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WOlK SYSTEM CHANGÉ IN UNITIZED NSCHOOIS:
SOME THROUGH-TIME FINDINGS'' 

N• W. Charters, 1r. 
Project MITT 

University of Oregon

When, we; say that an 'elementary school his adopted tells teaching--or 

a. team orgarfifatibn--two fundamentally different aspects of organization may 

gava been altered. Change may have occurred in the organization's work system

or in the basic structure of its managerial system, or, of course, in both.

Special pains have to be taken to determine specifically which aspect has

changed, since teachers, principals, consultants, and the like are not usually

precise in theirlangtjege. 

From the standpoint bf the managerial system the adoption of team 

'leaching 'typically,entails•the formation of a new structural level between the 

school administrator and individual teachers. Members of the teaching staff 

are,formed into units-jwhicb, incidentally, are often palled "teams"l, unit 

leaders are appointed or elected and'ttiè a~embers begin ~aeeting'every.wéek.or 

so ostensibly to plan and coordinate inftructional affairs of the unit. By 

'some models, such as the Multiunit Babel model.developed by Wisconsin's Re- 

search and Development Centtr,for Cothitive I/earning, unit leaders and the

•The. work ftported heie is a,product of the.MITT research staff', ' • 
directed by John S. Packard, At the Center 'for Educational Policy and Manage- 
ment, University of Oregon. The research is supported in'part by a contract 
with the National Institute of Education,'U. S. Departmedt of Health, Educatipn, 
and Welfare: Nothing said fit this paper should be construed as receiving the 
endorsement of either NIE or CEPM.
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,principal get together periodicaliy to work out educational policies aid pro. 

blems transcending the units, much-In the character of an administrative cabs- 

" .net: 

,Most American elementary schools, by contrast have an essentially .• 

undifferentiated•manageriàl structure, implicating only the two formal positions. 

of teacher and principal;_ the latter sometimes augmented by a deputy or assis- 

tant principal. While tome schools go in heavily for ad hoc committees, it is 

dxtrediely rare 'for teachers to-be organized into departments or similar operat4 

ing"bodies. Almost invariably the school's only operating unit is the individ-•:.' 

.ualleacher. Thus, the creation of a new level,, as'in'the Multiunit School, 

represents a fundamental Morphological' change in the managerial system. 

Alternatively, temp teaçhing may entail a change in the schbol's 

workflow. Ordinarily, it is said ,, the insxructionál organization of American 

schools is simple in the extreme. Pupils aje grouped into classes, a single 

teacher is_assigned to the class, and the teacher proçeeds tó teach all sub- 

lefts of the curriculum to the class throughout the year. Except where sub-

ject specialists of music, art, or physical education take over the class for 

a period, no other teacher instructs the same pupils, at least during a parti-- 

cular term or year. Hach grade-level teacher works independently of the others; 

no pupils mov between themfor instructional purposes. •This instructional or- 

ganization is called the self-contaiined classroom pattern. 

The adoption of team teaching in:the wbrk'systeia sense involves. 

intimate collaboration among teache1.rs in conducting instruction, At the very 

least, it implies that two or more grade-level.teachers--not just special subi 

' . ject teachers--share in the instruction of a common set of pupils on a week-to- 



week if ,not day-to-day basis, and by sonie definitions   it implies that they, 

`hare-instruction in the same subject areas. A pupilflow arises among them.

in the language of organization theory, one teacher's task performance is in

. some degree contingent on the performance of other teachers, and they become

task interdependent. . 

Distinguishing between the two kinds of change has keen a central 

,.feature of the'MITf-7research. There is no reason to expect that change in the 

,., .•organizatioh's work system automatically accompanies the formation of manager- 

ial units. Indeed, we have seenMultiunit schools•in which.most instruction 

. • was conducted in self-containedclassrooms, just-as We have seen instances of 

intimate instructional collaboration in schools *ith'thé conventional, undif- , -' " 

forentiated managerial system (Charters, 1973). While the two forms of change 

may, be empiricallyassociated, almost certainly they are governed by different

. processes which casi only be understood-by examining them separ ely. 

Our research plan was to select schools €or'study according to the 

presencé or,absence of.change in•managerialestructure at a given point in time 

and to measure'their instructiohal organization (as well-as a number of.other 

school and staff'attributes) before and after that time. This paper will re- 

port` some of the things we•have learned abbüt the coincidence of change in the 

two. We will. dwell most heavily on our measures of instructional organization, 

' first describing the level"and nature of task interdependence we observed 'in 

the "before"" data--while all'the schools were operating  under a conventional , , 

.managerial structuré--and then turning'to the changes inotask interdependence 

we,found.after some of the schools had installed the Multiunit model. 



The point of change in managerial•strocturewas the beginning óf the 

_ 1974-7.S school year. 'Sixteen of our schdols were struçturaf)y undifferentiated.' 

in the late spring.of 1974 and had changed to a fully unitized managerial, Sys-. 

tern by early fall of 1974, while another 13 were managerial•l. c onvettional:it 

both times. For convenience we' will refer to them as our.:"exlierimentar" ánd 

"control" schools, respectively. Our measures of instructional•orgañization 

were taken in the spring of•4974, in late fall of 1974; after the16experi-

mentais had made the switch, and in the spring of 1975. We have continued 

taking data in the 29 schools in the fall and spring' of the current academic 

year, but we are.not prepared to report on these last two rounds. 

The Measure of Instructional Organization

Details of data collection regarding the school's instructional or- 

` ganization are accessible elsewhere and need not be repeated here,(Pyckard, 

et al., 1976). It is enough to say that we ask teachers to keep a simple re- 

cord for ten consecutive school days of ;he particular pupils he or she teaches 

in each of five core subjects. We take date from grade-level teachers only, 

excluding such teaching personnel as reading specialists, physical education 

and music teachers paraprofessionals, and interns. 

Our classification of schools as experimental or contrdl was based 
on information obtained in the fall of'1974. We eliminated a number of

— - schools that failed to fict.the•design requirements unambiguously. We dropped 
schools that were partially or fully unitized at Time 1; others that had the 
functional equivalent of units at Time 1, still others that went.only part way 
toward upit organization by Time 2, and a few about which our information was 
uncertain or contradictery'at either time. 



This basic information allows us to reconstruct the-pupilflows in the. 

school--the movement of pupils from teacher to teacher, if any--and to determine 

the particular teachers who are connectedly a given pupiiflow. Specifically„ 

a pair of teachers is connected. by our rules if they teach at least•twolpupils 

in common on at least.two days during the sample two-week period. 

We make.an important distinction in the natures of the teacher conneç- 

tion3, The large majority of.thè connections-waftn(1 involve pairs of teachers 

-who instruct their common Eupils in different subject areas,-much as one would 

find in'a high school program. One teacher will teach a set of pupils math 

'nd science; for example, chile the other instructs them in the other core sub- 

jects. We call- this type of.conjection throughput interdependence. It is dis 

tinguished from a potentially more intimate form of exchange-in whicb ; pair of

teachers instruct the same pupils in the same subject area.or areas Instruc. 

tional interdependence, as we refer to it, begins to verge on the idea of team

teaching, taken in the sense of joint classroom. instruction by two or more 

teachers (Shaplin, 1964). In principle, we could develop a measure of the 

"jointness" óf instruction by counting the number of days and the number of sub- 

jects in which a pair of teachers conduct their common instruction, but we have

not done so yet., At this stage, we have only identified instanced .oE instruc 

tional interdependence between teachers. 

The main school-,joyel measure we derive from the basic information, 

tilen, is a count of the number of pairs of teaclqs who are connected by a 

pupilflow--either in throughput interdependence or in instructional interde- 

pendence. Thenumber of instances is'strongly affected by school siye, so for 

descriptivepurposes, as in this paper, we follow the arbitrary practice of



tl'iviaing the number of instances by twig, the number Of. teachers furnishing .in- 

Iues of the index of .. formation (or by approximately twicé.the árhoól si.ze).

throughput interdependence (TPI) range from zero toabout .7,while values of 

~thé.instrictipnal interdepehdence¡index (INI) typically' range    from zero to .4 

or. 5, 

Another concept we employ is system of task innerdepéndence. •It al- 

' lóws'us to ee patters ns of instructional organization ip a way that pair-wise 

: anàlysis does not.. A system is obtained in thei following'way. Once we identi- 

fy a pair of teachers  who teach- at least a few pupilsin commonduringthe'two- 

week time sample,we can proceed to identify-other teachers who,are similarly 

linked with one; the óther,:or both members of tie initial pair. About half 

the trme, ve end witfi the original. pair, and it becomes what'we call a two..

teacher systçm ;. but •often we can trace additional teachers  who are tied pair-

wise, if not.more directly, into. á s ste. • Members of systems larger than two 

need not all teach the sztme pupil or set of pupils, and typically they do not, 

but•all must be linked at least pair-wise to,tittalify as meibers. \Thus,' if 

teachers.A and B tra4 e classes, one teaching the math and the other the  social

,,stñd ies for the •twô asses, and a third teacher ~ C instructs some of A's pupils 

}n reading, all three are said to be linked in a task-interdependent system, 

-efen though Band C teach no pupils in common. ' 

?The rationale for the choice. of 2N as the denominator óf the index ` 
is given in Packard, et al. (1976). For formal statistical analyses we em-
ploy the raw count rater than the index, correcting for size when necessary 
by a .regression term. 



By this definition a system  may be highly integrated and iritric te 

or it may be highly tenuous-in its toacher-to-teachèí connectichs•..•1n anóther 

paper me havé described our;eff' o is td characterize  the system variations and the bewildering variety of patterns found within

them  (Chjr1 rs, 1976). Al- ' 

though systems vary widely in coherence,our definition  has the *irtue' of un- 

, ambiguôu ly distinguíshipg them from the self-c ntained ciássrbóm. ,Teachers of 

self-contained classroóms instruct no ether pppils bú;ß their•own, end no Other 

grade-level teacher instructs their pupils., 

'The Pre-Innovation State of Instructional Organization

What was the organization of'instruction like in the spring of 197.4 

when'the schools were still managerially conventional? We have supp sed that a 

task interdependent work system can exist in the absence of unit organization 

of the teaching faculty, b't in what degree is this true? Inspection of tb 

pre-innóvation state .is important in its own right, too, in order to determine 

the base rom.whicb change can Occur., 

. We.can briefly summarize severalfindings regarding the pre-innova-

tion state of the work system that we have reported in another source (Packard,

et aj., 1976). Consider first the•incidehce of self-contained clàssrooms and 

the reverse side' of 'the cQinl,, task iníerd'çpendence. overall; less thi gà.lf of 

3 the;381•,teachez's'in'28 schools taught in self-contained classrodms•; over half, 

. converselx, were caught up in systems of task interdependence of either the

3Data returns from onê experimental school were too spotty too permits 
computations. Henceforth, we report on 15 experimental and 13 control schools. 
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throughput or instructional variety. Figuro 1 displays the'reèiprocal Was 

for each experimental and control;schoól. The figure makes it plain that the 

proportiohs'variecrwidely from school to. school Id only, oneschool ( con- 

trol) did all' teachers teach ieaependently of their grade-level Colleagues, 

and• here'were but four more schools in which "most" teachers were'self-contain. 

.ed (Meaning four out of five). At the other end of the scale, six school

showed 80 per cent or more of their teachers implicated in systems of interde-

'pendence before innovation was to begin, and'five of the six-were eiperimental. 

schools in our design. 

If one of the advantages of such innovations as team teaching or

differentiated staffing is to break classroom  teachers out'of the isolátion of 

,the self-contained classroom, as the:proponents'of these innovations argue, 

that •advantage cahrot be realized by many of the teachers in the study. They 

were•already out-of isoi;tion., 

The figure makes it plain; too, that the experimental schools as a . 

group were further down the road toward task'interdependence ihan the control 

schools in the spiirg of 1974. Why the experimedtals were further advanced 

than the 'controls we cannot say. Perhaps unit organization tends to be in- 

talled in sçhools 'whore teachers ârd already favorably disposed towa1N inter- • 

dependence, or perhaps the teachers in the experimental schools had altered

their instrüctfonal program in•anticipation of the.impending'innovation. The 

issue bears fùrther investigation. In any event, a ihumber'of the, schools that 

subsequently introduced a unitized managerial structure had very few teachers

to "save" from instructional isolation; they'had little room to change in'this 

regard



Fig. 1. Per cent of teachers task interdependent or self-contained,
15 experimental schools and U3 control schools at Time 1. 



There'are-several other Observations to make about these supposedly 

,conventional schools:' Generally speaking, systems of interdependence were, 

'most common in the upper grades of the elementary schools. Self-contained 

classrooms were most.prominent in the first and second grades, but as. grade 

level increasg , teachers of self-contained classrooms became the exception 

.rather than the rule. 'Ibis depends, of•courte, on the particular school, but 

it appears as .though there is ageneric force favoring the self-contained 

classroom'that regularly weakens as the age-grade of pupils increases tdward 

the secondary-school level. 

Also, systems typically implicated teachers'a_t the same grade level, 

considerably less often tbacheri (and pupils) at adjacent.grà0e levels,'and' 

4arely the teachers and pupils across two'or more grade levels. Again, there

seems to be some inherent difficulty, or opposing force, in. mixing the in-

ftruction of pupilsof different grades. 

Turning from these general features of task interdependence tothe - 

internal workings of the systems, it was apparent that,rélatively few teacher 

pairs taught the tame pupils in the sane subj ts--our definition of instruc- 

tibnal interdependence. Far more common, by a factor. of two to threes were 

% connections that entailed a division of labor bÿ subject area, insofar as a 

given batch. of pupils.,wás concerned., 'his throughput interdependence did not: 

necessarily, or even usually, imply teacher specialization, although we found . 

a few instances in which a teacher would teach one and only one subject.' ost 

often the instruttioial patter* took the form of teadhers subdividing their 

pup ils in; 'say,'reading,and eachteacher instructing one,of tke groups. They 



might regroup the pu'Pils again for math instruction, with each teacher again 

instructing one of the groups. In Figure 2, the Time 1 values indicate the 

relative incidence of instructional and throughput interdependence in the con-

trol and experimental schools in-their pre-innovation state.. 

Émergent dnd Embedded Systems  

The Time 1 data revealed a remarkably wide array df patterns for 

organizing instruction: The ways in which sÿstems of two, three, four, or, 

more teachers could subdivide and re-subdivide pupils was seemingly endless, 

especial lx when one took account of the fact  that a given teacher might par-

'ticipatç" in the subgroup instrtiction in one subject but not in another. As

we pondered the complexity, we began to sense an important difkerence among the 

' systems iñ the circumstances that giv/ risé to them and in the forces that•hold , 

them together. We have yet. to find thé touchstone 'that will make the distinc- 

tion'operational, but many of the systems of work relations appeared to be

voluntary and emergent, others seemed firmly embedded in the fabric of the school.. 

The preponderance of the systems at Time 1 seemed to be spontaneously 

emergent'phenomena relationships that•had'been worked out voluntarily among 

compatible Zeachers who found a particular pattern of exchange a means of • 

solving instructional problems or of enhancing their common' educational goals. 

The cooperative arrangement could be of a throughput variety--several teachers 

regrouping their pupils-for instruction in reading or science--but often it 

entailed instructional interdependence. Two teachers would teach reading 

jointly to the pooled classes or, as a more likely occurrence, they would work

together with a smaller group-from each of their classrboms who needed special'

https://problems.or


attention. Our impression is that the numerous two-and three-teacher    systems

ware generally of thisemergent character. Thé originatingas well as the sus- 

taining'force of/emergent systems should be found to lie in the dispositions and outlooks of the particular people who had been brought together in nearby

..,classrooms--in the happenstance of, thé similarity in their, interests', beliefs, 

and other relevant personal attributes.' The work relations gave the appearance 

of permissiveness;'they were not so'intricate that they coul d not readily be 

altered or abàndoned altogether: They "seemed capable of absorbing new members 

or losing them without seriouslydisrupting the system's organizing principle.

Some other systems, by contrait, appeared to be the product of insti- 

tutional forces, not the personal proclivities of sundry teachers. Most 

obvious were the systems showing'pupil exchange among subject-matter special- 

ists. The extreme form would'be the case in which each of five teachers 

would specialize in a different subjedt¡ between them covér,ing the core subjects 

for all pupils of, say,,the fifth and sixth grades. (In terms of the previous 

distinction these are exclpsively throughput interdependence connections.)• We 

encountered these sysjems, or minor modificationsof them, almost exclusively 

lin the upper elementary grades and especially in the seventh and eighth grades 

of the schools of our sample in 8-4 districts. The sustaining force of such 

systems would involve the very composition of the school staff and the staffing 

praètices that bring it, about. The instructional pattern hardly seemed a mat- 

,ter of accident or:teacher whim but rather the»outcome.of a firmly ehtrenched 

staff allocation plan. 

In a few schools--or sectors of,schools--the membership of each of 

several systems was so regular and the particular division of labor so repeti-

https://the�outcome.of


tive that one suspects that thé iistr4ciiunal organization arose as a máttef'of 

school policy. Ofkeñ the systems were no different in appearance fro ~he 

emergent systems; t was their {egularity within the school that furnished the clue. In one school, for instance, the three teachers of fourth grade comprised 

a, system, as did the three_at the fifth-grade lever and the three at the sixth- 

. grade level. The three systems had identical instrµctiol"patterns: each 

system membtr taught language alts, science, And social-studies ±o a subset of 

the pupils,.then they Fegrouped.'for reading and once again for math. Speciálir.. 

zatián was not at. stake, slime all teachers_ taught all subjects. Neyertheless; • 

these systems did not appear to be accidental either. If we are right in our 

surmise about them, -the,originating and cohering force would lie less in the : 

personal inclinations of teachers and more in the institutional press of a 

school policy or social norm. 

In sum, our investigation of .the pre-innovation ftate•of work s- sy

tens has led us to believe th t•the problems and°prospects of implementing a 

innovation may be quite different, depending on the character of the instruc-

tional organization prevailing in the adopting school. Certainly it is a dif-

ferent matter   to induce change in a school where the teachers are predominantly

self-contained than where theyare predominantly task interdependent. Nore-

over, emergent system  and embedded systems reflect the operation of differ-

entpoctal processes which must be understood more fully with respect to their

implications,for malleability and teacher resp9nsiyendes. •In the same'way' 

proponents of change must cose to tend with the nature of,the forces that 

make for the greater incidence of systems in the higher grade levels and those

that appear to inhii?it•the formation of cross-grade  systems.



Unit Organization and Instructional Change, 

Follbving the formation of units in the experimental schools we • 

measured instructional ganizafiän in aid-call and again the next spring. The organization of instruction in these schools as a group was decidedly dif-

ferent from Khat.it had been before unitiiátioñ. The percentage of teachers 

: in self-contained ciassrooms.droppedfrom 43 to 25 and they to 22 per cent. 

Most of the decrease,  of course, had to occur in the ten schools in which 

there had been more than a handful:oeself-contained teachers to begin with. 

In one exp inental achool that had been largely self-contained at Time 1 

nothing happened following unit' organization: 83 per cent of the teachers 

were self-contained an the spring of 1974 and 89 per cent were self-contained 

a year later. It was a clear exception among theexperiientai schools. 

,- . • 'We were surp rised to.discover, however,that the control schools,, 

also showed a regular decline in proportionsof.self -contained teachers. 

Starting at 64 per cent self-contained, the figure dropped to 55 and then to 

43 per cent. The reduction was not as dramatic as in the experimental schools,

but it obviously deserved further study. It turned out that thedecrease-was 

due almost entirely to sharp changes in five of the,13 control, schools., 

The indexes of task interdependence, TPI and .IN1, based on the number 

of connected pairs, is a more useful measure than the percentages we have 

. cited, which tend to exdggerate changes in the smaller schools as well as to' • 

put ceiling values on schools with few self-contained teachers. Figure 2 dis-

play( the TPI and INI means for experliental and control schools before unit 

organization (Tice 1) and a year later (Time 3). The most prominent fact 

to be observed Is"the sharp increase in the instructional interdependence in. 



Fig. 2. Change in task irate;depsndence indexes for 

experimental and control schools. 



dex in the experimental schools in comparison with the near-stability of the 

' index in the control.schools. This tilvergence is in keeping with-the.nature 

of the innovation promoted in the curricular programs of the experimental schools, featuring the use of individually Guided Education materials and

'teacher collaboration in reading ind lath instruction. The general upwardin- 

clination of TPI indexes in both experimental and control schools could be the

' result of some changes we made in our, data-taking procedures or of secular 

trends,in our sample of schools. ;We shoúld be in a better position to evaluate 

the trend when our next two rounds of data are analyzed, but in the meantime 

we are glad that we had the foresight to include a set of control schools

against which to evaluate the findings 

In acknowledgementÍof th wide variability among schools described 

, in connection with the Time ,i data; we shot the INI index values on a sehool- 

,to-school basis in Figure.3. The diagram indicates that the general increase 

in values among experimental schools'~is not due to one or two deviant cases; • 

non-trivial increases occurred in two-thirds of the schools which, in the inter- 

vening period, had established a unitized managerial structure. At the, same 

time, though, several of the.15 schools remained relatively stable and two 

showed an actual decline in instructional interdependence in spite of the re-, 

formation of the'managetial system. Clearly,  the creation of managerial units, 

even t hough they be called"teams,"does not guarantee a massive change. in the 

school's work system in the direction of team teaching, at least not within ,a. 

year's period. The case of the control school  whose INI index rose from zero 

'to .17,•a level of change characteristic ofthe experimental schools, alto is 

instructive. 'This school has moved toward a team fora of instructional organiii



Fig. 3. Change in Instructidnal Interdependence index 

-foi experimental and control schools: , 



zation while maintaining the conventional, undifferentiated management struc-

ture. 

There"is much more to thé story of work system change than this, of 

course, but we wanted to emphasize the point that the two aspects of organiza-

,tion are not inextricably,coupled. 

We took a closer look inside each expérimental school to inspect the 

new systems of task interdependence and/to see what happened to.the pre-exist- 

ing ones. The embedded systems comprised of subject-matter speciálísts general-

ly persisted without, important modification through the three measurement 

periods. The tipper grades of a few of the schools,had been fully organized._ 

according to such a pattern at Time 1, with the consequence that the only, 

place in the school that change.could readily occur was among teachers of"the 

slower grades. 

In a number of instances the change involved creating systems out of 

whole cloth, soto speak., That is, teachers who had been self-contained the 

year before (or their replacements, if there had been'jersonnel turnovgr) would 

form a system,• typically a small one with a modest pattern of exchange in one 

or two,subjects. A more gommon form of change, however, Was the expansion of 

pre-existing emergent systems to incorporbte additional teachers, sometimes the 

rest, of the teachers at, the grade level or in the new managerial unit. Ii this 

way the instructional organization had the appearance of, the planned systéms 

mentioned earlier, except that rarely were the particular, patterns of organi-

zation consistent from system to system in the school, at.least during the 

first Year,. 



Our first quick insepction of the Time 2 data led us to believe that 

the organization of managerial units in the experimental schools had a strong 

effect on the Shape of the systems of task interdependence. It was fairly com-

mon for' the boundaries of a system to be coterminous with.uni membership, and 

it'was quite uncommon for teàchers Connected in the same system to be members 

of two different units. Subsequently, we have qualified our belief to a 

degree. The managerial units themselves tenOed to follow grade-level lines„ 

especially in the larger schools, and it is possible that the coincidence of 

system and unit membership was the result of the force toward same-grade pupil 

exchanges. Where units of mixed-grade   membership-had been set up, often two 

(or more) small systems woull be found within them, each confined to teachers 

of the same grade. Also, we observed a few cases where teachers in mixed-

member units crossed unit boundaries in order to exchange pupils with ó her 

teachers of the same. grade. There is no doubt that the force to exchange 

puliils along, grade-level lines is a'strong one, although there were.enough in- 

stantee of cross grade exchanges to indicate that the force can be overcome. 

Our data demonstrate that it would be a serious mistake to assume 

that schools which have created formal units'ipso facto have teachers who are 

into team teaching, even though the units be called teams and the school re- 

ferrbd to as team organized by the local inhabitants. There were numerous 

cases of unit members who stood apart from the systems of task interdependence

arising among their colleagues, and,in a given school, we would find   one, unit 

with a fully connected set of interdependence relations and thé next unit 

totally devoid of them. Manyof the systems,of interdependence, even'instruc- 

tional interdependence, fell considerablyshort of bona fide team teaching, if 



we mean by that the joint. instruction of an entire class of pupils in a major 

share of the Curricular areas. With only 'a few exceptions,•instructional 

interdependence entailed•jbint instruction of a selècted subset of pupils in 

only a single subject., 

Conclusion  

Perhaps enough has been said to demonstrate the wisdom of stu•d  ying 

the condition df shhools before the adoption of an innovation as carefully as

one studies the innovation after'it has been insta4led. Apart from the ob-

vious advantage of establishing the base from which change proceeds, investi-

gation of the school's pre-change state can.help us shed simplistic stereo-

types in favor of realistic views of the variegated nature of schools. It

can help us understand the indigenous forces working, for and against a parti-

cular innovation and in this way prove of diagnostic value to those who would

promote-add plan change. 

We have 'ound it unusually instructive, too, to follow the fate of 

our control schools through timer -schools. iii which nothing was supposed to be

happening, While we have not dwelled on the matter in this paper, we have been struck by

thé amountof ebb and flow of the schools on a numberof our measures.' 

The fact is, of course, that allsorts of things are happening all the time in - 

ordinary schools; they just are not dignified with the label of planned change. 

A principal nears retirement and an assistant principal assumes the real power

in a school;a textbook controversy flares in West Virginia and some teachers

in nearby schools  cut down  or stop teaching anything likely ,to be called social 

studies; the highschool moves out.of an old twelve-grade building into new . 

quarters and the elementary teachersfind themselves with space to spare and 



a totally different social environment.. Few of our control schools are in a 

,state of encapsulation, and it seems important     to us to-take account of the

marked shifts that occur naturally in schools in order better to appreciate

the changes that occur under the press of innovation.
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