¢ CRITICAL AND ORIGINAL THINKING

(selfeconcept)

N Y -t

UNDERSTANDING OTHERS - 'RESPECT FOR AUTHORITY

“(cultural pluralism, (discipline, character
getting along with others) bulldlng) -

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION " CITIZENSHIP EDUCATION

SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY ARTQ\AND THE HUMANITIES

\\

OTHER
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In addition to student development, schools have a number ‘of other

. goals.  From the list of’ additional goals below, select the three

that are most important to you as a member of this school.

Place a number next to each area you ’select to show how important
it is: ' ' o

OTHER

MORALE

SAFETY OF STUDENTS -

COST REDUCTION

___ TEACHER AUTON OMY OR
" INDEPENDENCE

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

OF TEACHERS

1 = the most important area
2. = the second most important area
3 = the third most important area
TEACHER _ COMMUNITY RELATIONS

STUDENT DISCIPLINE
INNOVATION

RELATIONS WITH THE
| CENTRAL OFFICE

INTEGRATION OF STUDENTS FROM
DIFFERENT RACES OR BACKGROUNDS

R

~




CERIC

N

&

cate whether in your experience it characterizes your school.

Listed below is a series of statements that may or may not character-

ize your school. Please read each statémené carefully and. then indi-

STATEMENT .

YOUR SCHOOL?

' DOES THIS STATEMENT CHARACTERIZE

Generally
Yes .Yes

”

,Generally A

No

No *

Teachers feel free to call on

other teachers for help in
‘solving their problems.-

' There is general agreement

among teachers about the. way '

the school should be run.

Experienced teachers accept

- new or younger. teachers as

colleagues.

Teachers cooperate with each
other. to achieve common.per-
sonal and professional goals.

‘Teécheré ﬁry to aviod.
creating problems for
each other.

Tééghers feel free to call on
administrators for help in
solving problems.

Teachers visit ofher glass—
.rooms in the school to.get
new ideas. '

Teachers work with staff from

other schools to solve
problems. ‘

Teachers work with staff from
central office to solve
problems.

B

O 0O O

[

L]

AA
N




2.

STATEMENT'

DOES THIS STATEMENT CHARACTERIZE
YOUR SCHOOL?

w |t

Yes

. Generally
. Yes

Generally .
‘ No Ne¢

Teachers‘wdrk with staff from
agencies outside of the
district to solve problems.

The;princ' al consults with:
staff about instructional
matters. ‘

The prin ipal consults with
staff about administrative

matters/that concern teachers.

The pepple in this community
 respedt their teachers and
_treat/them as professionals.

The people in this community
appreciate the schools and
what they are doing

Thé people in this communlty

make the teachers feel as if
they are a real part of the
ommunity.

3
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Some of the different kinds of meetings that are conducted in a school
are listed below.

Please indicate how often each kind of meeting is held typically in
this school.

| HOW OFTEN ARE MEETINGS HELD?

|lor2|3¢to5 - | Twice
. | Times |Times A
Never | A Year | A Year | Monthly quth Weekly

KIND OF MEETING

. - School-wide staff
- meeting ' »

.»fMeeting of department

. . Meetings with parents

Department or grade - ::] . ' o
level meeting

or grade level heads

or community groups

Other'(specify)

- ‘  -136- ]_%r?
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o

o &
.

For each kind of meeting that you attend', ind\icate the beféent of time
that is typically spent for different purposes. Each row should add
to 100%. Cod . S P o .

»\
'
3
1

HOW MUCH TIME IS ALLOCATED TO

‘s
P '

Presenting _ Diséﬁssing

KIND OF MEETING | Reports, Policies, " Reports, Policies, \Other- 8 1 Do Not
Announcements Announcements \\Discussion Total | Attend

School-wide staff ‘ : \ .
meeting . ' - : ', - | 100%

b. Department or |- : ) 4
grade level ) ! {1002} __

M 1 : i

meeting » . |

c. Meeting of v ,
department ) - ' . |100zf
or grade ' o : C : .
level heads

d. Meetings with' : . ) \ : .
' parents or ; o . : 100%| ___
community group$ - : .

e. Other (specify) ~ *
. . : T L | 100% |

Sy




7. TFor each kind of meeting that you attend, indicate how many people

typically participate in

whatever discussion takes place.

KIND OF MEETING

HOW MANY PEOPLE PARTICIPATE?

“Less than 1/3
of the group

1/3 to 2/3
of the group .

Mo‘re than 2/3
of the group

School-wide staff
_ meeting o

Department or grade
"level meeting

Meeting of department
or grade level heads

Meetings with pArents
or community groups

Other (specify)




ERIC

8.

©

¥or each kind of meeting that you attend, indicate how often discussions§
lead to a decision,'either during the meeting or shortly afterwards

HOW OFTEN ARE DECISIONS REACHED?|

KIND OF MEETING

. Usually

Some~

Never
times v

Rarely

School-wide staff meetings
Department or grade 1eve1‘meeting.

Meeting of department or grade
level heads

.Meetings with parents or
community groups

Other (specify)

oo ood

LY

oo ooo

reached are actually carried out.

42;7

. For each kind of meeting that z u attend, indicate how often decisions

e

'KIND OF MEETING

HOW OFTEN ARE DECISIONS CARRIED
OUT’

Usually Some-

Never

. Department or grade level meeting

Schooi—wide staff meeting -

Meeting of department or‘grade
level heads

Meetings with parents or
community groups

Other (specify)

oo oon)f
00 000

..]39_
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During a typical school year, many decisions must be made

Not all

10.
people influence any particular décision, and the degree of influence
of different persons generally-varies with the practices being -
decided upon. Please indicate, in your opinion, the degree of influ-
. ence each of the persons listed below has on the following decisions.
Please insert the appropriate code number on each line'
. - 0= Usually has no influence ‘ \
. , 1S
1 = Usually has minor influence .
2 = Usually has moderate influence )
3 = Usually has decisive influence
. J PERSON |
DECISIONS. _Schopl Central Prin- V'.l:cacliers“n I;dmd;ﬁ—
Board | Office |cipal |asa Group|Teachers
a. Selecting required texts and other | | __ | _— ’ \
.. materials ' \
b. Establishing the objectives for , | __ | [—| — \
each course ‘ N . . . :
c. Determining daily lesson plans and | _ | — | —| — .
" activities '
d. Adding or dropping courses I I -
e. Determining how discretionary ) [ T -
funds will be spent .
f.v.Hiring new teachers . .
g. Deciding whether to remew:a ' _ . .
teacher's contract .
h. Making specific faculty grade '
level and course assignments
i. Assigning extra duties L ‘ o e —
j. Establishing salary schedules o = .
k. Identifying types of educational ' '
innovations to be adopted
1. Working out details for
i implementing these innovations ¥

-140-
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11, Your school is participating with-Research for Better Séhoolé and
other agencies in a project. to improve a part of the school's
instructional program. - .

Do you think that this effort is a good idea?

Yes

Generally Yes

Generally No ’

‘No

T Don't Know

12.. In the past two years, how many workshbps or staff development
sessions have you attended? ‘

13. Will you please list the main purposes of the three workshops or

staff development sessions that you attended most recently?

a

a. . ' - . . ‘
.. | \\\\ v | - , ‘
v \./ . : =
14. Please list the formal, job related courses (e.g., college courses) - .

you have taken in the past two years, if any. .

a.

b.

=141~
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~'15. Please write in the name of the schpolAand district in which you
work. : . '

ASchoolr

District:

~

16. Please indicate by checking the appropriate box beloé, whether you.
, are a teacher or have another assignment.
: : If you have more ‘than one assignment (e.g., teaching and counsellng)
: ) ‘pléase check all boxes that are appropriate.

I am a Teacher

I am a Counselor o I , . &

‘ I am a Libratian- - . . (/'
A ~. . .

Other,\;}ﬁase specify

IF YOU ARE NOT A TEACHER, YOU MAY SKIP THE REMAINING QUESTIONS.

..].1‘2.. 163 |
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1

7. Llsted below is a series of areas in which teachers may or may not work W1th other people.
. For each area, please indicate whom, if anyone, you usually work with,
You may check more- than one person.
WHO DO YOU WORK WITH?
Teachers Curriculum
~ in my ~ Counselor ! coordinator | No one;
AREA department | Other - or other or other T usually
or grade teachers o school - district work -
level in school .| Principal | specialist | specialist alone
a. Selection of objectives for your class | - [:: G
b. 'Selecfion of materials to use in your — - —
classroom _| _] | .
c. Selection of mode of presentdtion — -
(lecture, discussion) to use in your _]
classroom
d. Sequencing of activities in your e
-classroom
e. Developmeﬁt of course of action for . —
a student who is difficult to-control l I | i
. ‘ o ,’ 7
f. Development of course of action for 1

a student who 1'1as speC1al learning
needs ‘

I
—-
by e

+
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. Please indicate the materials that you usually refer to when working in each of the areas
listed below. : a

: : @
You may check more than one type of material.

WHICH MATERIALS DO.YOU USE?

' : - ' o ] v 4 School ¢
AREA ‘ o Curriculum |District | Policy or ‘
Textbook | Guide Policy Handbook [Other (specify)

| er—————

©

a. Selection of objectives for
‘your class:

b. Selection of materials to
use in your classroom

¢. Selection of mode of
presentation (lecture,
discussion) to use im your’
classroom

d. Sequencing of activities in
.your classroom - a

e. Development of course of
'~ action for a student who .is
difficult to control

f. Development of course of . l. |
action for a student who
' has special learning needs
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19.

20.

21.

Are/you a‘generalist teacher? That ié, do you téach‘all core
subjects to your class? - /

Yes

No

If you are not a generalist teacher, please indicate the subJects
: /

you teach. )
o

Please indicate the grades that you teach presently by circling the

appropriate numbéers below.

K I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 g

/

o




