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e v e

INTRODUCTION

Tm program of the Center
for the Advanced Study of Educational Administra-
tion at the University of Orcgon deals with the
relationships between educational organization and
instruction. Of particular relevance to the
Center's mission is the study of the organization
of schools in which significant innovations have
occurred. For this reason, we werc pleased to
have the opportunity to efudy the organization and
functioning of the multiunit schoo!.

Ou1 investigation is bascd on
intensive case studies of cight schools. Four of
these were multiunit schools; the other four were
control schools selected by the Wisconsin R & D)
Certer for Cognitive Learning. In this paper we
shall report some of our data on three multiunit
schools and their controls. The fourth school had
not sufficiently fmplemented the multiunit program
to justify ite inelusion. In reporting our findings,
the schools will not be identified by name.

The three pairs of schools
studied are in different school districts. In cach
district we distributed questionnaires Lo all avail-
able professional personnel In the two schools and
to central-office personnel whose work relates

O

closely to the program of the elementary schools,
These questionnaires were extremely detailed and
extensive, covering a variety of matters pertain~
ing to the characteristics of the schools and to the
altitudes and goal= of the responrdents themselves,
On the average, the questionnaires took 1~1/2
hours to complete. In addition to gathering data
by means of thes» questionnaires, we also inter-
viewed a majority of the persons to whom the
questionnaires were administered. The principal,
the unit leaders, half of the teachers, and two
nonprofessionals were interviewed in each multi-
unit school. While the questionnaires did not
mention nmultiunit schools, the interviews dealt
mainly with matters pertaining to the multiunit
program,

This paper serves as a
preliminary report on some of our findings. The
report is preliminary for two reasons: first, we
have not yet completed an exhaustive analysis of
all our data; second, the scope of our work is too
broad to be suminarized briefly. We shall u.der-
take two tasks in ihis presentation, The first
will be to summarize certain data dealing with
the schools studied, and the second one will be
to raise a few questions about the organizational
problems that may arise in multiunit schools.
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AN ORGANIZATIONAL PROFILE
OF MULTIUNIT SCHOOLS

In presenting a summary of
orgaaizational characteristics of multiunit schools,
we shail focus atter.tion on a few major topics.
First we shall summarize materials dealing with
interactian patterns in multiunit and control
schools. This will be followed by a discussion of
the division of labor, with emphasis on specializa-
tion in the unit and on the role of the unit leader,
Next is an znalysis of decision-making processes
and influence hierarchies in multiunit and control
schools. Finally, we present a brief discussion
of the goals and attitudes of teachers, with special
attention to operatlon objectives and job satisfac-
tion.

interdependence relationships

in multiunit and control schools

Regardless of its ficld of
activity, an organization Is structurcd in such a
manner that it facilitatcs or encourages the inter-
action of certatn members vhile it inpedes or
hinders the interaction of others. Studies of inter-
action patterns or networks in orgardzations show
high rates of interaction occur under certain
organizational conditions and low raics occur
under other circumstances. In this research we
are concerncd only with certain tvpes of interac-
tion paticrns among adults in multiunit and control
schools, Instcad of studying fricxlship cheices or
frequency of interaction, as is often done in socio-
metric analvses, we <hosc instead to examine
what we call "interdependence velationships, '
This term refers to work-related patterns of inter
action between people; it directs attentlon to those
relationships hetween individuals that affect thelr
ability to get their jobs donc,
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To identily inlerdependeuce
relationships, we asked each respondent in the
multiunit and control schools to complete the
following itcms in A questionnaire:

1. "List the names of thosc persons both
within and outside your school {other tt-n
students) upon whom you depend most
heavily in order to perform your job
effectively;"

™o
.

"Who are the persons {isted above, if any,
whosc job is so closcly reiated to vours
that vou belicve the two jobs must be
performed collahorati-ely in ordes for
cither of you to perform his worl: effectiva-
Iy om

Responses to these hvo
queslions by teachers and unit Ieaders provide the
data for the sociomcetric charts in the appendix.
These chauts give us a view of organizational
structurc as revealed by a mapping of interdepen-
dence relationships,

Let us first note the pattern-
in;; of interdependenece relationships in the school
as a whole. Figure 1 diagrams these relation-
ships in onc of the multiunit schools in our study-.
Note that each of the five units of the schoo! con-
stitutes a cluster of interdependent relatlonships.
The members of a unit depend heavily on other
mcmbers for the successful performance of thelr
work. On the other hand, Interaction of the typc
we are examining is entively intra-unit as far as
the relatlonships of teachers to onc another are
concerned, It s a striking fact that not a single
teacher nominates a teacher (or a unit leader)



outside his own unit. We take this to mean that
collaborative work effort is confined cssentially
within the unit.

While the structure of cach of
the five units is similar, it is not identical. Lctus
distinguish between what we shall call a "depend-
ence relationship’ {a dotted line in the chart indi-
cating nomination inquestion 1) and :'n ""essential
relationship (indicating nomination also in question
2). Clearly, the units vary in the proportion of
essential relationships todependence relationships.,

Unit five has tre maximum
possible nuniber of essential relationships; each
person sees himself as having an essential rela-
tionship with every othcr member of the unit.

This represcnts the highest possible level of inter-
dependence. On the other hand, unit four is the
""loosest'” collaborative unit, characterized by
fewer essential rclationships and a 1owcr level of
interdependence.

The unit lcaders are focal
points of interaction in the units and also serve as
connecting links between the teacher and the
principal. As is the case with Lcachers, however,
no unit leader nominates anothcr unit lcader (or |
a tcacher in another unit), indicating an absence
of dependence between units of the school. It is
worth observing that while this school has an
active Instructional Iniprovemcnt Conimilice, the
absence of interdcpendence relatlionships heiwecen
unit leaders and teachers in diffcrent units indi-
cates that collaborative relationships between
units is minimal. Otherwise put, the goal of
having the Instructional Improvement Committee
coordinate the program of the cntire school has
madc little headway if the absencc of interdepend-
cnce relationships is interpreted as evidenee of a
lack of coordinaticn of the work of units.

The principal reecives nomi-
nations from most teachers and all of the unit
lcaders. For three of the five unit lcaders, an
csscntial relationship is scen wita tne principal,
Only three teachers, however, vicw their rela-
tionship with the principal as csscntial.

Figure 2 diagrams the inter-
dependence relationships in a control school. We
; Q e that the patterning of relationships is
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quite different from that of the multiunit school,
The principal is the obwious focus of nominalions.
receiving all but two of twenty-five possible
nontinations, with ten of the tweniy-three being
essential velationships. There are obviously few
interaction clusters among teachers. In every
casc where self-contoined class rooms exist,
there are few interdependence relationships.

The cluster of relationships at 10 o’clock on the
chart is a team teaching situation; that at 6
o'clock involves a speceial ungraded class to
which all three teachers are assigned. With the
exception of these special situstions, interdepend-
ence relationships helween teachers are few,
rarcly essential, and usually related to grade
level taught. There is, in fact, ouly one instance
where a nomination is made across grade levels,

Lct uz at this point make a
few generalizations that extend beyond the two
schools we have been considering.  First, the
paitcrn of relationships in the control school
shown in figurc 2 is almost identical to that of
the other control schools in our sarple. Indecd,
the pattern is similar to that ot other clemcntary
schools we have studied elsewlicre in the country.
If anvthing, the control schools show morc inter-
dependence relationships than are usually encoun-
tered, owing largely to the prescnce of team
teaching and other collaborative undertakings not
found in the typical school characterized by the
sclf-contained classroont, The fact is the tradi-
tionally organized clementary school in the
United States has a primitive division of labor and
differcntiation of functions in its professional
staff. Gradce level is the only consistent basis for
distinguishing among tcachers. Enphasis is on
the functions universally performed by teachers,
not on the coordination of cffort or any fcrm of
specelalization.

In the otizer multiunit schools
in our snmple we {ind patterns of celationships
similar in somc respccts to the multiunit schootl
shown in figure 1. There arc also somce varia-
tlons frein one school to the other. As far as
similaritics arc concerned, we find that all multi-
unit schoole have a network of interdependence
reclationships within cach unit.

Consistently, therefore,
multiunit schools arc successful in encouraging
the establishment of some collaborative activity,
interdependence relationships arc nonctheless



confined to the members of onc's own unit. The
unit leaders in nearly all cases receive more
nominations, cspecially for cssential relationships,
than do the teachers. Unit leaders also serve
consistently as linkage .\gents betv.. en teachers
ani the principal.

I other respects we find
variations in schools and from onc unit to another
within a school. 7Thc cxtent and balancc of dcpen-
dence relationships and essential rclationships
differ from school to school and unit to unit, As
figurc 3 shows, it is possible for virtually all
relationships to be cssential oncs in onc unit,
while anotker unit in the same school has a pattern
containing a mixtur.- of essential and dependenec
relationships as vwell as a lack of indicated rela-
tionships of cither type. Thus, while some col-
laborative activity is found in atl schools, its
cxtent is uneven, reflecting differential succcss in
the development of interdependence relationships.

In no two multiunit schools in
our sample is the place of the principal in the
interaction network the same. The principal in
figure 1 rcceives more nominations than the
principals in the other schools, In onc school the
principal reecives but a fow scattered nominations,
indicating that he is not the focal point of intcr-
action. This means--rccalling the two questions
on which the charts arc bascd--that most teachers
do rot depend heavily on the principal i1 srder to
do thelr work. Instcad, each unit opciat. s almost
independently, relying heavily on its vnit leader
for support, advicc, and assistancc.

The sociomctiic charts we
have discussed map the nominations of teachers
and unit leaders. 1f we cxaminc the responscs of
principals to the same two questions on which
these charts are based, we find differcnces
between nmivltiunit school prineipals and control
school principals. The multiunit school principal
repotrts that his successful job performance
depends on @ number of people.  1le lists consid-
erably more nanics than the control =chiool princi-
pal docs, The former's list of essential relation-
ships is cspeciaily longer than that of his counter-
part, Typically, the multiunit principal lists
csscntial relatlonships with all the rnit leaders
and his scerctary, and occasionally with another
pcrson or two,
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The control school principal,
on the other hand, lists fow cssential relation-
ships; they are usually limited to his scerctary
and the custodian, The multiunit school priacipal
is clearly part of an cxpanded interaction network
in which his relatiors to his faculty have changed
considerably from thosc that prevail in control
schools. We will return to the implications of
this situation for the job of the nrincipal later in
the paper.

In concluding this analysis of
interdependence relationships, we should also
mention that tiie intcraction network of the unit
includes instructional and clerical aides. Nomi-
nations of these aides by unit leaders and teachers
are frequent and the relationships are often con-
sidercd esscntial. Aides, thercfore, are import-
ant figures in the ncetwork of intcrdependence
rclationships within the units of these schools,

division of labor

in the multiunit school

Collaborative irstruction,
planning, and evaluation as called for by the
multiunit s¥stem can be cxpected to 1cad to modi-
fications in the division of labor within the school.
In this scction of the paper, we will discuss two
important matters bearing on the division of
labor. The first is the development of specializa-
tion within the unit and the sccond is the impact of
the unit leader positioa on the positions of the
tcacher and the principal.

When prineipals and teachers
discuss specialization in the clementary school,
they usually conccive of it in terms of subject-
matter specialization or departmentalization, both
of which are usually regarded [n a negative light,
Principals cspecially are likely to take a stand
against departmentalization and speclalization,
contending that the elemwentary school s an inap-
propriate sctting for making teaching assignments
by subject-matter arcas, Teachers generally
cxpress similar attitudes, Several indicated
approvingly during our intervicws that all tcachers
In their school are expected to teach in all areas,



Perhaps because of these
biases against specialization, tcachcrs and princi-
pals see little of 't cmerging in the mulliunit
school. Principals, in fact, gave us no cxamples
of specializatic ; they are perhaps not close
cnough to the aclivities of the unit to he awarce of
the specialization coming into being. Teachers,
interestingly, are similarly unawarc of speciali-
zation, perhaps because cach is aware only of his
own role ard does not think of the unit in terms of
specialization. Even when a tea~her reports
teaching most of the math in his unit, or says he
bas taken over all of the work in remcdial reading,
he discusses the matter in tcrms of “teaching to
one's strengths” rather than conceptualizing the
situation as onc where specialization is cccurring.

In the nwltiunit school, the
unit leader--not the teacher or principal--is con-
cerned with tha management and coordination of
unit activities. Thercfore, it isn't surprising to
find that interview questions about specialization
get qulte different responses {rom unit leaders
than from teachers and principals. In general,
unit leaders see considerably more specialization
than is reported by teachers or principals. A
substantfal amount of this specializalion {s con-
ventional in nature-~i.e., tcachers spccialize by
subject-mattcr areas, More such specialization
exists than s usually perceived by the neopic
involved. If, as is oftcn reported, one teacher in
a unit takes over the math instraction and another
who is cspeeially good in scicnee takes over most
instruction in that subjcct, it scems clear that the
other teachers in the unit, eonsciously or not,
must "specialize" in the other subjects that
remain to be taught.

Two other conventional types
of spccialization ave fairly commonnlace. In
some units, cspecially in large ones, there
remains considerable specialization by grade
level, despite the formal abolition of grades as
such. There is also specialization in that some
teachers work primarily with certain ability
groupings or spend much of their time with
remedial classcs,

Intercstingly, however,
specialization in the nmltiunit school is not con-
fincd to these conventional forms. Perhaps of
more significance for the multiunit school in the
long run is the fact that new and often novel kinds
of spceialization arc beginning to emerge In the
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units,
tion:

1.

Three main Lypes have come to our arten-

Sonie teachers devote most of their time to
working with individual pupils, whilc others
work mainly with small groups or class-
sized groups. [ two of the schools studicd,
individualized and small-group instruction
are heavily cmphasized. In these schools,
sonic teaciers reported spending 75 per cent
of their tinic working witih individual students;
others said they devoted the same proportion
of their time to small groups or tou class-
sized ones. A few teachers took special
responsibilities for working sith cven larger
groups than the usual c¢lass-sized ones,
usually at the beginning or end of study units.
There is, then, considerable specialization
in sonic multiunit schools fer teaching in an
individual, small-group, or large-group
sotting.  In light of the cniphasis given to
individual and small-group instructien in the
multiunit system, the development of such
specializations is to be anticipated. There
are, however, disparities in the aniount of
such instruction frem one unit to another
within aschool, and one of the schools
studied retained class-sized groups almost
exclusively., Individualized instruction in
this school consisted almost entirely of
routine drill by instructioral aidcs.

A second type of cvirdence of emerging
specialization is the fact sonie teachers are
scrving as cxpert advisors to their col-
leagucs. The obvious case where this
occurs is when a teacher has had special
training in some svbiect. When such a
{cacher is in a unit it is natural for others
to rely on his expertisc. ‘The availability
of this kind of cxpertise is largely fortu-
itous, of course, and nounit can expect to
obtain expert competence everywhere it is
nceded through chance circumstances. For
this reason, some units have deliberately
uiged their members to develop specialized
corpetences.  Even when specialized train-
ing i3 lacking, a tcacher may be asked to
take the respensibility for learning about
developments pertaining, for example, to
certaln materisls or media and fer kecping
his fellow teachers Informed on the subject.
Other teachers in the unit are assigned to
other toples.  The emiergence of this kind
of specialization, we belleve, is a highly
promising development. It permits a type
of accumulation and pooling of knowledge
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not possible under different circamstances.

3. A third type of specialization relates to
special assignments. In sceveral units we
studied, teachers are given special respon-
sibilities for planning units of instruction.
The logic of this procedurc is cxtended in
one instance to the entire instructional
process; in one unit, the tcachers plan the
different phascs of the instructional units
and cach takes responsibility for one or
more phases of the total process. When the
instructional unit is presented to the stu-
dents, teachers play special roles in certain
phases of the instructionsl process such as
introducing the instructional unit or evaluat-
ing it. Such assignnmenis often are tempo-
rarv and flecting. This type of division or
labor, in fact, is characterized by its vavi-
able naturc as well as by its temporarincss.
It offers opportunites to gct johs done that
could hardly be ohtained in @ more perma-
nent and fixed division of l1ahor.

Qur sceond topic bearing on
the division of tabor in the multiunit schootl con-
cerns the impact of the position of unit icader on
the teacher and the principal. {1 our interviews
with school personnel, we obtained information on
how the job of the unit leader contributes to effece-
tive werk by teachers. In one sohool our respond-
ents stated chat the unit leader facilitates the work
of tte teacher by doing the following kinds of
things: scarching for, obtaining, and preparing
new materials; scheduling the activities of the unit
and arranging for necessary space aud facilitics;
grouping students and making appropriate teaching
assignments; handling reporting chores; helning
teachers keep up with new developments; discuss~
ing instructional piroblems of individual teackers;
advising tcachers on their relationships with
parents; keeplng up teacher riorale; and r2lieving
tcachers of routine chores., These functions indi-~
cate that in this particular school the roles of the
unit leader as they relate to the teacher fall both
in the 1calms of instructional leadership and
admintstration.

In the other twe schools
studied, the roles of the unit leader were less
clearly conceptualized. Seme people interviewed
did concetve of the unit feader's roles in terms of
instructional leadership and managerial responsi-
bility. Others, however, saw the unit Jaader as a
ml Q onary whose primary duty was to
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relicve teachers of routine and bothersome chores,
or as a jack-of-all-trades who does whatever is
required at a given moment to help out the teach-
crs of the unit.

A congiderable amount of
attention in our interviews was devoted to the
rclationships of the unit leader and the principal.
Wc were particularly interested in sceing how the
two jobs relate to onie another, and we asked
questions about tacks unit lcaders perform that
niight be carried out by the principal in the con-
ventionally organized school. All principals ard
unit leaders agreed that the unit leader nas taken
over a varicty of such tasks. For example, unit
leaders were sald to handle discipline problems
at the level above that of the teacher, to scrve as
an advisor and morale booster for their teachers,
to hricf teachers on schnol and district policies
and procedures, to channel information to the
teachers from a vavicly of sources (including the
prinecipal), to make arrangements for building
use, to ohtain consultant help, to arrange field
trips, to deal with the centrat office on a variety
of malters, to train new teachers, and to take
general responsibility for planning, implemr.nting,
and cvalualing the curriculuni.

One prineipal told us that in
his school "unit lcaders do a ot of administrative
worh, They do the scheduling, run inservice
training programs, supervise and evaluate the
teachers, group the strdents, and make basic
i* structional decisions that I otherwise would have
te make."

A cecond principal indicated
that in his school cach uuit is ''a school within a
school.” Fach unit, te explained, is virtvally
autonomous and independent (‘Lhis schoo! has no
Instructional tmproverient Comntittee).  In the
third school, the autrority and functions of the
principal had been transferred to the unit feaders
to an cven grealer cxtent.

It {s clear, therefore, that
many of the duties ordinarily performed by
principals nave been turned over to the unit ieadern
This sftuation raiscs questions about the effective-
ness of both sets of roles under prevailing cir-
cumstances. We shall mention some of these in
the last part of this paper.



authority, decision -making

processes, and influence

One of the most important
aspects of multiunit organization is its cffects on
authority and decision making. In our resecarch
we were concerned with the location of decision-
making prerogatives and the extent to whieh power
and influence are concentrated or dispersed in tre
school. We were particularly interested in dis-
covering the kinds of changes multiunit organiza-
tion produces in decision-making processes and
the status hierarchy,

While we gathered various
kirds of data dealing with power and decision
making at the school and school district levels,
we shall summarize some findings on but two
dimensions of the general subject. The first
deals with where the authority lies for making
certain types of deeisions. Tie second is con-
ceried with the influence hierarchy of the school,

To obtain dita on authority
structures, we asked cach teacher to indicate the
role he plays in the decision-making process for
varicus types of classroom-related deeisions.

The decisions dealt with five activities: the choice
of teaching methods used in the elassroom, deter-
miniag the scope and sequence of subject-matter
conienty the choiee of Instirructional materials

othe ¢ than textbooks, deelding cn pupil promotion,
and scheduling daily classroom activities,

Fe each of the five deeislons,
cach respondent was asked to indicate if he had:

complete autonomy to mike the deciston
himself,

a.

&

final authority to make the decision after
reeelving suggestions and recommendations
from others,

c, aathority to make the decision within eertain
liniits,

d. authority to shave the deecision with other
persons in a group decision-naking process,

or

N nr\dnlve in inaking the decision (f.c., the
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deeision is made by others).

When the respondent chose any but the first
alternative, he was askedl to identify the other
persons involved in the decision-making process.

To higklight the patterns of
responses in the multiunit schools, we first note
the situaticn in the contrel sehools. While there
is some variation in respor ses for the five types
of deceisions, the geneval pettern is for the indi-
vidual tcacher to make the cecisions, either in
consultation with the prineipi1l or within certain
limits prescribed by him, Decision making
affecting each classroom is tie prerogative main-
1v of the two individuals: the teacher, serving as
primary decision-maker, and the principal, who
provides advice or sets the .ijits within which
the teacher has diseretion, Fpw teachers see
themselves as involved in grofp decision-making
of any kind with regard to any pf these items,

The distritkition of responscs
provides a view of the schon] i.s being coniposcd
of separate, relatively isolate classrooms, with
the activities of each elassroo’1 being determined
primarily by the teacher moniiored to a greater
or lesser extent by the prineigl,  Fo. the school
as a whole, the principal is th': central authoriiy
figurc; he is the only person v 20sc activities
extend hevond the individeal classroom.

:
!

In the mul]iunit school there
is evidence that the deeision-;naking patiern we
have just described is being <hanged significantly,
Tnere are some variations i responses for the
different types of decisions, .and the pattern is
somewhat different for eachisehool,  Yet there ar:
some important generalizations that emerge,
For one thing, lewer teache 's sec thenizelves as
making decisions individual v than is the case in
control schools. Substanti: nimbers of teachers
mlicate that deelsions are  prrved with others in
a growp decision-maxing proces:. ‘lThe teachers
who indicate they make decsions individually
after reeeiving saggestions ard revennmiendations
from others inelode fellows teachers among these
"othcers, ™ Otherwise stuted, theve is o notuhle
shift away from 1cliance ¢ the principal for
advice and assixtance to a situation in which col-
leagics serve such a fune ‘on,  In geperal,
deceisfon making is movin: fror: the level of the
Individual elassroom ta thit of the unit, Declsions
arc being made by the vnit leader ano teachers,

-1



usually in a collaborative situation.

When the teacher sceks
advice from a single figure of authority in the
multiunit school, it is likely that he will lurn to
the unit leader rather than to the principal.
Usually the principal is not directly involved in
the decision-making processcs of the unit.
Whether or not he has an indirect impact depends
on his ahility to work effectively with unit leaders
in a Building Committee or Instructional Improve-
nment Committee.

What happcned in actual
practice varied among the schools in our sample.
In one school, the Instructional Improvemcent Com-~
miltee functioned fairly effectively; decisions of
school-wide importance made collaboratively by
th~ principal and the unit leaders affected what
went on in the units. I[n a second schoo! there was
no Instructional Improvement Committee, but the
principal retained some influence bceause of his
personal relations with individual teachers. The
third school presented yet a differcnt cise:
decisions in the Instructional Improvement Com-
mittee rarely dealt with instructional problems of
concern to the units. As a result, the principal’s
influence on decisious made in the unit was slight.
Unit affairs were decided by the unit leader and
the teachers.

Just as there has been
changes in authority and decision making in the
multiunit school, there has been modifications in
the "influence structure' or ''po» ¢r structure.™
We asked our respondents to complete the follow-
ing questionnaire item:

UIf vou wanted to rceelve approval from the
facult: of your school for an Idea you vere
proposing, it would sumctinics be helpful to
enlist the support of certain other individu-
als in your school. Pleasc tist below, hy
name and pozition, the irdividuals whose
support for your ideas would help most in
obtaining faculty approval.™

Tahulations of the frequency with which indivIiduals
were named gave us a picturc of the influence
hierarchy tn «ach school.

In the control schools, “he
Inflecnce hierarcny is dominated by the prinzipal.

Typically, the principal receives three to four
times as many nominations as any other individual.
Usually only two or three teachers gcb as many us
onc-third to one-fourth the number of nomtnations
recelved by the principal. Nearly all teachers in
the school are menticned once or twice, indicating
a lack of concensus about who are the influcntial
teachers. This is, of course, a highly central-
ized influence structure that revolves around one
dominant figure, the prineipal.

It is to be anticipaled that
multiunit organization changes this situation.
Onlv one generalization, however, stands for all
schools--namely, the unit leaders in all instances
emerge as significant persons in the influence
hicrarchy. In other respects, the changes that
occur vary from school to school. The principal
in one school received twenty-two nominations
while his thrce unit leaders received sixteen,
fourteen, and cleven respectively, No ene elsc in
the school rcecived over threc nominations. In a
second school the principal had twenty nominations,
Three unit leaders received nine, onec received
eight and onc five. No one else received over two
nominations.

In Loth of these schools the
principal’s influcncce is obviously shared with the
unit leaders. The unit ieaders are seen as influ-
ential not only by members of their own units, but
by some persens in other units as well. Fyvidence
drawn from these two schools reveals that the
creation of a new fermal position, that of unit
lcader, has changed the influcnce structures so
that influence is shared by a larger numher of
persons. At the same time, the principat
remains the single most influential person in
these schools.

The =ituation in the third
school, hosever, s quite differert. Here onc
unit leader and the librarian in the Instructional
Matcrials Center cazh get six nominations; the
othcr two nnit lcaders, a teacher, and the princi-
pal cach getive; and two other teachers receive
four and three, respectively. This Is an example
of dispersed influen o where the traditional domi-
nance of the prin ipat has evaporated.

To gencralize, then, we can
s-¢ that multionit o1 ganization scemingly insures
the development of 8 more deeentralized influnce
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hierarchy than is found in the control schools.
The exact form of this ciecentralized structure,
however, varies from school to school. We sus-
pect that in the long 1un the functioning of the
school's Instructional Improvemert Committea
will be an important detzrminant of the furm of
the influence hierarchy.

operational goals

of teachers

Given the objectives of the
Wisconsin R & D Center in developing the multi-
unit school model, it is important to ask whether
or aot il has been pussible to make any appreciable
changes in the operitional work goals which teach-
ers set for themselves, In our questionnaire we
listed the following operational goals:

enccuraging creativity among students;
maintaining in orderly and quiet classroor:;

enriching th2 coursce of study or curriculum
of the classroomy;

giving individual attention to students;
experiment.ng with new teaching technigucs;
diagnosing learning problems of studcents;

coordinating classroom activities with other
parts of the school program;

insuring thit students learn basic skills;

solving per sonal problems of individual
students;

developing student ability in analytical rea-
soning and problem solving;

developing the aesthetic potential of students.

We gsked each tcacher to indicate which three of
these he conside ‘s most vital or impo.tant in his
work as a ‘cacher,

In the multiunit schools,
vglving Individual attention to students" and "'diag-
nosing tcarning rroblems of students* ranked

Q
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first and second in aportance. [n contrast,
teachers in the control schools ranked "irsuring
that students leasn basie skills" first, followed

by "developing s.aident ability in analytical reason-
ing and probleni-solving. " As tcachers state
their objectives, thereforc, we find that individu-
ally guided cduct tion and diagnosis of learning
nroblems are se:n as the primary goals to be
pursued by tcacters in the multiunit school.

We discovered that froni the
poirt of view of the teachers, the ""clim..te of
expectations'' rogarding objectives is seen as
different in multiunit and control schools. Evi-
dence of this is provided by data obtained when we
asked teachers which of the previously listed
items they belinve their principal would consider
most importaat in the work of the teacher.
Teachers in the: multiunit schools listed "experi-
menting with new teaching techniques™ and "giving
individual attention to students” as objectives
their principals would consider mc~t Important.
On the other hand, teachers in control schools
thought their yrincipals would give first rank to
"insuring tha' students lcarn basic skills.” Tied
for second pli.ce werce "developing student ability
in analytical 1casoniig and prohlem solving" and
"enriching th course of study or curriculum in
the classroory, '

Teachers were asked to {ndi-
cate which objectives they could best achieve
given the existing conditions in their school.
Multiunit sct.ool teachers ranked "experimenting
with ncw teahing techniques” first and "enriching
the course of study or curriculum of the class~
room' secord. Teachers in the control schools
ranked "insuring that children fearn basic skills”
first and "er couraging creativity among students®”
sccond.

job satisfuction and

environmental climate

In our rescarch we also
cxamined seme of the secial psychological dimen-
slons of orginization analysis. Onc objectlve was
to measure he altitudes of school personnel
toward thelr work and their work environment.

In one part of the study, tcachers responded to »
ten-item, joh-satisfaction scale. For threc



items, the proportions reporting that they were
"highly satisfied'" were only slightly greater in

the multiunit than in tae control schools. A com-
parison of the other seven items reveals consider-
able differences, all in favor of the multiunit
school.

The seven items, together
with the proportions responding "bighly satisfied"
in multiunit and control schools, are as follows:

satisfaction with progress toward one's
personal goals in present position, 26
per cent and 15 per cent;

satisfaction with personal relationships with
administrators and supervisors, 61 per cent
and 39 per cent;

opportunity te accept responsibility for one's
own work or the work of others, 61 per cent
and 43 per cent;

seeing positive results from one's efforts,
36 per cent and 15 per cent;

personal relationships with fellow teachers,
73 per cent and 55 per cent;

satisfaction with present job in light nf one's
career expectations, &6 per cent ang 39 per
cent;
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the availability of pertinent instructional
materials and aids, 60 per cent and 27 per
cent,

In another part of the study,
teachers responded to items that were designed to
reveal their perceptions of the extent of freedom
and rigidity in school policies. More teachers in
multiunit schools than in control schools (68 pet
cent and 42 per cent) believed that it is highly
accurate to say that school policies encourage
freedom in the selection of instructional materials.
The statement that "school policies encourage
freedom in student use of the library or other
learning resources" was regarded as "highly
accurate' by 64 per cent of the teachers in the
multiunit schocls and 35 per cent of thuse in the
control schools. That schoul policies encourage
freedom in experimenting with new teaching tech-
niques was seen as a highly accurate statement by
93 per cent of the multiunit teachers as compared
to 60 per cent of the control school teachers. On
the other hand, the stateinent ''school policies
encourage close adkerence to official course out-
lines and/or curriculum guides" was seen as
highly accurate by orly 6 per cent of the teachers
in multiunit schools, but by 32 per cent in the
coutrol schools. Responses to these items provide
some evidence that teachess in multiunit schools
perceive their environment to be more free, lcss
rigid, and n'ure open to experimentation than do
the teachers in control schools,



SO!AE BASIC QUESTIONS ABOUT
MULTIUNIT SCHOOL ORGANIZATION

Many of our conclusions to
this point should be hes »tening to the designers
and proponents of the multiunit schoel. 1t secems
safe Lo say that the muliiunit system holds hign
promise of ameliorating some of the endemic
problems cncountered in elementary schools.
Nonetheless, in the course of analyzing duta on the
attributes of the multiunit school, it has become
clear that operating sct.cols of this typc presents a
variety of problems that must be solved if the
schools are to function at a high level of effective-
ness. 1t is our conclusion that no single "form"
or "madel" of multiunit organization has b1
implemcnted in the schools we studied. There is,
as a matter of fact, considcrable variation in
structure, policles, and practices, This variation
in itself, of course, does not necessarily producce
problems.

What does lead to problems
{s the fact that there has not yetl been enough
experimentation and systematic study to determine
which structural forms and opcrational policies
work hest in the multiundt school. Nor is it yet
known precisely which roles are cffective for
which positicns {n this new context. Particularly
fniportant here arc questions about the roles
associated with the positions of unit leader and
principal,

In concluding, we should like
to raise a few questions ahout the structu o of the
school and the roles ui personn. 1,

1,  Qur first question duai
with the relationship betveen unit size wnd vnit
cffectiveness, Inraisiag thls question, we make

the assumption that a high level of interdependence
relationships is required if a unit is to function
cffcetively. 1 . is, we assume that to plan,
teach, and cvaluate collaboratively, a high level

of interdependence among unit members is neces-
sary. This betng the casc, it Fecomes appropriate
to ask what the organizational conditions are that
make it 1i%ely that a high lcvel of interdependence
will develop.

We should like to call your
attention once again to figure 3 in the apnendix.
The networks of interdependence relationships
ohviously are different in the two units shown in
this chart. In the smaller unit, the unit leader
and the teachers arc bound together in reciprocal
ties that are, with only onc cxccption, secn as
essential relationships by unit members. The
!arger unit, in contrast, shows a consideratly
lower level of interdependence. In fact, interde-
pendence relationships between some members of
the unit are cntirely lacking. FEven ties with the
unit lcader arc not alwavs scen as cssentlal rela-
tionships, Rather than “orming a single network
of interdependence relationships, the unit is reg-
mented into subgrouplngs or subnolworks hased
largely on what is, in cflcel, grade level taught.
This is n reversion to a pattern of relationships
that sowretimes develops In the traditional clemen-
tary schoul, as s illustrated in figurc 1,

Thesce dilferences between
snnll ard large units are found consistently in the
scl, 1w ~steledd. There i¢ 0 higher Tevel of
intercepaed nee i the smaller units than in the
lorger oes. Scgmentation by grade level fre-
nuently ppears in the larger units. it is for these
reasons that the question of opiimal size of units
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arises as an important practical issue in design-
ing the multiunit school. The pertinent question
is this: How many teachers ean collaborate effec-
tively with one another, the unit leader, and non-
professionals in the unit setting?

Social-science knowledge
about the nature of interaction in human groups
tells us that interaction can be close and intense
only in relatively small groups. The optimum
size of groups is further reduced when group inter-
action is instrumental in nature--i.e., it is not an
end in itself. Dy units of the multiunit school,
where instruction is the main objective of the
group and improving interactien patterns is but a
means to that end, there are certainly limits to
the number of people to which an individual ean be
tied in an effective interdependence network,

What the optimum size range is {n units is a
matter, we believe, that merits serious discus-
sfon and study.

2, Qucstions also arise with
regard to the functions of the Instructional
Improvement Committee. Two of the three
schools studied had an Instructional Improvement
Committee. In our interviews we found consider-
able vagueness in people's minds concerning the
functions of the committee. In one schoel, the
committee scemed to serve primarily as a vehicle
for channeling n-ws to teachers., To put it in
another way, the agenda of moetings of the
Instructiond’. Improvement Committec was simfii..
to that of geicral faculty meetings in a convention-
al school, 'Che Instructional Improvement Com-
mitce in the other school spent more tim2 In dis-
cussions related to instruction, but here also
understandings were lacking concerning the exact
functions of this committee. While it seemed to
be generally agreed “the Instructional Improve-
mcent Committee should coordinate the curriculum
of the entirce school," what this ecordination should
consist of and how it should bc accomplished were
unclear.

Another prehlem concerred
conflicting qauthority in rclations between the
Instructional Improvement Conmmittee and individ-
ual units. Which decisions ace to be the erclusive
prevogative of unit members and ‘vhich decisions
are to be made for the cntire scheol by the
Instructional Improveniert Committee? We found
no clear answers to these gquestions,

Q
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We obtained little evidence in
cither school that the Instructional Improvement
Committee functioned as an important decision-~
making group. Indeed, there is some svidence to
the contrary. For examnle, if the Instructional
Improvement Commiittee were a closely knit body,
interdependence relationships would develop
among nnit leaders and the principal. As things
stand, unit leaders and the principal do not form
an interdependence network. In figurc 1, for
example, we notice that the unit leaders do not
nominate each other. Rather, they are tied to
theirr unit members and to the principal individual-
1y,

3. A third sct of questions
deals with specialization among members of the
unit, We shall not elaborate extensively on this
m:tter because we have discussed specialization
at some length earlier. There is a question as to
the cxtent to which specialization should be
encouraged systematieally within the unit, and
also a question conecerning the types of specializa-
tion tLat will centribute maost to the cffective fune-
tioning of units. As noted carlier, considerable
bias exists against specialization because it is
equated with departmentalization, On the other
hand, specializations have emcrged in the units
that are both natural and ercative, as we have
shown. Again this is a matter that should be
investigated carefully.

4. Questions also arise con-
cerning the celotive emphasis on different roles
in the position of unit leader. There is no general
agreement concerning the roles that should be
emphasized in this position. The position, how-
ever, calls for thrce main sets of roles--instrue-
tional lcader, administrator, and tcacher--and
it seems that all three must be performed capably
if the unit is Lo function effcctively, An appropri-
ate balance of the three sets of roles is, however,
hard (o establish and maintain. There probably
will be pressure to make continual alditions to
the administrative responsibilitics of unit leaders.,
I this oceurs, we can expect cffective perform-
ance of tne other two scts of roles to suffer, par-
ticularly that of instructional ieader.

5. Finally, several questions
should be posed about the principeIship in the
multiunit school. The nultiunit model, as devel-
oped by the Wisconsin R & D Center, cnvisages
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an important place for the principal in instruction-
al leadership. Yet it is apparent that the princi-
pal's role as an instructional leader must be dif-
ferent from that which he plays in a conventional
school. The multiunit school is so organized that
many of the usual duties of the principal are
shifted to the unit leader. In the multiunit school
the teacher naturally turns first to the unit leader
for such assistance, as we showed earlier when
we presented data on ways in which the unit leader
helps make the teacher's job morc effective. The
closely knit nature of the unit, together with the
almost consiant availability of the unit leader for
consuftation, makes it almost certain that the
teacher will turn to the unit leader rather than to
the princtpal for instructional lezdership. Even
the insecure teacher, who might fear ravealing
his inadequacies to the principal in the convention-
al school, cannot hide these deficiencies behind
the door of a self-contained classroom in the
multiunit school. The teacher in the multiunit
school teaches in public and the pressures of the
situation logically lead to consultation with the
unit leader when problems occur.

O
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Given the work situation that
prevails, then, the unit leader is the natural
instructional leader for the unit. The instruction-
al leadership of the principal will no be enhanced
if he seeks to usurp the functions of the unit lead-
er. Instead, the potentialities for instructional
leadership for the principal lie elsewhere. One
appropriate role is for the principal to insurc that
each unit is properly organized for instruction,
that the unit leader and tecachers develop the intcr-
denendence relalionships neccssary to make rele-
vant decisions and carry out their instructional
tasks.

On the other hand, the princi-
pal can operate effectively as the chairman of the
Instructional Improvement Committee. As the
coordinator and advisor of the unit leaders, he
could make important contributions to the instruc-
tional program of the school as a whole. In any
case, the role of the principal as an instructional
lender merits further attention and clarification.



APPENDIX

SOCIOMETRIC CHARTS

Data on which the following charts are based consist of responses
by teachers and unit leaders to the following questions:

(1)  List the names of tiose persons . ., , on whom
you depend most heavily in order to perform
your job effectively.

(2) Who are the persons listed above, 1f any, whose
job is sv closely related to yours that you believe
the two jobs must be performed collaboratively
in order for either of you to perform his work

effectively?
Legend:
X=-eoe=-- =Y : . Xnamed YinQ. 1.
X w---- Y : Xand Y named each other in Q. 1.
X =———Y : Xpamed YinQ. 2.

X 4————eY : X and Y named cach other in Q. 2.

X4--coeaY : Xnamed YInQ, 2,, Yuamed X in Q. 1.
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FIGURE 1
INTERDEPENDENC# RELATIONSHIPS IN A MULTIUNIT SCHOOL

FIGURE 2
INTERDEPENDENCE RELATIONSHIPS IN A CONTROL SCHOOL
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FIGURE 3
A COMPARISON OF INTERDEPENDENCE RELATIONSHIPS IN A LARGE

UNIT AND A SMALL UNIT IN A MULTIUNIT.SCHOOL
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FIGURE 4

THE DEVELOPMENT OF INTERDEPENCENCE RELATIONSHIPS IN

SELECTED GRADE LEVELS IN TWO CONTROIL SCHOOLS

School 1 School 2
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