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Oregon

An independent evaluation report {May 1971) by

this document examines the 0Oregon
(a Title TII project of the Elementary and
Three major areasS were considered: the

extent to which member schools implemented” me thodological and

organizational changes,

the established climate for change, and the

extent to which project schools have moved toward implementation of

.the Oregon Board of Education objectives.
from all member schools regarding innovative practices.
particularly in the area of methédélcgy, were collected by

data,

classroom observation and questionnaires ir
elementary and seconda:y schools
for example,
tea;her -oriented lnstructlon (over 50% is average) ;

found,

Survey data were collected
additional

20 randomly selected
{20% of member schools). It was
time was spent in
students spent

.that 22% of teachers!

25% of time on assignments with no fellow student or teacher

interaction {(may not be most productive);
media or the small group process;
half or less of the i

real concerns;

there was little use of
B0% of the 5tudents perceived that
nstruction they received was related to their

a Substant;al amount of confidence between teachers

and administrators was noted, but with some communication breakdown
due to decisions generally made at the top producing some teacher
resistance to organizational goals;, the" newsletter was comprehensive

recommended,

and widely read by staff; and prcgram workshops were deemed of real
value and were effective for information dlssqunatlon.
for example, that the director be allowed more school

It was

visitation time and that his priorities be reevaluated.

Recommendations in each major area are considered.
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| NTRODUCT 101

Fducational Coordinates, Northwest iz 5ubmi*finé this repert as-a
summary of its Fthird party 5Qﬁfua+i@n of The Qregon tmall Schools Program.
The major purpcse of This assessment is. To establish Dase!fne.ﬂa+a,
wiicn can be used 1o determine The exteni to thch ihie USSF Is meeTing
the @bjeéfivez of the program,
The data gathered pertains to three major areas:
The exfen# to which member schools have implementad
methodological and @rganiza%iohél changes.
2. The "climate for change" which has been ésfablished,
3. The exfent to which the schocis are moving toward the

implementation of the Oregon Board of Education

@bjec%fves.

Assessment Procedure
Data were collected from all the member schools regarding their

organizaticonal and meThodéngicai_pracfices. Additional data!%parTiQu—

* larly in the area of methodology, were collected by classroom cbservations
) . S - oo “ -
in fwenty secondary and elementary schools, selected randomly from.the

0SSP membership as of December 1, 1970, '

Al'l of the teachers and administrators in the random sample schocols
responded to an iﬁsfﬁumen%:designeq fo measure the organizational charac- "
teristics of the school. They also responded to a questionnaire designed

™ 5

To gathsr other peﬁfiﬂeﬁf information as to the degree the school had

established an orientation toward change.

P
—
I
L
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A ST s Cangom Baimpi S 3 ThS STUOINT DLdy i e 2 - o
schools responded To a quesTionnaire whi L gathered fheir pervepltions

regarding methodology in use in the classroom ~And

in particular the

extrnt ta which they recognized attempts by the school fo implement the

objectives of the Oregon Board of Education.

that a 20%

o

4]

It 15 recognized by the cvaluator
is not adequate ir order fo extend the findings fo
the program with a high level of contidence.

__The sample did include schools in all regions
include schoolis with a full range of enrollment.
that the data are of sufficient accuracy fTo permit

Program to:

chocls

L1

sample of the

,.

all the zchools in

of the state and did

I+ is our Judgment

the Small Schools

£

1. ldentify areas which need particular attenticn and could

therefore be included in the in-service and trainiag programs

cffered by the project.

Z. Have adequate baseline data which can be used to further

evaluate the activities of the program.
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N SECONDARY SUHOGL D

SUMYARY ~ METHODULGGY U

The data collected on the practices currently practiced ir the

schools, SQDDQ}Ted by he observations made by the evaluative Team and
the =tatements madélby studen'ts, suggests the following as generally
deéér?pfive of = "typical" day wiich would be experienced by a sluden:.
He wiil be attending a school which operates on a 7 or 8 period day
and he hés abéuf a 40% chance ThaT_dufing one of those periods he wiil
be al]owgd to have some choice as to the educational activity he will bo
‘éuﬁsufng;
| He can expec#éfhaf his teachers will lecture or conduct a question-

aso—

answer SéSSfQﬂ in class somewhat less than is normal in schoo! ¢
ﬁooﬁs -- about 22% of the +ima. Close to 3@%’Qf-hi5 time will be activity
cfiehfed, working on a shop préjec+,'§cing a Iaﬁérafoﬁy exercise, prac-
ticing cQoRihg oF sewing, engaged inré,P.E._gfcup,or individual sport,
eTéi He wiLJ spend Dée;fourfh bf‘hi; time fn;élagg ~eading from his

text or, w&rkiﬂg on an assignment, :The'Tééghérlwill be in the room but’
wkllVnofybelacTiQely’warking wiTh him. Hé;WiI]ESQEﬂd*abauT 8% ot his
“time engaged-inﬁstIl group discussion even though his class size may

£

be of & size which lends itself to thic instructional mode,

X% © " He will spend about 3% of'his)fzmeciﬁ iﬁdeéeéaenf study and will
work on a énesfoaone basis with hfs teachers @f other 5}ddenf$3a little
less ‘than 10% of his time. | ‘ WM;E ‘ N
Hi;gfeacheﬁs will rarely use in%féuc+ioné{ média,DTheh‘fhaﬁ a %ilm. -
=Qh-THe %Eérage heféaﬁ expécf‘+oéséé a f[lﬁ once or twice a week..
N Cf yculweﬁe_fg ask him éonT;hig ﬁéacTions'fo,His séhcol ekperiencé

. . . [N

o
we esee
o e ’ | s . 5) - =y o | . RS
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ne would tell you that his teachers are talking in the classroom more
than half the time (he is somewhat stretching the facts here, if our

observaiions are accurate s, That he only engages in small group discus-

;
o

sion Ten ﬁéﬁcenT or less of the time (observations agree) and that he

usually gets individual attention when he needs it. He says that more

-

often than otherwise, one textbook is the major source of information ..
. ‘ \

available to him. He feels that his classes usually require a good e
combination of memory. and independent reasoning.

He doasn't feel the school is giving him much help in diczovering

‘his individual interests, but feels quite strongly that what is included

in the curriculum will be hé{pful after he graduates. He says that he
is quite satisfied with The suujects he takes. He doesn't recognize the
classes as very often reléfihg the content to the w@rlé of work and more
often than not has not heard much or éT all about ”CEFEEF clusters.™

He suggests that if the instructional goals were made very clear

the teacher would need to be present in class one-half or less of the

tTime,

Over all, he likes his schooly. in facf,v15<]ikely to give it his

strong approval. ' .

e
-y

ks



HEPORT OF ON=S|TE OBSERVATIONS OF |NSTRUCTIONAL PRACTICES

Procedure: The project cvaluators made an on=-site visit To Ten randomly
selected secondary schools. An observation was made twice each hour in
every teaching station in tho school. A judgment was made during each
observation as to the teaching strategy or methodology being utilized by
the teacher.

Four major arsas were idenvified on the observation form (Appendix A):

|. Teacher Oriented: Instruction which ié teacher centered.

The students in a passive, receiving role.

tl. Student Oriented: Instruction in whigh the student was

active. The Teacher involved as a pariicipant or helper.

Fil.  Independent Study: Students obviously working indepen-
dently on work other fthan a typical. lesson assignment.
Teacher, possibly, available on call.

V. QE§:pneiRelaTidnship: A Tearning situation in which a

teacher or student was working in a one-to-one relation-
ship with a student. This may have been in a "class"
sefting or in a resource center, library or Teacher office.

Each of the four general categories was further broken down as follows:

vTeacheﬁ Orjented Instruction

1.. Lecture: Teachers giving a formal presentation to the class. -
2. Film: Class observing, as a group.

3. Question-Answer: Teacher.directed quesfions,'QEﬁerally to one studentT,

or requiring response by one student. This category does not includé

use of the inquiry method or guestions to be followed by. group reac-

tion or discussion.

- 7 -
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Use ot Other Media: Records, film strip, video tape, etc.

Student Orisnted Instruction

Small Group Discussion: A group discussion invelving all students

with the tfeacher. Teacher obviously a part of the group.

Class Study: Students working on a class assignment, reading or
writing individually, with minimum or no involvement with the

teacher or with each other. ‘

Project Activity: Students engaged individually or with each other

in activifties such as P.E., shop project, cooking or sewing, arf
project, etfc. Teacher supervised.

Panel or Student Presentations: Presentation to the class by an

individua! student or a group of students.

Other Activities: Simulation game, problem solving, reading aloud,

role-playing.

Independent Study:

Self-instructiconal Material: Use of learning packages, programmed
instructional material, etfc.

Independent Sftudy Project: Students identified as engaged in such -

a project either in the classroom or resource center, stfc,

Socialization: Students engaged in socializing in area other +han

the classroom. - ‘ :

One-to-One Relationship

Teacher-Student: . Student working on an individual basis with a

teacher.



2. Student-Student: Students working on an assignmant fogethar or

one student in a tutorial role.

A total of 540 observations were made in The ten secondary schools.

The following table tabulates the results.

o

RIC 15



TABLE |

THSTRUCT IONAL METHODOLOGY OBSERVATIONS
(Secondary Schools)
N=540 '

Category: Teacher Oriented

Methodology # Times Observed % of Total N
Lecture 64 11.9
Film 11 2.0
Question-answer ' 4] 7.6
Other madia 4 0.7

Total # Teacher Or ented

Category: Student Oriented

Smal |l group discussion 41 ' 7.6
Class study 131 2453
Student presentations 6 1.0
Project activity 155 . 28.7
Other activity 21 3.9

Total % Student Oriented

Category: Independent Study

Self-instructional material ' 3 0.6

M
N

lﬁdependenT study 12

Ll
(»]
(o)

Sociaiization

Total independent Study

Category: One-cone Relationship
1. Teacher=student . - 36 6.7
2.  Student-student 12 g 2.2

TQTaI Qnefgng R?l?TiQDShip

"3
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TOPERCEDTIONS RELATID 7O [NATRUCTION “i METHODOLOSY

(Secondary Schools)

Five questions airected to students (Student Assessment Form,
Appendix B) relate directly to their perceptions of instructional method-
ology being employed by Teachers. Approximately 460 students responded
to The questior aire.

The five questTions and student responses are as follows:

16, Looking at your classes as a whOIéJ what percentage of the
classroom time would you say that your teacher is talking?

(N=454)

# %
A. 10% or less ' 5 1.0
B. 20-40% 118 25.4
C. 50-75% | 256 55.7
D. 90% or more ) 85 18.3

17. What percent of your time in class is spent in small groups
(7-15 students) where students discuss .subjects; exchanging
. their thoughts? (N=461)

A. 60% or more 59 12.8
B. AbouT 50% 93 20.2
C. Around 10-20% 252 54.7
D. Never 57 12.4

18. “In your subjects, how would you classify the source of informa-
tion covered by the teacher and given to you in assignments?

(N=469)

A. A mixture of different resources 182  38.8
B. Mosffy from one textbhook 211 44.9
C. All from one Texfbook' _ ' 44 9.4
D. Up to us to find out 32 ‘ 6.8




19, Do you vecsive individual arTention [ VoL Teaangs?
(N=461)
B A. Always when you need it - 247 53.6
3. About half the Time when | need [T ja1e] 12.8
C. Some of The Time 141 30.6
D. Mever 14 3.0

20. . If teachers were to tell you exactly what it is they wanted
you to do for Their subjects, how much Fime would the teacher
need to spend in class? (N=460)

A. All the time 47 10.2
B. About 75¢ 78 16.9
C. About 50% 154 33.5
D. Just be there occasionally
to answer questions 181 39.5
-
- 12 —

16
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RECORT O ZURVEY 70 INMOVATIVE PRACTICL.L

SECONDARY SCHOOLS

Ezach of The schools which were participating members of the Orsgon
Small Schrols Program responded to o survey which was designec o
identify the éx+en+vfa which the schools had implemented a variety of
practices *hat are qgenerally recognized as a departure from "fraditional™
practice.

The survey was divided into five categories:

1. Organization: Variations in scheduling, use of time and

personne’ .
2. Facili ies: Use of instructional areas for other than

fraditional classroom instruction.

3. Methodology: The extent, by subject matter area, of the
use of a variety of instructional modes.
4. Support Programs: In-service for staff, decision-making

designs.

5. Career Cluster Programs: To what extent have such pro-

grams been implemented into The curriculum.
A clarification and definition of the terms used in the survey is

included in the Appandix C of this report.

IERJ}:A ) L - 13, | ' | | o
e , j!i?' ; .



TABLE t11

SURVEY OF INNOVATIVE PRACTICES
{(Secondary Schools)

N=54

CATEGORY: ORGANFZATION

‘T # SCIOCLS 7
1. Modular Schedule 4 0.7
a. Computer builft - -
b. Manually built, 4 -
2. Scheduling Variations 47 87.0
a. DBlock 7 t(of 473 14.9
b.. 7-8 pericd day. 47 (of 47) 89.0
c. Other 5 (of 47) 10.6
3. Unstructured Time for Sfudenfg 23 42,6
a. Al| students 6 (of 23) 26
b. Some students 17 (of 23) 74
4. DifferenTiaTed Staff 6 0.11
5. Use of Teacher Aides 36 66.6
a. # Adult Aides 36 ) -
b. # Student Aides 426 E -
6. Use.of Student Tutors 31 57.4
a.  # of ftutors 186 -
. \, .

,b\‘_ 1+ _
1

18
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CITEM o B SEHOOLS

7. Use of Other Than Year Long Courses 45

a. Semester courses 39 (#488)

b. Six or nine week courses ‘ 15 (#212)

c. Mini-courses ; 7 (3
8. <Cfpacial Grading or Credit

Arrangements, ' 18 33,
9. Special Grade Reporting Methods 7 3

' TABLE 1V
[1. CATEGOR. FACILITIES
\‘TEM o # SCHOOLS

1. Resource Centers 22

a. All instructional areas 7 7 4 (of 22)

b. Some ifistructional areas 18 (of 22)

\‘ﬂ\_ﬁf’f ‘
2. Specialized Instructional Areas 14
3. Specially Designed Large Group Areas 7
4. Specially Designed Smal | Group Areas 8 .8

5. Other Unique Instructional Areas - 3

F
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AV,

TCM 7 ECHOOLS :
2. Television 23 12.6
a. Closed circuit 6 -
b. VIR 15 =
é. Work Experience Programs 27 50.0
4. 'Special Programs (See Appendix E)
TABLE VI
o ] : .
CATEGORY: SPECIAL SUPPORT PROGRAMS
—ITEM - # SCHOOLS i
1. Planned Iin-service Programs : :
Involving: : 57 . 88.5
a. Released time for staff - 22 40.7.
b. Extended contracts 10 18.5
c. DigT%icf support of classes 10 18.5
‘d. Other (See Appendix G) 8 14.8
2. Dé;igién Ma@ingﬁDésigns 31 57.4
a. Staff only . 6 (of 31) 19.4
b. Staff and students .9 (ot 31) 29.0
c. Staff and commynity 1 (of " 31) 3.0
d. Students enly = . 3 (of 31) 9.6
e. Students and community 2 (of 31) 6.5
f. Staff, students and Eemmﬁni+y. 10, (of 31) 32.0
-17 - -



V.

3. Use of Systems Analysis
a. For tota! operation
b.

Special projectT

Imp lementation of Career Cluster Program

29

2 5.7
Z -
10 18.5



CONCLUS [ONS = METHODOLOGY

SECONDARY SCHOOLS

A major objective of the OSSP is to assist smal.: schools capitalize
on their relaetively low pupil-teacher ratio, and, thereby, initiate and
implement the individualization of instruction,

In order to assist schools meet this objective, we suggest That
the components of an individualized program be determined and definad
by The CS3P. The resources of the project can then be directed to
encourage and assist small schools implement these components so as to
move steadily toward an individualized program.

It is our judgment that a program of individuslized instruction
zalls for widespread changes in almost every aspect of the organization
and ogera%isn of a school. To us, such a program of individualized
instruction is based on these asgumpfionsz

1. Each student brings to any learning situation a unique set

of values, cempe}ehcies, and knowledges,
2. Each student has a rate of learning which may be different

from others.

[

Each ctudent has 3 learning style which workes best for Sim.

4. Each éfuden% has specific needs which may vary from the

needs of others.

A program of individuélizéd instruction recognizes and accepts
these assumptionsyand attempts to so organize fhe insTrQETiénal setting
to accommcdafe fhese.néedsi

In a briefer form: A pr@g?ém @F individualized in;%rucficnzaTTemPTS
to mage the apDFDpFiaTé learning situation avallable to each chiid at
the appropriate time,

- 19 -
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Since schools have been organized on a "group' basis, the mple-
mentation of a program of individualized instruction calls for wide
spread and pervasive changes in the long accepted organization and
operation of schools.

We suggest, Then, thatl it is appropriazte to divide The tetal opera-
tion of a school into three categories: curriculum, organization, and
the behaviors of people in the system. Schools moving toward a program
of individualized instruction need to make substantial changes in each
of These arcas.

It is evident from the data that secondary schools in the 053F
have implemented to varying degrees componenTg.@f an individualized prc-

jram. It is, as could have been predicted, a very "jagged front," both

within each school program and among the schools collectively,

Perhaps the greatest contribution the 03SP could make would be to
develop a description or a model of schools which are "individualized"
and then help each géhocl develop a long range p;@gram of implementation.

The resources of the 0SSP could then be directed toward praviéiﬁg

schools with the assistance needed.

Commnents on insfructicnal MetThodology Observations

The evaluators found several prevelant situations which we feel
should be Speéifically caiied to the éTTeﬁTI;n of the 0S5P.
1. The extent to which Teach§f5~uffT};e strictly teacher orianted
insftruction is somewhat below the averages found in other
STQd}es. Some reports place this areas as high as 70-80% of
the time. Al wé know about show +eache&5 spending more than

50% of their time making presentations. The 22% we observed,

4



is in our judgment a realistic and appropriafe 2poertion.

2. The fact that we observed students spending 25% of their class-
room time working on assiénmenfs with no evident interaction
with the teacher or each other should be particularly noted.

We w@ufd recommend that The OSSP explore with small schools

whether or not this is the most productive type of learning

acfivify.

3. We were particularly surprised to find little evidence of the
use of media. We do not know whether this is due to its not
being available or a lac. of training on the part of Teachers.

4. The re' tively small use of small group process would seem fo

indicate That attenticn needs 1o be given to this area in
Tuture J533F activities. —

}T was beyond the scope. of this evaluation-to determine every c5m=
ponent of an individualized program and gather data from all of the
schools as tc the extent these components haQe béen imp lemented.

Rather, essential elements in Tthe areas of curriculum, organization,
and teacher and student behavior were identified and data were collected
which wiil give the 0SSP baseline dafa‘agafﬁs+ which future evaluations
can determine whether oF not its activities are caugihg small schools to
increasingly implement the various components of a program of individual=

ized instruction.




TABLE Vil

SURVEY OF INNQVATIVE PRACTICES
(Elementary Schools)

N=41
CATEGORY: ORGANIZATION
o gTEM 7 # SCHOOLS q
1. Mecdular Schedule ' 8 19.5
a. Computer built = -
b. Manually built- 8 -
2. Scheduling Variations 23 56
a. Block . 10 (of 23) 43.5
b. 7, 8, and 10 period day 12 (o 23) 52
¢, Other 5 (of 23) 21
3. Unstructured Time for Students 11 26.8
a. All students ' 6 (of 11) 54.5
b. Some students 5 (of 11) 45.5
4, Differentiated Staff 5 12.2
5. Use of Teacher Aides 33 81.2
a. # Adult aides 55 -
b. # Student aides 131 -
6., Use of Student Tutors 29 70,7
a. # of tutors 57 -
- 22 _



ITEM

# SCHOOLS

7. Use of Other Than Year Long Courses 10 L4
a. Semester courses 3 (# 4) -
b. Six or nine week courses S (#1773 -
c. Mini-courses 1 (# 5 -
§. Special Grading or Credif
Arrangemants 3 7
7. Special Grade Reporting Methods 20 48
TABLE VIl
CATEGORY: FACILITIES
i TEM o ____# SCHOOLS 7
1. Resource Centers 15 36,
a. All instructional areas 7 (of 15) a6,
b, Some instructional areas g (of 15) 52
2. Specialized Instructional Areas 6 14,
3, Spéciaily Designed lLarge Group Areas - -
4. Specially Designed Small Grouo Areas 5 12
5. Other Unique fhsfﬁucficnai Areas 2 4.

- 23 -
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I TEM ) 3 # SCHOOLS

2. Television 17 41
a. Closed circuit 3 -
b. VIR ‘ 5 -

3. Work Experience Programs , : 2 4.9

4. GSpecial Frograms - -

TABLE X
CATEGORY: SPECLIAL SUPPORT PROGRAMS
| TEM - # SCHOOLS Aﬁ%

1. Planned In-service Programs Involving: - 18 43.9
a. Released time for staff 15 36,6
b. Extended contracts ' 5 12,
¢. District support of classes 10 24,

2. Decision Macing Designs 22 53.7
a. Staff only - » 11 (of 22) 54.5
b. Staff and students _ 1 (of 22) 4.5
¢. Staff and community - 3 (of 22) 13.6
d. Students only 1 (of 22) 4.5
e. Students and community 1 (of 22) © 4.5
f. Staff, students and community 4 (of 22) 18.2

- 25 -
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REPCRT AND CONCLUSIONS ON DATA FROM ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS

SECTION I: CLASSROOM OBSERVATIONS

The format for making obgerva+f9ns of classroom methodolagy was
inappropriate for use in self-contained classrooms and as well, a one-
day on-site visit:odid not allow suffigieﬁf time to make such observations
in both the secondéry and elementary schools in the district.

Some observations were made, buf umfor*unafely, they are not in

enough quantity or detail to enable a valid report,

SECTION 11: SURVEY OF INNOVAT|VE PRACTICES

(With comparisons to secondary practices)

Several trends are apparent from the data reported by the elementary

schools.,

CATEGORY |: ORGANIZATION

1. 'TwenTy=+hree of The 41 schools surveyed (56%) report some move-
ment away from a standard or Trédifional schedule. |

2. Of particular interest is that one in four of the schools report
that at least some %Tuden+5 have unstructured Timehdurimg the
school day. Forty-three percénT of the secaﬂdary schools In
“the same distfricts report unsfrucfﬁred Time for students.

3. There ié extended use of teacher aides; better than 80% rep@r%
‘“their use compared to 67% of the secondary schools. The second-
ary schools (as could be expéc%ed) make more use of students
in this ééfegcry; 426 sfydenfs in the secondary schools écmparéd

o 131 in- the elemeﬁfary;

o . - 27 -

| I 1




4. Use of student Tutors is more oxtensive in the secondary in
terms of numbers, 185 to 57 how-ver, nore slemeniary schools .

use student futors, 71% of elementary schools comparad to 57%

{
U

of the secondary Schcclg. 'Maﬂy of the éfuden+ Tutors used ?h
the elementary Schools ére secondary school students.

5. Shorter range courses (less than a year) are much more exten-
sively used In S@CDﬂdEnySChQGIE (80% secondary compared to 24%
elementary).

6. The elementary schools report more extensive use of special
grade reporting systems (49%) Qompafed to 13% in the séCDﬁdary

schools.

CATEGORY Il: SPECIAL FACILITIES

Both secondary and elementary report a growing use of resource

centers, 40% for secondary sciools and 37% for elementary.

CATEGORY I11: METHODOLOGY.

As might be expected, with the degree to which elementary
wohowls wiivize the seir-contained classroom, the extent to which
they use the prac+iée§ Identified in this catzgory is somewhat |ess

then secondary schools,

CATEGORY IV: SPECIAL SUPPORT PROGRAMS

1. If is interesting to note that a somewhat higher percentage of
the secondary schools report planned in-service programs for

staff. Sixty-eight percent of secondary schools compared TQV44%

of the elementary, even though these schools are from the same

Q - 78 - ’ B S !




school districts. This may raflect the f. :t that the secondarv

schools have had three years invilvement with th® O0sor -4 +

=

is tThe first year for the elementary schools.

The comparison of the extent to which the elementary and second-
ary schools utilize decision making designs involving staff,
students, and community is alsco of interest. Thé number involived
(57% Secandaﬁy\and 54% elementary) ié comparable. About half of
the elementary schools have extended the decision making process
to the staff énly, whereas The secondary schools have involvad
some é@mbiné*ién of staff, students, and community in 80% of the
cases. This probably reflects the previQUS work of the 0SSP as

well as the age level of the students.

oo
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SECTION T

SUMMARY:  STUDENT PERCEPTIONS ~N IMPLOMENTATION OF THE ORECON BOARD OF
EDUCATION OBJECTIVES
lf one were to talk tTo students in one of the project schools about
how thay see the efforts of their school to implement the Oregon Board of
Education objectives, the chances are that they would answer as follows:
They would likely say that they have an opportunity. o practice

self-discipline in the classroom. One of four wou ld say that Théy have

the chance during the ncon hour or other nan=class time. Interestingly
anough, only one out of eight would ideniify extra-curricular activities
as an area in which They .an o .clice self-discipline.

The majority would sav %Haj teachers and counselors talk to them
about self-discipline from fTime fc Time.

Half of them would tell you‘+ha% they seldom if ever recognize that
the school is making an efforrt t& help them discover their individual
interests. The rest would say the school often helps them do so.

They Say‘Tha+ an effort is befngimadé in all of their classes in the
study of env§r0ﬂmén+al comdjfiané.

When aséed if Thé school -curriculum is dealing with their future
interests iﬁ the world of wo#k; 70% feel that half or more of the content

li

will be helpful.

Whenr#he gquestion is broadened to ask if their instruction is rele-
vant fo Tﬁéir real |ife concéﬁﬂs, 80% wouid say that-half or less of
I !
. |
what they/ learn has relevancy.

Ab@%T 90% of the qudénTs say that ekamples from the worid of work

are used \in their class less than half of the time.

. o -



Most of the students (80%) have heard about "clusters of cccupa-
tional choice." About 70%, however, say that the career cluster concept

is seldom or never discussed by their teachers.

o

ERIC | %‘f’g
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REFORT O PPLEMENTAT Tun o OREGON BOARD Or EDUCATION OBJECTIVES

The Gregon Board of Education publication, Career Education in Oregon

!
(May 15, 1970) identifies Thé [nstruction-related priorities of the Oregon

Board of Education. A broad, general objective is siated for sach of The

priorities. &Since these cbjectives were not intended to be stated in
performance terms, Jjudgments had to be made as to appropriate data fo
collect which would reasonably measure the extent to which schools were
implementing practices related to the Oregan Board of Education ubjectives.

The data colleéfed were based on the following statement from the
Oregon anra of Education publication cited above:

"The public schools in Oregon are responsible for providing eveary
young person with educational opportunities that will enable him

to develop to his full potential. The Uregon Board of Education
has interpreted this to mean That schools have a three-fold objec-
tTive: To help young peaple (a) discover their individual interests
and abilities, (b) explore the many avenues of productive activity
that might challenge and enlarge their individual talents, and

(c) learn the wise exercise of freedom of choice, self-direction,
self-discipline, and responsibility."

A series of guestions were deveiosped relating to These objectives
and were directed To a sampling of students in the randomly selected
schools. The intent was to determine from student responses the extent

to which they perceive that the practices of ‘the school are related to

the Oregon Board of Education objectives.



STUDENT RESPONSES TO QUEST[UNS RELATED TO

OREGON BOARD OF EDUCAIION OBJECTIVES

N=460

CATEGORY t:
Questior . related to the development of self-discipline, self-
direction, freedom of choice and development of responsibility.

1. 1In what areas do you have an opporfunity to practice self-
discipline?. List 3.

Of a possible 1100 responses identifying areas where the
students recognized they were being given an opportunity to
exercise self-direction, 822 appropriate responses were

=z

fdentified. These have been divided into 3 major categories.

Category # Responses % of Total
Class or class related - 542 65,9
Extra-curricrlar areas 102 12.4

Non-class time (lunch, after
school, hallways, etc.) 178. 21.6

See Appendix E for total responses,

2. What percent of the time do teachers or ccunselorz talk with
you about self- -discipline?

% Time Spent 7 L # RégpgnSES % of Total
0 - 15% - 241 52.8
15 - 25% 1453 31.4
25 - 50% ; 45 9.9
Over 50% | 27 6.0
-~ 34 -
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To what extent does the school make an ={fori to help vou di.o-

N cover your individual interests? -
Degree- of Help - __# Responses % Of-TQ%al
Never ) 38 8.4
Seldom 205 45.0
Often 176 38.7
Very often - 36 7.9

CATEGORY 11 :

Questions related to the extent The sTudents perceive Their school
program relates to "real life" and giving him direction toward developing
his full potential.

1. What percent of your total class time is devoted fo a study of
environmental conditions? :

% of Time B # Responses % of Total
0 - 5% : - 97 21.4

5 - 10% ©118 25.9.
10 "'25% | 160 35.2
More “than 25% 67 - 14.8

2. What percent of the school curriculum is dealing with vour future

interests in the world of work?

# Responses % of TOTSL

_Question

a. Most of what | haQé studied will be

helpful and beneficial to me. 181 39.4
b. About half of what | learn will be _
helpful in the "reai worjd" B 144 31.3
c. Some of what | learn will be helpful 121 ' 26.3
d. | could have done better on my own 14 3.0
- 35 _




5. What percent of The instruction is relevant to your real life

concerns?
% of Time o # Responses % of Total
0 - 5% - 35 7.6
5 - 15% 70 15.3
15 - 25% 122 26.6
25 - 50k 143 51.2
50% or more 88 19.2

4. How often does classroom instruction use examples from the
world of work?

% of Time L # Responses % of Total
0 - 5% ‘ 40 8.7
5 -~ 15% | 116 25.3
15 - 25% 125 27.3
25 - 50% 124 27.1
50% or more 53 11.6°

CATEGORY I111: Career Clusters

1. How offen do teachers discuss ''clusters of occupational choice"?

Degree L __# Responses % of Total
Never . 80 17.7
Seldom 226 50.7
Often | 122 27.4
Very often ) . .18 4.0




CONCLUSIONS:  OREGON ROARD OF EJUCATION OBJECT IVES

Many factors mitigated against the collection of data from which
substantive inferences can be made. The attempt here was to Try to see
i f students, through what was happening to them in scheool, had some
awareness That the school was aTTempT{mg To implemant in some way The
OBE objectives.

We would particularly call to attention the feeling of more than
half of the students That The schools seldom if ever were making an effort
To help them discover their individual interests and that about 80% per-
ceive That half or less of the instruction they are receiving is related
To their real concerns. |

We are not suggesting that the schools are insensitive to the con-
cerns of students or in helping them discover their interests. In fact
the students' perceptions may not actually reflect the schools' efforts,
but the fea[jTXifo tThe student is what he perceives. 5o the question,
which has beeh with us for a long time, iS:wEaT can the scheol do to
help the student transfer that which is included in the curriculum To his
world outside of school?

Thae OBE objectives were subjectively stated and the students were
asked to respond To a limited number of cuestions. -These Two;facfg give
somewhat |imited data on which to make recommendations. Nonetheless we
would suggest:

1. The OSSP consider why, more than half of the students do not

see that they are discovering‘Their individual interests. |
:é; How can teachers be helped fo increase the students' percep-

Tions of relevancy of the curriculum?

¥
O . . - 37 ~
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That the project define e Intent of the OBI objec

]

a position as

W

1A

related to self-discipline and further establish
+o how a school might be oi'ganized so as to give students the

cpporTuﬁiTy to develop self-discipline and responsibility.
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CLIMATE FOR PLANNED CHANGE

Ratiunaie and Procedures

The basic assumption of This report is that organizations, schools,
and peaple aﬁd their ability fo fuﬁcTiom effectively are similar and
related to those problems identified in research on organizational
development and change. Organizations are constantly in a state of flux
or change.

) We live in a era of expiosion of scientific knowledge in nearly all
fields. This explosion is surfacing déepening dissatisfaction on how
orga.izalions are led or not led‘by management., : .

The clas-ical assumption of managemenT'baseﬂ on éﬁfhérify and N
nbedience Ts'beiné rejected.

Blak2=Mou+QH-provide three models for organizational change:

(j) change b; evolution, which is a brush fire appt@ééh To problem-
solving, that is, solve the problems as they occur; (2) change by revo-
Iu%ion, which causes a violent rejection of old assumptions and the

destruction of existing institutions; (3) change by systematic develop-

ment, which includes the elements of study, assessment, planning, imple-

- 7 B ¥
mentation, and evaluaﬂon.1

Operating from the assumption that.school managers would prefer to
choose for 5y5Téma+ic planned change, a review of the |iterature suggests
that there are some common elements needed in order o create an atmos-

phere ﬁECEESééy for pianned c¢change and its acceptance and support by

C FBibliography listed at ‘the end of this section.

- fJ/ -
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those who must impiement the plan. Within this framework some useful
caniepfskhave béén astablished. First, a group or aerganization has
structure and this structure is dependent upon the worker's, teacher's,
or student's perceproﬂ of the nature of Cémmunicafign.z- Second, an

organization or group gets its direction from its leader. The |eader

2ither causes accep#aﬂée or rejection of the organizations goal535’4’5
fhird, an individual will support the arganizaticon's goals or the
leader's goals if these goals accommodate the individual's goals and
need5,6’7’8 Four'n. an organization's ability to function depends upon
the quality of i+s decision-making processes and upon the adequacy and
accuracy of +hé information used,2sP-128

For The‘éurpu;e of assessiné the Orégoh Small Schools Program's
schools' readiness for change and factors of internal organizationa:

health, Educational Coordinates Northwest adopted Twb models, ons davel-

@ﬁed by Rensis Likert at the Institute for Social Research of the

University of Michigan, Th@ﬁPrgjiIgﬁQfﬁOrgahizajjgmairCharécferis%izs;,

and an adaﬁ+a+ioﬁ of a study conducted by Matthew Miles of Columbia

Teachers College, the Norm. Setting Profile.

Permission was obtained from the Foundatior " search on Human
Behavior to use Form 'S of the Profiles of Organizaticvonal Characteristics
5,p.4

fraom Rensis Likert's 5cience=basedvmanagemen+'5yéTemé. This imstru-

menT measur€s the subordjnates, teachers, perception of the six

characteristics of organizational health; (1) leadership; (2) motivation;

C(3) communication; (4) aécisiénsmaking;A(E) goal-setting; and (6).c5hjrol.

Procedures:

The subjects in this study are the tfeachers in the school districts



of a ifwenty percent random sample of the school districts in the Ciregon
Small Schools Program. Each school’/in _the 0S55P was given a number
ranging from one to fifty-five and a twenty percent sample wag selected
froi a tabie of random permufaTiDnS;]O
A‘Ie*fer was sent to the superinfendent of schools and the building
principals of each of fthe secondary and elementary schools in the ran-’
domly selected districts arranging for an on-site visit by an Educational
Coordinates staff member. During a staff meeting of all the feachers
in the selected school districts, the E.C. staff member explained the
purpocse of the viziTa*fom and asked for +He:coopéra+ién and help of each
member. [Each teacher was Then given two instruments to complete; the
Likert Organizational Charécferﬁgfics Profile and the Norm Setting Pﬁo%ile.
The teachers were tald they were not required to c@mpléfe the instruments
or put their name on the instruments. In all cases 100% of the teachers
present in the selected school districts completed the two instruments.
Approximately 99% of all staff members were prese%f at these meeTings.
The Profiles of Grganizaf{éﬁal‘Characferf5+ics questionnaire items
were answered on a %wenfy—poinf Likert-type scale with a non-standard
Sé+ of answer alfernafiveé, However, each of the answer alternatives
falls within a scale ranging from what Rensis Likert calls a ”sysfém one'!

form of management style to a "system four™ management style.

EY
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REPORT AND ANALYSIS OF PROFILE OF ORGAN|ZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

The first Threelquezfi@ﬂz of 1he Profile of Orqanizationat Charac-
teristics Form S (See Table X11) assess the =ubordinates' perception of

the leadership processes used by administrators in the Oregon Small
PP : : Y g

Schools Program. The Three questions measuring fhe leadership charac-
teristics of 055F adm?ﬂiéfrafors finds the teachers perceive that the
administrators have a '"substantial amount" of Trust and confidence in
the teachers (ques1ioﬁ one)k;nd the teachers return this expression of
trust end confidence ﬁy feeling "quite free" fo talk to their superiors
about their job (qﬁes%ien two). Question three indicafes feachers'
ideas are sought and used "often" ‘but not at the same level as questions
one and twe. In fac{, the mean of question three is the lowestT of the
three on |eadéFShip.k In other words, preliminary evidence appears 1o
indicate the OSSP administrators frust and |isten to their teachers +o
a higher degree than they actually seek and use teachers' ideas.

Question four, five, and six asse55‘+hé teachers! perception regard-
ing three factors of motivation. Q@esfiom four finds that 0SSP adminis-
trators use & system of mainly "FGW%ﬁdS" o motivate Teaghehs with "some
punishment" and "some involvemént.'" Questions five—and six.were reSQGHded
to aTvThe Same level as-quzsTion fouF. ﬂfhe'ﬁSSpgﬁgeé to this section by
teachers indicate Thaf OssP admiﬂizf%afafs appear to bea consistent in

| .

their motivational strategies. o

Four factors of communicalion are assessed u uestion seven, eightT,
By e N 2z =4 2

nine, and ten. The teachers' response indicated informaticn in the
organizatian tended to flow "down and up" and that downward communication

was accepted "with caution.” Questiun nine indicated upward communication



is "often oocurate’ which impli

W

t the worset, i1 is quite offen not

T
L
i

i

accurate; at the best, information is often withheld. The Jowest of tThe
four factors on communication find superiors know "quite well" the pro-
blems faced by subordinates. However, this indicies appears 1o be

ignificantly lower than the other Three factors of communication.

n

Questions eleven, twelve, and thirfTeen assess Three factors of

. decision-makine In response to question numbar eleven, teachers fesl
2

>

decisions are mide by "hoard policy at the top'" with "more delegation”
and they are "generaliy consulied" in decisions reﬁafed o their work.
Teachers indicated the decision-making process made '"some contribution'
to motivation.

Goal emphasis was assessed by questions fourteen and fifteen.
Generally, teachers indicated organizational goals were established
"gfter discussion by orders' and there was "some resistance ?D goals.

The last three questions of the Profile of Organizational Charac-

Ln

teristics assess the factors of organizaTion "control." |In guestion

number sixteen teachers identified control and review functions as a

o

A
a

®

lavel of "moderat

!

legation to lower levels." Question seventeen

identifies that "somelimes' there is an informal organization resisting

nization.

)

the formal org
It is rather interesting to note that question efghTeen had to be
inval idated because educutors did not understand the concept of '"What

are cost, productivity, and other control data used for?"

riC | | - 44 -
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FORM S

PROFILE OF QRGANILHIIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

This questionnaire was developed for describing the management
system or style used in a company or one of I divisions.

In completing the questionnaire, it is important that each
individual answer each question as thoughtfully and frankly as possible.
This is not a test; there are no right or wrong answers. The important
thing !5 that you answer each question the way you see things or the
way you feel about them.

INSTRUCTIONS

I. On the line below each organizational variable (ite.),
please place an & at the point which, in your experience,
describes your organization at the present time (N = now).
Treat each item as a continuous variable from the
extreme at one end to that at the ~ther.

Z. In addition, if .you have been in your organization
one or more years, please also place a P on each line
at the point which, in your experience, describes your
organization as it was one fo two years ago (P =
previously). -

3. If you were not in your organization one or more years

ago, please check here and answer as of the
present time, i.e., answer only with an V.

DISTRIEUTED-BY: The Foundation for Reséarth on Human Behavior,
P. 0. Box 1248, Ann Arbor, Michigan 48106

- Copyright (c), 1967 by McGraw-Hill, Inc. Used by permission of McGraw-Hill
Book Company. Modified from Appendix |l in The Human Organization:
Its Management and Value by Rensis Likert. No further reproducticn
or distribution authorized. TpERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS g
COPYRIGHTED MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED
py Foundation for Research

on Human Behavior .
T0 ERIC AKD ORGAMZA“DHS OPERATING

UNDER AGREEWENTS WITH THE U.S. OFFICE OF

i EDUCATION. FURTHER REPRODUCTION OUTSIDE
AC) THE ERIC SYSTEM REQUIRES PERMISSION OF
=~ THE COPYRIGHT OWAER.” -
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Is there an informal organization

1 fear,

problems fa

Crgatizaiicnal

variakbles

How much confidence and trust
{s shown in subordinates?

How frec do they feel

to talk to superiors about job?

How eften are subardinate's

ideas sought and used
constructively?

ls predominant use made of
ats, 3 punishment,
b rewards, 5 involvemant?

2 thre

Where [s responsibility felt
fer achioving organization's goals?’

How much cooperative
teamwork exists?

What is:the usual difection

of xnmrmatmn flow?

low is dewnward
comiunication accepted?

How ac:curate is
- upward communication?

How well do superiors know
ced by subordinates?

"At what level are
decisions made?

Are subordinates involvaed ip
decisions related te their work?

What does decision-making process

contribute to motivation?

How are organizational
goals established?

How much covert resistance

to goals is presant?

How concentrated are

review and control funetions?

resisting the formal ane?

what are eost,
productivity, and other
control data used for?

ERIC
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Not very wall
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TABLE X1 N = Number
M = Maan
PROFILE UF ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS sD = :tandard Deviation
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REPORT AND ANALYSIS OF ORGANIZATIONAL NORM PROFILE

The Organizational Norm Profile consisted of a series of eight gues-
tions (see Table XI11) with 2 non-standard set of answer alfernatives.
One question allowed The respondent fo comment or share an idea that
wou | d i%pr@ve education in the school systum oulside of his classroom,
The first five questions are a replica of a study oo the development of

15’pf19 The last three

innovative climates in educa+ioﬂal organizations,
guastions of the Organizational Norm Profile assess The "cosmopolitani-
zation" of the organizations. One of The most important findings on
organizational norms clearly states the cosmopolitan (i.e., the person
who has experienced an allegiance to a number of systems) is more likely -
to be innovative than the "local' who has a provincial perspec+ivei1gfp’T9
Question number one (see Table X!I1) of the Ornanizational Norm

Profile found that _6.6% of the 0SSP teachers fe.T the schcol gave no

rewards for innovative teaching efforfs. Another 26.6% identified

"recognition" as a meéns cf réwaﬁaiand 2;3% said innovation was rewarded
with more money. ‘Less than half or 44.6% of Thé teachers said they were
given support and hele.

In responding to quésfiont+wo,752.7% identiiied as of "considerable

importance" the need to make major changes, and 24% responded ''urgent."

Twenty-two percent saw the need as of "some importance." Two percent saw
no need for major innovations.

Que5+ign“+hrée is a series of three questions infending to get at

what happens 1o creative iveas and how are they communicated and to whom
are they communicated. The first question asks teachers if They have

had an idea recently which would improve education in the school system

o
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outside of their own classroom. Well over half of The teachers responded
yes" (56.8%). The next question asked, '"Did Q@u talk to anyone about
vour idea?" Eight point eight peircent said "ne" fthey did not Talk to
anyone about +hai% idea, while 33.6% said they talked to "another teacher"
and 50.4% tsiked to "another teacher and the principal." Only 7.3% talked
Jjust to "the principal.”

The third part of the question asked, "If you 1id talk to someocne,
what happenec fo your idea?®" Fifteen perczni said "nothing came of it+;"
16.8% said "I jon'f know qﬁaf happened;'" 32% said "some interest, but

o = 1t

nothing happened;" and 36% said '"some action was faken on the icea.

The last three questions assess the cosmopalitan factor in OSSP
schools. In question number four 29.5% of the teachers 'never' get to

observe another teacher in this school; 49.4% said "seldom;" 17.7%

responded "often;" and 3.4% said "very oftfen."

The next question was, "How often do you have an cpportunity o
observe an@+her.feacher in another schoc’ disfric% as he teaches?"
Fifty-s < point three percent said "nevef;” 40.9% responded "seldom;"
2.9% said "often;" and zero responses to "very often."

"In how many school districts have you worked before coming here?"
" Seventeen percent résponded to "none;" 3252% said "one;" 23.3% responded

"two:" 10% said "three;" and 16% "four or more."
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TABLE X1
5>MALL SCHOOLS PROGRAM ASSESSMENT

How does this school district reward teachers for innovative teaching efforts ?(N=222)

N=59  26.6% N=5  2.3% N=59  26.6% N=99  44.6%
A, Not at all B. DMore money C. Recognition D. Support and help

How important do you think it is to make major changes in our educational system?(N=237)
N=2' 1% : N=53  22.47 N=125  52.7%

A. Little importance B. Some importance C. Considerable importance

D. Urgent N=57 24%

Have you had an idea recently which would improve education in the school

system outside of your own classroom? (N=241)

N=137 56.8% N=104  43.2%
A, Yes B. No

Did you talk to anyone about your idea? (N=137)
N=12 8.8% N=46 33.6% N=69  50.4% N=10  7.3%
A, No B. Another tearher C. Another teacher and D. The principal
the principal

If vou did talk to someone, what happened to your idea? (N=125)

N=19 15.2% N=21 16.8% -
A. Nothing came of it B. I don't know what happened
C. Some interest, but nothing happened D. Some action wasg taken on the idea

N=40 32% . N=45 269
lcase share the idea: - ) e o —

v

How often do you as a teacher have an Opportumty to observe another teacher
in this school as he teaches? (N=237) :

N=70  29.5% N=117 49.4% N=42 + 17.7% N=8 3.4%
A. Never B. Seldom .C. Often ‘D, Very often

How often do you as a teacher have an opportunity to observe another teacher
in another school district ag he teaches? N=240!

N=135 56:3% N=98 40.9%4 = N=7 2.9% N=0
A. Never B. Seldom C. Often D. Very often

In how many school districts have you worked before coming here? (N=227)

N=73 32, 2% N=53 23.3% N=23 10.1% N=38 16. 7% N=40 17.6%
A, 1 ‘B. 2 C. 3 D. 4 or more E. None



DISCUSSION OF THE ORGANIZATIONAL NORM PROFILE
and ‘
THE ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS PROFILE

The basic assumpTion behind any management or adminisirative system
is to create an atmosphere where The goals and objectives of the organi-
zation are met with a minimum expenditure of resources in order to cause
maximum amount of productivity.

At this time it may be appropriafe to review the objectives of the
055P to which t.e QL5F administrato, are committed to implement in their
schools (see Table XIV). :

A reviéw of Section | should provide the reader WifhESDmé insights
in regards fto the extent which OSSP administrators have managed fo imple-
ment the QL55F objectives. 1f ths reader Qi;ws the acceptance and imple-
mentation ‘of the OSSP objectives as being extensive then the present
administrative STf{e or system is the most appropriate. If, on the other
hand, -the reader views the acceptance and implementation of the 035SP
objectives as somefhing less than extensive or less Than‘deEﬁafely
extensive, Then a Feview of the existing organizational characteristics

. and normeseTffng procedures is appropriate,.

For the purposes of stimulating discussion among_%he QSS? admfni§+ﬁa<
tors the following comments will: (1) assume OSSP objesfjvesshave'aof’
_béen met to the ha@jmum extent possible, aﬁd:Té) éSSP é&hinisfréTars
wou ld lfke to ihpfove the sTéfe of Qrgaﬁ%zafinnal health and the rate of
“implementation of 0SSP goals and objecfivesé

:Quésfi@n one, TWD; and three of the Organizéfionai Characteristics

Profile (dCP), Téble X1l, indicate a "substantial' amount of trust and

7 Vconfidence! betwee teachers and administrators Whi;h is appropriate.
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However, several questions must be asked. In light of the croanization's
ability to meet its own objectives and the objectives of the 058P, Is
this apparent good | =l of trust and confidence built around a "if you
don't bother me | won't bother you" concept? Or is the trust and con-
fidence buil*t around a dynamic organizational system that readily evalu-
aftes and accepts appropriate change?

A further review of question three of the OCP and qge5+ion5 Two and
Three in The Norm SéfTiﬂg Prc ile (NSP) finds in both cases teachers
~indicate they feel thev have good ideas, but one—third of %he Teacheré
don't talk to the principals about the idea:z and oﬁe=hal%'@f’+he teachers
talk to the principal and anoTheE teacher. }his evidence is further
subgfanfiafed:by the fact that the OCP reveals that édhiﬁisffaforgéligfen”

kaj@ and trust their teachers but don't use their ideas (see Table X1,

!

question 3). Thne NSP, Table X111, reveaied 60% of the teachers who had

3]

an idea and shared - the idea p;rcelvgd nQThingucgme of 11" or i demn’T R

know what happened" QF,”.GmEr4ﬂTEfé§T but nothing happémed
As the readerirev;eWS:geleszve guestions on the OCP, Table X,

~one might nQTé an interesting pattern when Compéringrquegfions numter 7,
11, f4! f5; and 17. !H these quesfiom5:+%a;hers iﬁdicafe g@mmunicafiﬂn.
fakes place'up and down' but dECIEIOﬂa are madev”a+ the Top W|Th some
‘discussion', and there is resistance to Qrganaza+|anal goals. Somet imes
there is e.¢n an |nformdl organization resisting the formal QFQEWIZETIQH;

ln effect, then, the @rganfzafi@nal-climaTe in 0SSP Schoalévseems
To be. one that does not cause Teachers Talcommunlcafe ideas IHTQ a sup-
p@r+|;é and recepflve sysfem It appears to be an environment that

causes top down degisionslwhich create some resistance to organizational
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*_goglé. The orgahizafioﬂal ﬁorms in The 035F schools appedr not to be
receptive to teacher's ideas and suggestions.

tf this is aﬁ accurate picture of 05SP school crganization, then
058P school administrators can expect blocking types of behavior from
thejr staff. For example, teachers might say, " ﬁon'T innovate because
The 'principa}} or the 'Loard' or fhe ‘superiﬁfendEhT' won't let me."
Or fhey méy employ such sabotage éfrafegies as constant complaining,
talking against the school in Thé community;, or indirect and direct
remarks to students, parents, or staff members. Sabotage may or mayAnDT
be pUrp@Seful or planned, hawever.if fs a "coping" reaction to a syéfem
that employees per-ceive as somewhaT inflexible and impersonal.

Questions four, five, and six of the N3F will provide some insights
‘info the concepts of QosmopoliTéqkzaTign and its effect on the norms of
an o%ganigafi@n. Iﬁ‘fhis case 7/8.9% of the teachers seldom or never get
a chance to see or OSSEFVG aﬁéfhér teacher in Thefr.ééhcol. The figures
also reveal ThaT‘97,2% of Thé teachers nevsr o, seldom get a chance to
obderve another teacher in anoTh%r scﬁool, -When Tﬁe.abcvé figures are
examined in Iiéhf Qf‘The facf’%héT 49,8% of +Hé'Q$SP teachers have taught
in none or OﬂeVSChDDI before Thg%r present assignment, jT is very easy
to see how n@ﬁﬁchaﬁgiﬂg,ﬂéfms Ca% be esfaleﬁﬁed., Ry appears 0SSP schools-

B SNU

are compoSed of people who have had few profe55|cnal experlences ouTsxde

L
their present pQ;ITIDn and seldom get a chance "fo sée @Ther pr@fegssonals
1

in their own building or - other by| dzngs teach . ‘

S

. For most people "the norms 1areffmpor+anf fheYJSEFve as a bibcking

o facilitating Fea%ure and Theylzhannel persona‘ choices ‘n certain . -/

directions."12,p-19 Over a pernpd of “time, ﬁoﬁms~bagome)theﬁnalized_asj
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paFT of the person's att’tudes, This being irue, The prociem then
becomes: (1) What type of organizalional norms do 0SSP school admin-
istrators want? (Z) Do they want to chéngé the norms they have now?
(3) If so, how do they go about changing these norms?

The evalutors feel several very important services can be @fféréﬁ

, , I

by the 0SSP project office and its governing board. First of all, a,
training program should be cffered to all QSSP'édminiSTfa+0ﬁs, and- board
members on how to ¢éreate and support organizational environment that

causes and supports innovation or, in, this case, the acceptance of the

OSSP goals and objectives. Second, establish'a program that will provide -

%@r Teacher visjitations wifhiﬂlfheiﬁ own school classrooms as well QS{
.allaw and eTCFurage teach.urs to visit.other =elected innovative pfograms.
As part of f@é visitation program the administrators and the Sféff

' L "
. should bu?ldiin some reasonable controls and methods fér accountability
which.will provide for visitations with meaning. Sdch a vfsiTa%i@n:prp—
;g%ém mighT,Be conducted at the éxpense of fhe locéﬂ district and coordi-
nated fthrough the OSSP in order to insure visifafiens.%o érea%ibé’schéq!s.
' Third, the 0SSP adminigfrafcfs and projecf-sfaff’céujd.aevelap a syste
.of‘"ﬁewaﬁds for deyfaficﬁ" to be offered to those teachers and administra-
__Tors who dare fé ighg¥§+é. Such a S?Sfém of rewards might include ﬁoméy
to compensate %éﬁ extra effort, extended contracts, SDECTE} récagnffibn,

or expense paid *rips to selected conferences.
5



