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ABSTRACT
This paper describes informally a comprehensive

systemns medel that could aid school program decision makers. The
model, a multistage input-output scheme, permits descriptions of
4 social, political, economic, and educational interactions in an urban
o school system for the purpose of defining the sichool systen
-5 performance and its amenability to change and reform. The model also
makes it possible to define levels of financial support given to
different schoois, and to correlate these findings with student and
> family characteristics. The model would permit exploration of the
‘ interrelationship between various outcomes and inputs, such as

student achievement ard per pupil expenditures. Description of the
! demands and surports derivi-qg from a variety of community and
p,; political groups is also possible. The model is being applied in
N Wilmington, Delaware. (Author/DE)
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Mgr | City school policymakers work in a bigh stress emvironment. Schcols are

e only one part of & larger scene.for hotly contested sociel change. Demandz on
city schools go far beyond the classic 3R's or reading and math skill improve-
ment. Denands press in on the school; to get fovolved with job markets, social
chqnge, gex education, and even police youth work. The question is just how far
yfll schools go in replacing iungtiono normally the responsibility of the family.

“Whan comrunities decide that schools should attempt to meet these wider and non-
;onvantioqgl demands much of the independence school gystems have tried to achieve
iiﬂ&ltan;ously comes under attack. When schools move to take up functions per-

k ‘formed by the family, family demands to be involved in school policy can be ex-

pected to grow rapidly.

;Z Moreover, as Jressures for new program2 mount, added schocl funding 18 re-~
quested. But the schools must compete in the sweepstakes for city budget shares
against requests for added police protection, advancing rxequirements for yollu-
tion control and cost erosions due te inflation. These and other nouschool fac-_
tors bid for added city revenues whiqh cone chiefly fxom the same pool of counter-

;;; productive city property taxes.

' In a systems analysis sense city school demands zre but one element of local

public poiicy demands competing for shares of public revenues. Optimum social

policy ;ould lead a city to provide the most valuable mix of schools, fire pro-
tection, snow removal, and many other community goods by using up the least
valuable amounts of city resources. Similarly within the complex subsystem which
is the cigy school program, the hope must be tu make decisions which generate the

most valuvable services at lowest burdens to the community.
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§¥Qi One purpose of this paper is to outline a comprehensive school system wodel
which, when put into operation, could aid school program decizion makers. A sec-
R end purpose is to briefly point out the utility aleng with some of the difficul-

ties of this eystems approach. Th: model described is being applied in Wilmington,

T
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D.lavate.i It has grown out of & series of completed enalyses of other munici§a1
functions (water aupply, parking, etc.), ;har‘ sgain the emphasis was upon model
spplications te sid decision msking.

An 1npércant research priccdani for our work is tha limited inmput/output
model for city school syscems (by Jesse Burkhead). The purpose of Burkhead's
‘mods1l ves to (1) examine resource allocation witlin school sysﬁ?ms and tiz this

to educational outcomes, (2) measure and study many factors tha: affect educa-

tioaal outcomes, aud (3) give operac;onal defirition to input/cutput variables.?
The effect of sevaral kinds of constraints left Burkhead with approximetely

four output and ten input varlables thut were measurable. - (These ave listed in

Tabla I.) Nevertheless, the model erjoyed 11u1ced'success, for outputs couid

be predicted utilizing a linear prediction scheme. The most predictable oafputs

were test scores, being highly dependent on the sociocconomic status of pupils.

Post high schooi plzns and dropout rates were less highly predictable, and ad-

ministrative variables were simply unimportant insofav as these cutputs were

_ 1‘In 1954 the Wilmington Public Schocls were segregated white and black.

o ¥ In 1970 these same schools are becoming, like the city's resident population,

~ predominately biack. Nationmally, Wilmington is second only to Washington, D.C.
smong central cities in the proportion of nonwhite students in the public schools.

\‘& :

2Burkhead noted that the central weakness of any input/output model of
the educational process, including his own, derives from the fact that psychologi-
cal learning theory 2s yet provides too unstable a foundation for a systems model.
This fact of life necessarily limits any modal to being descriptive in nature,
rather than focusing on the study of causal relationships.
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TABLE 1

Jorkhead' s Inpyt [Qutput Model Viriables (Chicago)

- Imouts,
1, Median Family Tncowe ' 1.
-4 Avgrage Deily Attendance 2.
3. Aga of Schocl Buiiding 3.
5. Textbook Expeoditures | e
5. Materials and Supplies

Exnenditures per Pupil
Teacher Experience °
Mumber of Master's Degroes
Teacher Man-Years per Pupil

Administrative Man-Years per Pupils

10. Auxilisry Man-Yesrs per Fupil

S

1ith Grade T.Qe
11th Grade Reading
Drepoat Rata.

Post-High Schocl Iatentions




coucarned. Burkhead's model application demonstrates thut school sysctems can
be studiad by input/output technicues.

The modai outlined here deacribps'seciological, political, sconomic, sud
‘educational joteractione in an urban schooi system in order to describe how
the system is performing and might be amsnible fo chzage and refora.l To do
thig it is necessary to teke info accaqpc toth hov the systam operates and
how changes can be brought’ about. Unlike most previous educationcl systems
wodels, éhii one is aimed at ytvtng direct practical utility to educational
adhﬁn;ltratoro and local educational intersst groups in a spacific susll city
gituation. N

The school s7stea nodel desceibed haré can be generally characterized as
a multistage inpgt/output gchema. The model structure has borrowed heavily
from work of various people in many diaciplines. Among the mejor work, includ-
{ng Burkhead, from which idsas have h«;a adopted are Coleman's wodel for 1d¢m'~
tifying predictors of student achievement, Easton's systems analyses for describ-
tng policymaking, and Gamson's sociological notiom of trust as relates to communicly

policy. The debt we owe to the work of these and to others will be geen in our

‘model-which is outlined below in Figure 1.

. lour approach assumes school administrators or interested community groups
wvish to institute innovations and change, but the realities of public school ad-
ministration go far beyond a 12 wiriable model. Limited models of school systems
have often provided little information as to how day-to~day processes occur Or
kow changes may be brought about. It can be assumed that such reforms and inmno-
vations .are of critical importance, for urban schools are perceived as not measur-
ing up to many expectations and new approaches to urban education seem well ad-
vised. In seeking to develop a model for urban school systems that has high
utility for both educational admiaistrators and community leaders, it is main-
tained that the school system and its sociological, economic, and political woxk-
ings must be explicated. One specific focus of such & model should be the mech-
anisms by which reforms anu innovations can he initiated.
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Households provide student inputs (right side of Figure 1) which are pro-
cessed over a series of years in the schoc.! system by a series of prograums.
Ultimately these boys qnd girls graduate Qut or drop out of the school program
-after passing a series of grades whare achievement goals are mst. Simultaneously
governmental, business, and household groups maintain various program demancs on
the schqol system. Households and businesses back up these demaunds with money
payments. Legecl steps are taken allowing federal, siate, and iocal governments
t& collect moneys (heayy 1ines in Figuyxe 1) through e variety of taxes qnd then
allocate the funds bn;? te the school system for use. Frivate support in terms
of corporatica érunts or p?raonal bequests provide some supplementary funds.
These financial resources are then spent dack into‘the community in terms
of payments to business for books, paper, and electricity in terms of salaries
to teaqhers, ané.less often in terms of user chargea to governments for services
such ag water or police protection. Tob echelons of the school system guide
this spending and buf a mix of various resources which ate alliocated dowm to
" {ndividual schools. At thiy stage money flows become cust functions.

The ceatral block of Figure 1, labeled "School System,” can be viewed as
the decision-making structure which guides the funds i& receives, listens 2o
various demands for programs, accepts the student inputs and actually manages
programs offered. Operating respousibility for the present and planning respon-
sibility for the future rests with this formxl organiration or bureaucracy.

Principals of individual schools behave as middlemen to some extent between
schools "and the bureaucracy. The dotted lines within the larger school system
block of Figure 1 represent individual schools where the central business of ed-
ucacion is carried out through teacher to student interactions.
The model suggests that systematic school poiicy decision making requires

peasurement and understanding of at least: student inputs, teacher-student
-6 -




igteractions, bureaucratic processes, funding arraungements, expenditure patterms,
.4 progran demands, physical input wixes, an§ output performance including the re-
‘S lationship of student skills to job market characteristics of the local ecouomy.
| The gsazral processes model described can be operationalized by measuring
the factors such as cpsta. inputs, and demands specified by the model.
Pirst in many senses are the students. Clearly numbers of students ave
2‘/ tmportant, school by school, as is age, rece, and sex of the students. Such in-
~ forlntioa is resdily available. 828 characteristics of the student's family as
pexceivaed by the ztcudent, student self-concept, perceptions of school, career
\f | . aspirations, reading achievemat and arithmetic achievement will also be measured.
| The gsal is to be able to describe the student body in a quantitative and quali-
tative fashicm.
The communiéy envitoumant‘from wﬁich students come to the schools will be
. quantified through neighborhood charactéristics and student family factors.
Attitudes of parents.toward the schools includiag appraisal of school gcals and
descriptions of program demands are being measured. The role cf families in
political life of the city and social life of immediate ngighborhoods is being
>,f dascribed.
| Not only arz quality measures of public school families and neighborhoods
betng described but similar measures of nonpublic school student families and

for families with no school children are being developed. In a system szas

e 1)

all family units of the city must be included. Perceptions of public school
performénce by parochial school families promise to yield interesting informa-
tion as to neighborhood structure differences and schosl program demands as cone

trasted to public school families.
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Moving avay still furthst f;on the direct sn7ironment of the classxoon,
school policy effactivensss and comsunity sazizfaction relates to the complex
goneral policymezing environment of the community. Attompts are being made

‘eo identify the nature of politicai decision making networ':s in the city. Par-
ttcipation of varicus party officials, ucion leaders, bankers and spokesmsn for

various racial groups in school poiicy decision naking will be described. Levels

of demands and supports for various school policies by these leader groups will
bg {dentified. ' '

»

Withia the school syiten, itself, (ces Figure 1, central block) the key per-~

sons directly able to affect student performance sre ths teachers. Agms, 8ex,
racs, education, and teaching experience are som: standard qualitative character-
istics of teachers being quantified. But just as students enter and pass through

‘tha educational process under the influence of family and neighborhood character-

istice, all of which must be taken into account oy school policymskers; so also
teacher performance is affected by a complex set of backup factors. These backup
factors can be called the school organization or bwureaucracy. Program policy

changes, information about salaries, day-to-dasy conwunications and rumors circu-

-..m«-i{\—-km‘i}—‘;-vm_" e s % o

late bstween classes, within schools, between schooils, to the administrative otaff
"downtown," through to members on the school board .in a series of formal and in~-
formal ways. The natu;g of these channels structure: the nature of how decisions
get processed. Through obgervation and interview techniques the structure of
thegse functions is beirg identified.

nga and verbal information is being collected tcr quantify how teachers
perceive their goals and school system rewards . What .information teachers have
about the community from which their students come is a.lso being measured along

with teacher attitudes toward classroom control and race. Persons in the

-8 -




" being established.
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administration such as supervisors and principais will be iaterviewed to deter-

mise how they perceive gannnntcution patterns, whac'zoala they have fox the
{medicte futurs and !.ougé: term. The aim is also to identify the levels of
.dtnnnd and gupport for vericus school programs by persons in the turcaucracy.

Budget processes and spending processes for op'exationé and physical plant
arve being ntud£;¢ along with tha natura of state, federal, and local school
funding that makes spending possible. Cost ratios for individual schools are

\

Patfomncﬁ or. output maasuras will also be attempted. Reading achievement
s2d math achievement scores are viewed as intermaéiate output indicators. Drop-
outs, numbers of graduates, and ability of both dropouts and graduates to perform
ia the region ag'snrkers or as studeats in advanced educational programs are being
traced out.

The conce ptual ¢ifficulties of operationalizing each of the steps described
abovco sre form idable. Many of the measuvres are exploratory. For example, to
pur knowledge relationships described in the theory of bureaucracy have not been
eapirically t-ested. Critics with an eye to statistical fine tuning may find little
pralse for niany of the adaptations we are being forced to make. Nevertheless,
we are now 3¢tting messurement of all the major variables d@scribea by the model.

Just as p:oblemsbne as the major steps of (1) building the model, (2) con-

structing; vays tc operationalize the model and (3) actually measuring the variables

[
Na

is the ' matter of releasing results once thay have been gather
Hfare we face many problems such as the timing of information release and the
seque: nce of releases. Who in the comumunity should get the findings and what form

shov 14 thess releases take? We are considering holding several two-day sessioas

wh.ere family people, school administrators, businessmen, studersts, and members of

-6 -




our research team gather to revievw what these measures of this school system

@sat and what they mi.ght_ suggast for policy. Clearly we believe the standard

professionalized report sizply is not enough.

STT SIS ssom s s e e e et e o el e e e L e W ll
Our goal is to provide a description of the procasses at work in the :

P e RS P

school system overall. Particular types of procasses (e.g.' bureaucratic
perceptions) are thought to be related to other inputs or precesses (e.g.
comunity demands), and it is the intention of this study to describe these
.reltt:i.onahtpa as full} as the éata allows. We are not content to simply
characterize the system as a i:t.maretica.l multistage input/output mechanism.
m {nformaetion gathered should be of practicai utility to those concerned
with an evolving school system; &8 jacep=iva for such involvement we want

to open up the information to all sectors of the community before issuing

a final report.. By providing data, analyses, and information to a cGamumity
and school sdninistraticn we would hope they could together review such
information and £ind sgreement on prescriptioms for reforms somewhzt easier

£0 veach,

1D~
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\: APPENDIX

A Parcial List of Vsriables and & Methodological Approach

Tha gaﬁaral'procees wodel can bs sperationalized by measuring variables
dagorihing sevaral zspects of the school aystem and its enviromment. e
khave chosen six in the study: (1) pupil achievemant: (2) the commmity;
- (3) the buresucracy; (4) the politfcal elites; (5) the teacher; and (6)
economic vesource allocation. One analytical approsch which would seem to
wirrant attention would be the anslysis of the relatiocaships ietween

dspendsnt variables in each area and independent variables both within

4 . and beyond these pazticular areas {e.g., to wbat extent is pupil achievement
dependent upon differantial resource allocuticn batween schools in the

‘system?). These sets of variabies described represent & partial listing of

y‘ . those defined in this study.
"” The first 'element of the general process model is student achieviment,
the prime focus for the educg.tional system. Achisvement has beep given
operational definition by & series of locally-developed measvres of attitudinal
achievement and a typical standardized achievement battery. Relative
" achievement partitioned by various schocl bounduzries will be reported, but
this infomatioﬁ is nat new or especially infommative for many reasons.

Achievemcnt and other background data may be cast into an zapalytical design,

5 e.g. nultiple regression analysis with predictors as outlined on the left
: §a Table II and criteria (achievement) on the right. Ideally variatiom in
the achievemeunt measures should not be attributable to prior varistiom in
- those same measures and hence the effect of this prior achievement should be

/~ 3 partialled out (e.g., partial regression or covariance). Amonz the predicter

which are projected to relate stromgly to achievement ave fam.ly anomia

-1 -
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TABLE I
, - RPapil Achievement Vaxiasbles j:
. ] Achiavement Predictors . hchievement
l Pupil Age, Sex, Rsce 1. Xcademic

i 2. Prior Pupil Achiavement #athematics

“ " Beading g

: 3. Per Punil Expenditures Science :
LA . Social Studies i
/ - 4. Soclo-economic Status Spelling i
2_ S. PFsnily Anomia 2. Attitudinal

6. Family informedness Academic Motivation 5
- - . Acadenic Self Concept 4
fry . 7. Family Initistive Career Aspirations
7 Control cof Enviromment
/ 8. Family Satisfaction with Social Self Concept
s Schools ‘ Valuation of School
f{/" "‘ 9. Fraily Support for Schools
‘ 1 12, Teacher Bvaluation of School
X 11, Leacher Evaluatinn of Students
., 12. Teacher Commitment to Schools
. 13. Teacher Instructional Style
, 14. Teacher Quality

7

-1z - 3




(sense of normiessaees) and support for the schools, and teacher evaluation
of the school and students. Thase relationships will be studied within

grade levels where the mumbsr of femilies ssmpleu will mot exceed thres
bondred.

zeble TII focuses ou the domain of teacher satisfaction, and identifies
poteatial predictors of such satisfection. Sstisfaction is thoughk to encompess
8 nri-ty of pcrc.'g»ti.ou cn the part of the uic!w:. including teachicg in
m&‘tl, pupii qu&li.i:y and mh&btuty, educational facilities and within-
system supports, and community support foxr educttioml progrems, These
meagures are cmbeddsd ‘in a2 quastionnaire survey which most teachers in tha
school tystem are expected to complece. This suzrvey £120 measures background

{nformation on the tsichers comcerning their own level of education, their

t&io‘ccwmié origins, their relative perissiveness in thsir rehtionshipé
with students, and their instructiomail mode of operation. Other factors that
are predicted :c; affect teacher satisfaction are thc relative achievement
levels of pupils they come into coatact with, relstive pupil echnic differances,
difxetenceo in pupil soclo-economic status, and a series of measures of social
and political f=pact that the community, defired by the local school attend-
ance boundary, has cu the achool.

A set of variables wirlch serves to define several aspects of the school
system bureaucracy is found in Table IV. A survey instrument will assess
bupeaucratic perceptions of policy decision making networks in the city.

The essential question in the educatisnal Sureaucracy area concerns how
receptive the scheool admivistretion is te demands from groups outside the
formal system. To assess t.his'as;:ect bureaucratic perceptions, measures of

bureaucrat's political efficacy, trust in community power arrangements

flexibility, and pexceived supports for educational reforms and innovations




x.
2.
3.

3.

TARLE ‘1Y

Teacher Satisfaction Variadles

Predictors of.Satisfaétion
Fupil Achievement

Pupil ethnic Dffferences
Pupil Socio-e«conomic Status
Comaunity

Anomia
Informedress
Taitiarive
Satisfection
Support

Teacher

Age

Sex

Level of Education
Instructionel Style
Educational Values
Receptivety to Community
Innovetiveness
Socic-economic Beciiground

1.
2,
3.
4.
5.
6.

Satisfaction

Teaching

Pupil Quality

ducational Facilities
Effectiveness of School Program
Bureauycracy
General School Syétem

Sunport from Comnunity




2.
3
b

TABLE. IV

Buresucracy Viriables

Bu:enucraﬁic Perceétions of the School System

Sitcetional Detezrminants Of

Buresucratic Ferceptions

Bureaucrats Position
Bureaucrats Function
Bureaucrate Rank
Bureauczats Perceptions

Teacher Demands
Student quality

"Teacher Quality

Community Quality
System Quality

t

- 15 -

1.
2.
3.
4,
S.
be
1.
8.
9.

Perceptions of the
System

School Syztem Goals

School System Demands
Bureaucratic Support Levels
Difficulty of Communication
Effectiveness of Supt. Cabinet
Adequacy of School Sugpports
Flexibility

Political Efficacy

Trust in Jommunity Power Arxangements




will be nea;urcd. Buresucrats 2150 are believed to respond strongly to .
other bureaucrats, so variouz measures of this type of interaction will be
made including communication difficulties, bureaucratic support levels, and
porceived effectiveness of key adminiserators. 1o some extent these
buzeauczatic vercept.ions are expected to be reflections of the raak and
function of ths respondent. In additicn, bureaucrats' perceptions of the

Zaministrative system sre hypothesized to depend to a limited extent on

perceived teacher de'réanda, end student and community quality.

The costs of ed-ucaticn 2ud thr constraints on budgetary allocaticus aze
described iz Table V;, The resource allocation constraints are viewed as
descriptors of an e:zonomic constraint network rather than &s predictors
of costs, The cons traint network not caly describes school system formulae,
but reaches beyond to teacher, community, and bureaucratic influences on
ravonue spending. Costs are seen as a variety of measures, extending fuxther
than pex pupil dost s, persomnel costs, building costs, bond issue costs, and
special program cos ts which are the typlcal concerns of schocl sys tem
administratore. T .ncluded in costs for this amalysis will be such measures
as the dropout wa .te, graduate unemployment rate, teacher turnover rate, and
an estimate of tl ae worth of the schocl systems graduate products as viewed

by local business oaperations and instituticns of higher learning,

The variable .s collected irx Tabie VI might again be placed in an independent-

dependent variab .le frameworlk for analysis of the concept of political trusi.
Political trust could be roughly defined by the withholding of preasure or
influence from . the political target even thonzzgh there exists a strong sense
of political ¢ 2£ficacy. To guage the degree of trust a community has in the

school syster 5 there must exist sufficient informatiocn about the intersst in

- 16 -
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| TABIE V
B Resource Allocation Variables

s A nescrtpéioa of School System Spending Patterns

Resource Allocation

. ___Constratnts Cost Allocations

1. System Budgeting Formulae 1. Per Pupil Cost
. 2. Sources of Revenues 2. Personnel Costs
3. Personnel Variables 3. Building Costs
: &, Sociolegical Community 4, Dropout Rate

- Variables .

) S Teacher Sstisfaction S. Teachar Turnover Rate .
6. Bureaucratic Role Behavior 6. Vocgtional Instructional Costs

’3 | 7. Graduate Unemployment rate

8. Bond Issue Costs

- 17 -




L Table VI
‘ Comnunity Trust Variables

A Comaunity Estimate of Trust {a the School System

L !

Determinants of Components of
Cormunity Trust e Trust
] ' 1. Relative age of family 1. Information level
: 2. TRace - 2. Echool Affect level
" 3. Socio-ecomouic status of 3. Initiation of actioca
73 family
4. Schaol support
4. Socio-economic status =
refexence group $. Poaiitical Efficacy
R 5. Anonmias 6, Political Alienation ¥
. 6. Frequency of Educational 7. Political Polarization
contacts
./
s 7. Forxmal group memberships
4 8. Communication channels

- 18 -




school matters. To assess these latter attitudes a questionnairé givea to
1500 selected community members will measure their information level, school
affect ievel, political alienatica, and pclitical polarization. The
ralationship of thesa commmity attitudes to socio-economic and other indices
of social involvement lizted on the left of Table VI will allow for an
{pdecacification of present detemminants of political trust. Most important
smcng these are the indices of social contgct'with the schools, the influencs
of various group memberships, and the impact of varing scurces of infomation
on perceptions ak the school system.

Table VII indicates the cperational measures which will be applied
to a group of political elites in the community. The political elites in
the cammunify'are ¢he leaders whose views nust b2 taken into account in
many educziional policy decisions. The main purpose of thts aspect of the
2chool system study is to determine the relative political influence of
each leader. This will bé’dona by {interviewing leaders and determining
their perception of the influence hierarchy and the reasens for this. Both
¢he recsons that leaders give for their perceptions of ancther's influence
and situational leadership comnections will be systematically evaluated
with respect to the list of variables on the left. The overriding interest
in the relationship of these predictors tc leader influence is to determine

the relative openness of the leadership to demands arising from other sources.
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IARLE VI1
Political Rlites Varigdles

The Percepticas of a Sumple cf Community leaders

Predictor of Leader Zolitical Leadership in
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Pcancy School Affsirs
Priendship ties 1, Politicel Influence
Yrequency of Contact 2. Leadership Banking
Mode of Interaction 3. Political Interaction

Reciprecal Support
Functionsl intereats
Professional Role
Organizational Munbetsﬁips
Organizational Orientation
Involvemant (school matters)
Poittical Activity

Satisfaction (school system)

- 20 =




R
T8 .
-

Moving away still furthsr from the direct environwment of the clasaxoor, ;
¥  school polisy effactiveness and commrunity sazizfaction relates to the complex
gineral policymsizing enviromment of the community. Attempts are being mads

to identify the nature of political decision making networs in the ¢ity. Par-
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s <A ticipation of variocus party officials, ucion leaders, bankers and spokesmen for
various racial groups in school poiicy decision making will be described. Levels
of demands and supports for various school policies by these leader groups will

bg identified.

L J

Within the school eyiten, itself, (ses Figure 1, central block) the key per-

soms direcely able to affect student performauce are the teachers. Age, sex,
race, education, and teaching experience are some gtandard qualitative character-
istics of teachers being quantified. But just as students enter and pass through
‘tha educational process under the influence of family and neighborhood charactex-
istice, all of which must be taken into account by school policymskers; so also
%/{ . teacher performance is affected by a complex set of backup factors. Thesa backup
JE factors can be called the school organization or bwureaucracy. Program policy
changes, information about salaries, day-to-day conmunications and rumors circu~
late bstween classes, within schools, between schooils, to the admianistrzative ctaff
"downtown," through to members on the school board in a series of formal and in-
formal ways. The natu;g of these channels structure: the nature of how decisions

get processed. Through observation and interview techniques the structure of

these functions is beirg identified.

Data and verbal information is being collected tc» quantify how teachers
perceive their goals and school system rewards. What .information teachers have
about the community from which their students come is a.lso being measured along

with teacher attitudes toward classroom control and race. Persons in the
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