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Introductory Statement,

-

. The mission of the Stanford Center for Research and Development

in Teaching is to improve teaching in American schogls. Current major
operations include three research and development programs--Teaching .
Effectiveness, The Environment for Teaching, and Teaching and Linguistic
Pluralism--and two programs combining research and technical assistance,
the Stanford Urban/Rural Leadership Training Institute and the Hoover/
Stanford Teacher Corps Project. The ERIC Clearinghouse on Information
Resources is also a part of the Center. A program of exploratory and re-
lated studies provides for smaller studies not part of the major programs.

This report is drawn from the author's dissertation, "The Relation-
ship between Teacher Collaboration and Teacher and Principal Influence
and Participation in School Decision Making" (Stanford University, 1975).
Part of this material was presented at the annual meeting of the American
Educational Research Association,\gashington, D. C.;, 1975. The study was
carried out in the Program on the Environment for geaching.
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TEACHER COLLABORATION, PRINCIPAL INFLUENCE, -

AND DECISION MAKING IN ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS

Rudolph Johnson

‘ . I. INTRODUCTION
| <

Questions of power and influence have occupied students of organi-
zations for as lpng as orgamizations have been studied.. In recent years,
some long-held assumptions concerning nontrdl‘and influence have been
challenged. Proponents of participative management practices have.argued
for years in favor of greater involvement Jf rank-and-file employees in
decision making, claiming,greater organizational effectiveness as well
as more satisfied, less alienated employees. Other scholars, most notably

. Arnold Tannenbaum (1968), have takgn the 'study of participation and in-
fluehce much further.. Tannenb%um‘contends that a high level of influence
in organizational affairs by both rankfand—éiie employees/and mqnageré
is associated with greater organizationai eff ct?veness/and'satisfabtion.
In other words, it is desirable to have both st?bng‘anﬁ influential
managers and strong and influential subordinatesn Tnis'argqmenf seems
to'contradict the common sense notion that in order for leaders to be
strong and influential in determining the course of events and decisions‘
in an orgénizatlon, they must exercise a great deal of control at the
expensé\b( control or jnfluence by the rank and file !

Tannenbaum s argument is based on the premjse that in any human
situvation, the total amount of influence1 exis¢ing in the situaéien is
not fixed. Power or influence is like love o knowledge._ We can all
ha;e more of 1t. Because some attain niore qf ?t does not mean that

others must have less of it, even in the sahe group or organization,

N b T

- =

Rudolph Johnson was a Research Assigtant in the Environment for
Teaching Program and is now Research Coordinator of the Palo Alto
(California) Unified School District. .

lror my purposes, the words 'power," "

_ control,'". dnd "influence"
are used interchirgeably. . :
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This way of thlnklng assumes a nonmechanistic view of organizations

and organizational management. Tannenbaum (1968) uses the term "organic,"

borrowed from the ‘writings o”Burns and Stalker (1961) and others, to .

describe organlzatlons that are characteriZed by complex networks of

i
control. Members of such organizations are deeply involved J§“Q§§;::=/.
other in complex ways. The total amount of control or influence e

cised is very high; both managers and subordinates are controlled or
influenced by others within the situation to a high degree. When
cbmparisons are made between similar organiiations doing the same type
of work, persons employed in the high-control, "erganic" organizations
report a higher level of iqﬁluence on the organieation's life than their
counterparts in more mechanistic organlzatlons

Let us apply Tannenbaum's argument to school managemént. We might
expect that if-wé were to investigate a great many elementary schools;:
we would find them differiqg in the degree to which teachers participate
in‘decision making. To put it anothef way, we might expect that schools
would differ in the amount of controlzteachers exercise over the conduct

A

of the school. To investigate the arguments posed by Tannenbaum, we

would need to know whether principals,\differ in the manner and degree in

‘whicﬁ tbe; influence decisions within the schools under study,/end

whether the difference or lack‘of’difference hagjany relatiod to the
amount of control or influence exercised by. the teaghers:

Since schoolé‘are highly trq’itional organizations with well-

\Seveloped expectations about relations among teachers and between

teachers and the principal, it is not easy to find elementary schools

~

in lérge numbers which differ in some significant way from other schools.

Fortunately, a recent innovation (Qr more precisely, cluster of innova-
tions) has resulted in some real differences. This is team teaching,
frequently adé6pted fn conjunction with the modification or construction
of gui)dings to provide open space classroom areas. °

Even though team teaching and open space classrooms are a major
innovation, research on the organjzational imblications'of these changes
has been surprisingly sparse. Much of \the available research has been,

and is being conducted at'Stanfprd University and at the University of

A

vy -

%



Oregon (Pellegrin, 1970; Meyer and Cohen et al., 1971;/Marram, Dornbusch,,
and Scott, 1972; Schiller, 1972). The present study is part of the
continuing investigation of organizational factors affecting education
conducted at the Stanford Center for Research and Development in Teeching.
/ One of the most interesting findings in both the Meyer .and Cohen
study and the Pellegrin etudy was that when teachers work in teams, they
have significantly greater infiuence on decision making and policy formu-

ation within the school. This fact alone is highly significant for

school managers. It may help explain some.of the difficulties associated-

with the introduction of team teaching and open space classrooms in schools.

If principals, teachers, or both’are unwi¥ling or unprepared to change
==~ the patt€fii§ 6f control egi/igﬁlggg&e/y{iiin the school, it may be
i very difficult for any form of teaming to work successfully.

The present study takes some ef the'findings of these two studies
as a starting point and carries the investigation further. Both of
these studies report pefceptions of' teachers. They acknowledge that
perions in different positions w1thin\an organlzation may have different
perceptlons of the samé situation. Also, these studies focused on

¢~extreme cases: schdbls with full open‘space and team?ng or none at all.
Pellegrin focused on a particular form of team teaching, the multianit
elementary school, an organizatlonal ‘structure developed at Wisconsin
Research and Development Cénter for Cognitive Learning and agggﬁed in

. some form by schools throughout the country. The present study examines
a very large sample of elementary schools of all descriptionms.

The earlier investigations askedqgeneral questions about influence.

The results obtained raise the question whether the increased influence

described by‘teamed teachers was only a general sense of influencf; and

/4"ﬂ whether the measure of influence can be made specific by asking abou!

o

actual dec151ons commonly made i schools
e

was not dealt with 4n much detail

"The influence of the principa

. in the earlier studies. The achers Meyer ‘and Cohen studied described

the principals as having l€ss influence than principals in conventional

schools. Pellegrin reported that 'teachers in the multiunit schools were

not as dependent on the principal as teachers in conventional schools.

£t
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The principals' view of the matter was not asked. A common sense view-
poitvt would hold that ifw-the’”teachers see the principals as less in-
fluential in teaming and open space schools, the principals must in

FA fact have less influence aqgﬁmust find their positiPhs asomanégers (‘

undermined. Tannenbaum's arguments, howeve;, suggest the obposite:"in
schools'with higher teacher influence, the principals may express the
. belief that their own influencd is also greater. Packard: Carlson,.
- “Charters, and Moser (1973)“demcnstratedwthat"in*the’§th6€I; in the e
Meyer and Cohen study, the principals' power vAried\jndependently of
the teachers' power, so that both could be described as high or low in .
the same school.
- Packard and his associates raised another relevant issue. The link-
ing of teachers in some form of team teaching may constitute a rebrganij
zation of the work structure (instruction), or it may constitute a re-
organization of school governance--two ver§ different thingsi For* yigﬂ

4"‘ example, if teachers meet regularly to discuss issues of common conggfn

2N

but do ﬁot actually teach together, the work structure of théd sc2961
may be essentially untouched. Téachers still ‘relate to pupilsg}

the

same way, and there have been no changes in the division of “lgbor.. Or

"

if «éachers talk primarily to a team leader or unit leader/(g position
that did not Previoﬁsly exist), and consequently no longe? communicate .,
as much with the principal, the governance of the schoé& may be re-

ranized, leaving the work of teaching unchanged iy any funhamen:al
sense. On the other hand, if teachers who previouwsly worked aLo;é now -
work together daily in the classroom, jointly planning ang coordinating’
all activities, dividing up the work, and haviﬁg joint responsibility

for what happens in the, xgom, we may say1that the—work structure of the

d. The question for qgsearch was whether ex- ,
E .
tion and influence in s%ool decision making is

. »
associated with a reorganization of th%e work structure, a reorganization

. ~

- of the’ governance structure, or both.
e\
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Moving toward a More Organit Work Structure
* [ _r !
Fat

The posited expansion of the influence of teachers through the a//

effects of teaming and open space takes ﬁlace in organizations in which
the teachers' tasks are scarcely controlled or evaluated. Lortie (1969)
describes school principals as individuals who are vulnerable in their
positions while at the same time ha&ing only limited‘control over

 subordinates. Principals do not customarily provide detailed and

exacting instructions on classroom activities. Instead, school decision

mgking 1s characterized by a high proportion of low-constraint decisions.

Control is focused on ,points of possible trouble. Othjrwiseg many
/'optlons remain open In this situation, the stage is set fo?bteachers

o N tQ make dec1s1ons together. No new delegation of authority tQ&te chers
\is necessary. 2 ‘ %\

. ‘ . When the'd%rk structure of the school is changed so that teachers

teach 301ntly, they are obliged to make some decisions jointly In less

intensive forms of teaming, as when teachers’ meet regulac%ghgorjplanning,

there is less pressure to reach agreement. In either case, the control

o . and evaluation structure of the school does not mi;itate against joint .

- decision making, even if a long tradition of solozﬁerformance by class-"-

- ’

.room teachers does.

Q Joint decision making, however, is a phenomenon that has effects

\\beyond the simple accomplishmén of decisions Molnar (1971) found

that teachers who aétively partic ate in team processes or who have

\ influence in teams feel that they ha greater influence within the
school outside the team as well as with it.
Tannenbaum poinhs out that when a partic tive mQ::zement system

is introduced the total amount of control exercised in he organization

Lt
is usually increased. Applying this to the schools in which teachers

work in teams, many teachers are exercising control over the wonk of

N

other teachggs fand being controlled in return). One of Pe%legrin\s

major findinég\was that interd endence developed among tﬁe teachers\in

multiunit schools. Inte dep dem; relationships, in Tannenbaum's terms, N

are relationships in whi h control is being exercised--not one-wvay

¢

. \
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12.  Decisions establishing school policies on the use of the
playground, buildings, and equ1pment (for the pupils and
staff of this school).
These twelve classes.of decisions were selected from a much longer list
following numerous trial interviews with principals and other scboolafer—
sonnel. They cover four broad areas in which decisions are made within
local elementary schools: personnel decisions (questions 1, 6, and 8);
decisions concernings curriculum and teaching methods (questions 2, 5,
agd‘ll); pupil control decisions (questions 3, 9, and 10); ;;d'adminis-
trative decisions (questions 4, 7, and 12).

These twelve items were used twice in each interview. The first

time, each principal was asked to rate the degree of participation for

each of five individual; or groups who might share in making that de-
cision. The second time the requested response was{itated in terms of

influence (the instrument is in Appendix B).

»

\f~;7 The possible responses offered to the interviewees on the in-
fi‘e;Ee sgt were stated in zero—sum or forced~choice terms, as follows:

1. fﬁ%;:gzcis1on is basi lly mdde at the district level,
with ¢ n\\}tatlon with\ the principal and/or teachers.

2. This decision is bdsically made by the principal, with »
consultation with teachers and/or administrZtors.

3. In practice, this decision is bééically made by, teachers,
although the principal and perhaps district staff persons
are influential and involved.

4, This decision is made at the school level "and in practice
is shared quite equally between the principal. and teachers.

5. No decision on this matter has been made in this schooi;
,question cannot be answered. ] .

Measurement of Principal Influencet ‘ ’ ’ )

4

In order to- test the theory that sharing decision making in
specific decisions is compatible with increased infldence in a-more
general sense, a set of questions was developed asking principals to
assess their own influence in thejﬁife of the scﬁool in a general way.

(The instrument is in Appendix B.) o .

o

-
.
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do, not automatically work together smoothly. Their success as teams
may well require special support and some team facilitation skills on
the part the principal. And since working with process issues cannot
easily(ﬁéQZ;parated from workiﬂg on substantive issues, the principal
will undoubtedly make some subgtantive contribution as well. Second,

it is probably easier for a principal to be in clgse contact with a few
teams than with numerous individual teachers. He needs only a few good
communication links rather than many in order to be reasonably well

informed and to exert influence by makihg his ideas and h}s judgment

known. The result should be greater total influence in the school, since : |

both the principal and the teachers are exerting influence or control on
more people concerning more issues,
Adopting teaming on a large scale may contribute to the overall
growth of teacher influence in other ways: by facilitating the spread
of infarmacion, encouraging flexibility, and increasing comp;exity.
Teé&yzrs in closely interacting groups probably know more about school-
wide affai}s than do teachers who work alone. One example is the expanded
knowledge such teachers have of the performance and problems of other
teachers (Marram, Dornbusch, and Scott, 1972). Althoggh greater famil-
iarity with school-wide problems does not mean that “such knowledge will
be put to use, it does undermine one reason for not involving teacheré
in certain decisions, namely that certain judgments must be reserveéd
to the principal or other administrators because only they are ih\a . )
position to see the tthl purpose of the schdQl (Campbell et al., 1971).
Teaching in collaborative schools may be character as less
routine than teaching in conventional schools. Fu fﬁermore, téachers in
these schools must develop new\bxocedures jointly .with other teachefé.
Even after a group of teachers has worked together awhile i% may be less
likelyw fog it to fall into an unchanging routine than for an Qndividual
teachgrlté do so, since group membersuchange from time tp time and since
"the flexibility and individualization that are claimed as advantages of
collaboration militate against unchanging routine. Hage and Aiken (1969)

have shown that less routine activity is associated with broader

~t partfcipation in decision making in various organizational situations.
. A r-
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At the same time, closely interacting {eachers may have less need of the
principal, or of othér administrators,}consultants, or committees, for
approval, %deas, or okper forms of support} If this is true; teachers
will have less need to agree with principalg as payment for support.
Another factor contributing to feacher influence' is the complexity
of the team teaching ‘school. Open space afd team teaching introduce
complexities into the school which did noi exist before. The scheduling

of teaching activities becqpes more complex because more than one teacher

is affected by decisions on such matters as when to have noisy activities..

Hiring decisions become more\pomplex because relationships with other
adults on the.staff are more crucial thad when teachers are isolated.

In many organizatiéqal situations greater complexity in hecision making -
is related t& the 1inc Jusion of ﬂbre gersons,in ‘the decision-making .
Lrocess (Cleﬁeland,fl922).’ BecaJSe of the complexities and inter-
relationsﬁ}gs ;haf result from thé\gse of teams and open space,. some
decisions dyich were formerly thé provimce of principals may be
formally delegated to teams, of teaché s.

The deep involvement of téac%?rs does not necessarily'exclude’the
principal or render him less influentiél. On the contrary, as suggested
earlier, the principal should be more deeply involved with the staff,
with the res?lt that more total influenceﬁis exerted in the school. |
Both the principal and thé"teachers may cdrf@ctly believe they are more
influential than their counterpafts in schoofﬁ in which there is less

interaction. ) \\

Analytical Concepts \\ . t

The term '"team tgaching" has sometimes been used to refer specif-
ically to arrangements in which teachers conduct jéint instruction with
the same group of students (Shaplin, 1964). 1In ﬁhny situaéions, hoqever,
the isolation of teachers is broken by means of regula% planning and ‘
conséltation sessions with other teachers, without actual joint in-

styuction. For the purpo#ies of this study, such practices were assumed

‘16’ \ ’
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to be potentially important.

LI

Rather than stretch the meaning of the

term'Jggm teaching,"
tgfn”

dimensions: .

1 have chosen to use the term teacher collabora-

for any form of regular work—related interaction among-teachers.

It is apparent that teacher collaboration in schools has two major
the proportion of teachers who collaborate, and the in-
tensity of the cbllaboration. These two d;mens1ons are the basis for
a typology of schools that is the major independent varléble Ln this
study.
N k4 ’ P .
Insorder to examine teachers' influence in decision making, it was
determined through extensive interviews\that four types of decisions
commonly arise in sehools: decisions concerning personnel, general=

administration, pupil management, and curriculum. (The term "pupil

management" refers to such matters as determining which pupils should
wgich teachers,

It was further d

be assigned to and the handling of discipline problems.)

ermined that decisions diffeg according to "levels,"

i.e., the relative number of people affected hy a decision. Some de-=

cisions affect only a small number of persons for a short time, for

example thé deéision to develop a new teaching unit; pthers affect ;

everyone in ghe school, such as the decision to change the entire time‘

schedule. Questions for measutring teacher participation and influence
were‘therefore developed for four decision categories at three levels.

Early in the conceptual'stages of the stud§ it was fealized that

< broad participation is compatible with a number of styles of leadershlp
or administration. A hlghly paternallst1c leader may keep track of

everything going on in the school and solicit everyone s opinjons, buﬁp

\\\ still. decide most matters himself.

»

. L3
Or an autocratlc leader. may- involve

kyeryone in most decisions as a
\

with eithex of thes

pnrticipat:gh\by teac

\Bridges
by teachers from gimple discussion to joint decision makiné.

\ R ranﬁ{gi
\ rAnd\tx“her difficulty\relating

\

\ .

yith teachers\

L]

\A
\

L 4
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\
administration (Owens, 1970). It s therefore reaszfable to expect at
. . s .

‘
‘.

least some principals to make a normative r sﬁonse
questions--they know that "good" principals \are supposed to consult
their subordinates.’ ' .
For theée reasons it was decided to make \ distinction between

"participation’” and "

influence," and to usé both concepts. "Participa-
tion,"
in the process leading up to a decision. "Influeénce" is first defined
as the act of "basically muking" the decision in question. (Some de-
cisions undér study are "basically made" by thé s:kerinte%dent, others -
dre made by rincipals: others are made by teacbérs; and ski}l others”
are made by sgveral people jointlx.) "Influence" is\then defined as

the degree to which the principa 'belieJes his work affects general
conditions and general processesgwithin the school, for exémp\e, the

4 - AU
degree to which staff morale is affected by *his work compared Kith all

the other things that affect it. After extensive interviews, with

‘oprincipals it was determined that a measure of the influeﬁge of

princip?is in the latter sense sﬁould include four areas: \influence
on the quality of relations between the school.and_itg_envinpnment;
influence on teachefs' and pupils’' morale _and behavior, 1nfldence on
the performaﬁ%e ané achievement of teachers and pupils, and 1nfluenne

on the choice of teaching techniques and tools. ' .

N -
\ ] . .

On the basis of prévious theoretiecal work and empirical sttdies,
yo- ' .

two major predictioﬁs were formulated: ; . . K \
i. A high level of collaboration in the teaching task (whlch \k
is associated with open space school facillties) w1&i be
associated with increased teather pdrticipation an decision
*. makthg in -a broad range of school issues, and with {n reased -
sharing of influence by principals R

decision- making processes w111 be associated with greate
self-perceived influence on the part of the principal in
the management of the school. L

‘ . . \ ) : \
o '1.&3‘ . / \ //\ \ AN

n participation -,

for this study, is defined as "active inwolvement or consultation'




II. DESIGN ;

Sampling and Data Collection

The data were gatheyed primaril//from 188 prlncipals constltuting a |
‘stratlfied systematic sAmple of the elementary school principals in six

counties of the San Fyancisco Bay Area. The samp}lng procedure is de-

-~

scribed in Appendix/A. Each prineipal received afquestionnaire to com-
plete prior to being interviewed. Some items frdm the questionnaire'and

\\ the interviews are in Appendix B. Paid intervie;ers with experience in

the field of education were extensively trained [so as to minimize validity 7
broblems relating to interviewer variation and pias.

\
A The results of a study of teachers in a ;%bsample of the schools

VR
‘\ o examined here are briefly compared with the f,ndings of this study in
\ \\ Appendix C. ! o
, \ * [
\ Measurement of Teacher Collaboration ' p

The principals were asked to list all /groups of teachers in their.
schools who collaborated in planning and/q& carrying our their teadhlng
assignments, 'stating the grade level, the/academic subjects involved,
and the number of teachers in each group.2 They were then. asked to

5 select criteria that described each team'from the following list:

/

A. Teachers divide childrer into groups according to either
" subject matter or ability and Fotate students among groups.

A B. Teacher group meets at least every other week for one or ",
more of the following purposes: ’planning of instruction, 3
evaluation of student progress, and/or coordination of -
student discipline. \ ' :

. C. Te cher group members work directly with each other in “

insfguction; that is, teacher jointly teach the same
lesson to the same group of pupils. 4

D. Teacher group is collectively responsible for its students,
"' who are really assigned to the group as a whole rather than
\ to any individual member.

v

Teams of kindergarten teachers only were excluded from the analysis.
Ede arten teachers are frequently described as teaming, sometimes as

§§y team in the school; however, these "teams" usually consist of two
teache s, one of whom has charge of.a morning session, the other an after-
nobn segsion. Teams that were very limited in scope, such as.a team for
physical\educdtion or muéic only, werg also excludea\

\ : ( N .
- 19 . \
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* E. Teacher g¥oup designates "an official leader to coordinate
the group's program with other teachers and with your
office. \ ; v

+/ Ty : 3 "
|
The ;nformatiog\obtained in this way Qas used to construct a
typology of schools. Two variables were constructed, one fo describe
the extensity of teacher collaboration, the other to dyécribeoits ‘ \)
e intensity. Extensity was measured by the proportion/éf teachers in
the school involved in a team that could be described by criterion
B, C, or D. 1Intensity wa§ mea§b<§§ in the same way, and a mean ¢
intensity-of-teaming score for eacﬁzfchool was then constructed in
the following manner: The\number of/ teachers in each team was
multiplied by the number of criterfa from B, C, and D that the principal
had said described the team.\ This.product was summed over all teams,
and the sum divided by the qubber of teachers in teams described by ‘,%
criterion B, C, or ijor each §chool.
These two varianes, one déscribing the extensity of tollabora-
tion, the other describing: the intensity of collabé%ation, were then .
trichotomized and cross-~ tabulated Al1%schools in the sample fell

into five cells, prov1ding a f1vedpart typology

Type 0 (48 schools) No ColIaboration

These schools were described by the pfiﬁbipalg as
havihg no teacher_collaboré@ion at all, according to -
the criteria provided.

Type 1 (39 schools) Low Intensity,. Low Extensity ¢ -

. Fewer than half the regular classroom teachers in -
these schools were involved 1n\cqllaborative groups.
0f the groups that existed; the. typ1ca1 group was described
as meeting criterion "B," in other words, as meeting to~
gether at least every other week'to plan instruction,
evaluate student progress, and/or to coordinate student
discipline. Joint teaching or joipt responsibility
was rare.

Type 2 (36 schools) High Intensity, Low ﬁxtensity

In these schools, fewer tfan half the regular classroom

teachers were involved in collaborative groups, but those .
who were involved were deeply involwed in collaboration.

The average collaboratlve group in the school met criteribn
Cor™ or both. In other words; teachers who did work in v

. .
. . B
\ . ,
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groups, worked together in instruction and in some cases
had explicit joint responsibility for the same group of
children.

Type 3 (44 schools) Low Intensity, High Extensity

In these schools, more than half the regular classroom
teachers were involved .in collaborative groups, but
Qfor the most part were not involved in joint teaching
or joint responsibility.

Type 4 (21 schools) High Intensity, High Extensity

In these schools, more than half the regular classroom
teachers were involved in collaborative groups, most -of
them teaching jointly and/or having joint responsfs/ilty

Measurement of Teacher Participation and Influence

. -

With the gbjective of testing a broad range of situations in

which teachers might participate in decision making to*a gréater or

L]
lesser extent, a set of twelve specific questions was developed:

1. —Decision to hire a new teacher (the specific decision
reiylting in a contract offer).

2. Degision to adopt a new major reading curriculum to be
uszd within this school.

d 3. Deblsions assigning pupils to classes and teachers for
the next school year.

~4..\Decision to make changes in the school schedule affecting
the whole school:— "

et

5. Decision to adopt individualized instruction or some
‘other. particular teaching method, in more than one class.

6. A general policy decision on whether to use pald teacher
+ aides in this sehool, given available funds.

7. DecidiMg on the agenda for faculty ﬁeetings.

8. A decision to alter the professional assignments of staff
-—— . members "to pérmit greater specialization.

9. A decision on the best course of action for handling a
serious disciplinary problem.

10.—Adectiston whether to use ability grouping, or some other
form of grouping of puplils, as a general policy for this
school. L

*
11. A decision to develop a special course or unit not standard
in the curriculum (such as ecology) within this school.

21
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'12. " Decisions establishing school policies on the use of the
playground, buildings, and equipment (for the pupils and
steff of this school). ' :
These twelve classes .of decisions were selected from a much longer list
following numerous trial interviews with principals and other school,per-
sonnel. They cover four broad areas in which decisions are made.withln
local elementary schools: personnel decisions (questions 1, 6, and 8);
decisions concernings curriculum and teaching methods (questions 2, 5, ~
agd‘ll); pupil control decisions (questions 3, 9, and 105; ;;d’adminis-
trative decisions {(questions ‘4, 7, and 12).
‘ These twelve items were used twice in each interview. The first

time, each principal was asked to rate the degree of participation for

each of five individuals or groups who might share in making that de-
cision. The second time the requested response was‘ttated in terms of
influence (the instrument is in Appendix B). ‘

—- v
e —

The possible responses offered to the. interviewees on the in-

. N . ' -
fluenge\sgf\je;: stated in zero-sum or forced-choice terms, as follows:
T

1.

»

\His\\b ision is basiyally made at the district level,
'with c nggfeation with\ the principal and/or teachers.

2. This decision is bdsically made by the principal, with
consultation with teachers and/or administrdtors.

b

3. In practice, this decision is baéically made by, teachers,
although the principal and perhaps district staff persons
are influential and involved.

-

4., This decision is made at the school level, and in practice
is shared quite equally between the principal .and teachers.

5. No decision on this matter has been made in this schooi;
,question canpot be answered. .

~

Measurement of Principal Infiuences

4

__In order to test the theory that shariug decision making in
specific degisions 1s- compatible with increased inflience in a-moge S
general sense, a set of questions was developed asking principals to
assess their own influence in thejlife of the scﬂool in a general way.

(The instrument is in Appendix B.) -~ = O

.
-

.




Other Variables ey

. composition of schools w

made eof this information. The re

- » e ’ s
The relationships betyeen open.space architecture and teacher

1]
°

collaboration reqﬁired special iﬁvestigation. Ipformation was gathered
concerning the amount of open space in each school and the proportion
of' teachers working in open space areas. : . )

The schools ranged in sizq~from a single teacher to more than fifty
teachers. Since size has oftgn been found to be an important variable
in organizational studies, its relationship to teacher collaboration was
investigated. N

Eqvironmental variables might reasonably be expected to _have some

on the dependent variables under study, on the basis of the"
-
broad lit¥rature on the effects of the environment on organizationms.

For this stydy, the environment of the local school is defined as the

- school district (its size, its wealth, and the degree to which district-

level administkators involve themsélvés in local school affairs); the |
influence of teakhers' organizations, parents, and community groups on
school decision making; and, the racial and economic characteristics of
the commﬁhity.

Data on per pupil\expegditures, district size, and the racial

Ebfiken from published state and county
=2 >
erintendéngf\:ere conducted during the
part, and’ Qme very limited use is

inder of these data were taken

sources. Interviews with s

research of which this sgudy
from interviews with principals.

III. THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN TEACHER ébLLABORATION AND TEACHER
PARTICIPATION AND INFLUENCE I HOOL DECISION MAKING

sample contained a good distribution of school types, in-
cluding sufficient schools in the critical Type &4 category to permit

the deéired'comparisons to be made (see Table 1).
7 L “ t

e

4
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] _ ©

- s . N o

* . Distribution of Types of Teacher Collaboration in Sample

(total N = 188) -
N L
Type » Percentage Number of schools
A ) . < v A
0 No Collaggration ' 267% 48
- ' »»
1 Low Intensi\g J o
L Low Extensit 2] 39
? High'Intensity )
Lows Extensjty 19 . 36
3 Low Intehsity
High Extensity 22 44
‘4 High Intensity . e
High Extensity 11 . 21 -

P

¥

Teacher Participation in Decision Making for All Schools

Ove}all, without consideration of the degree of teaming or col-
laboratibn among te;chers within schools, in what kinds of decisions
are teachers most likely and least likely to pa;;IZipate?

eIf will come as no surprise to learn that teachers were reported
to participate most fully in decisions concerning curricula_and

v

teaching methods, and'least in'administ;%tive and personnel decisions.
A sharp division is app;rent between\these broad decision'categories, Y
one of, which is t;aditibnally the prerogative of manaéement, the other
of teachers. Most principals said ;hat curriculum decisiéns would
"never" or "almost never' be made without consulting teachers. Only a
small minority said th /ﬁéme for personnel and general administrative
decisions. ///////9

The p;iﬁéipals' ratings of the level of teacher‘participation were )
summéd/fér the three decision questions in each of the four categories.
Table 2 shows the percentage of schools whose principals stated that the

teachers participated at the maximum level ("always" or "almost always"

conbulted or involved) in all decisions in each category.

24




TABLE 2 g -

o

?ercentage of P{incipals Reporting High Teac%y% Partic#pation

Type of Decision Percenﬁgggj!¥
Personnel 2%
. Administration 19 _
¥ _ i ' ‘ N
Puf8 Management 58
- )
Curriculum 75

- .
The Relationship between Teacher ParticinLidn and School Type
~

Does the manner invwhich teachers are organized for the work of
teaching affect participation in decision making? In order to examine
participation by school type, the participation scores in the four de=
cision categories were trichotomized (in the case of personnel, ad-
ministrative, and total decisions) or dichotomized (in the case of ~
curriculum and ;apil managemeht décisiox;s).3 The percentages of each
type of school in which<eachers were reported "high" in participation
are shown in Table 3. 4

Téachef participation in persannel and administrative decisions shows
gharp differences among school types. Teachers are much more likely to
be active participants in personnel decisions in schools with extensive
collabofation (Types 3 and 4), than in schools with no c6llaboration
(Type 0). 1In gﬂministrative decisions, there is a sizéble diffeggnce
‘between Type 3 and Typé\é schools. In this case, extensivé parficipa—
~tion by teachers is associated with the situations in which teachers
york together in the daily teaching task. Sharp differences between , . ¢
Type 4 schools and all the other types will be shown in thetdata on in-
fluence. 1In all school types teachers participate at a high level in

pupillpanagement decisions gnd curriculum decisions.

3In the case of participation in pupil management and curriculum
decisions, the modal response was 5, making it appropriate to dichoto-
mize the Variable.
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. _ “The "total teacher pJBticipation score” i Table .3 1s an” index de-
’ rived by summihé

questions (section II)‘A!Ehis index was then trichotomized. Teachers

the scores on all twelve decision parEicipEtion

., in Type 4 schools are nearly three times as 1ikely'as teachers in Type 0
schools to fall in the top one—third/of'schools in level of teacher

A}

3

participation

by teachers in matters ;raditionally left to management
sidered the province of teacher appears to be closing.
' more apparent in the influenc Jata presegted below.v

- ,In gummary, the first mdjor conclusion of the study¥is, as expected,

that the greater the intensity-and.. ensity of, teacher collaboration in

aitiaipgte in school \

—seheola—wiehvother working ‘arrangements are left
-primarily to principals

-daily work, the more 1ikely it is that teachers wi
decisions
Greater participation by teachers as reported ﬂy
principals does occur in schools with extensive (though not intensive) )
tehcher teaming, but it is sharply increased in schools in which teachers
d/xqu int énsively.( These are clearly schools in.which the work structure,

ngt merely the governance structure, has besn changed.

i
. o -
p .
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# TABLE 3 A ’
. " ‘ ‘
Percentages of Schools ;%th High Teacher 3 “ e
Participation Scores, by Schpol Type '
Personiel  Adminis- Pupil - Curriqulum o{‘T"Teacher
Decisions trative Management Decigdeons Participation N
* Decisions Decisions Score
- : N
17% 22% 641 22% . é‘
;L S . \ .
/
i 2 V! £
31 33 -1 . 7
e Py " N \
28 31" 39 75 36 7
-
45 . 2 3 T 72 79 X 46
\/ e ‘ ..
7577 57 © 62 ’ J 81 62
\ .
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~—The Relationship between Teacher [Influence and School Type

~. ’ 7N

To sh the argument fur;ﬁer, let us examine the principals’

responses to a_slightly difﬁerent question. Remember that the full
- éa
set.of decision questions was used twice with each principal. The.

first time, the responses were ratings of the degree of participation

by teachers and others in each decision. The second time, a choice

was fgfbedi the principal,was asked to.state ''who basically makes"

each decision. . 3 . .
)

The results clearly indicate that when teachers collaborate in Y
- the work of teaching, they 'basically make'" or share in making many
more decisions within the school--not énly decisions within their own
cﬁgfsrooms;rbut desisions affecting the whole school.
Table 4 (parts A, B, C, and D) reports the percentage of times

each type of decision was reported to be made either by the principal

.

s and teachers jointly or by teachers alone for each school type. Data

' \

~ (aloné) are repérted further on.

TABLE &4
e
Teacher Influence in Decision Making
(percentages.of principals reporting decisions made
by teachers alone or by teachers and principal) -

. / A. Personnel Decisions . k ‘ S

School Type Using Paid Hiring g Né§.\;~-gpanging Staff
Aides Teacher ' Assignments

4

Type 0 (N=48) 43% 4% ' 47% .
Type 1 (N=39) 46 5 v > v 38
. Type 2 (N=36) | 47 ©11 ) .25
Type 3 (N=44) . 59 11 39
% Type 4 (N=21) S 70 24 62
' All Schools '

(N=}88) 51 10 A 41 ‘
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B. Administrativé Decisions

[l
L g Y s

School Type Changing School Developing Policies Making up
and Equipment ' Staff Meeting

Type 0 (N=48) 49% 60% 7% <
Type 1 (N=39) 54 ' 63 28 '
Type 2 (N=36) 47 50 ’ 36
Type 3 (N=44) 73 68 ) 30 '
Type &4 (N=21) 76 91 48
All Schools

(N=188) 58 64 “ 29

Attitude on Use of Buildingsa_ Agenda for
~ Note: The decision in the first column is a major policy decision,
that in the second is a midlevel degision, and that in the third is a
technical or work—leqel decision (see p.26). ¢ ~
} It is apparent that few ,teachers anywhere have a strong impact on”
‘ . hiring decisjons (Table 4, A). Teachers are somewhat more likely to
} have such an impact in Type 2 or Type 3 schools, and_are much more
i likely to influence hiring decisions in Type 4 schoofs. Other personnel
i decisions are much more commonly shared with teachers, though there are
% differences among individual decisions. The score for changingbstaff
i ?assignments is similar across school types except for Type 4 schools,
i 'ohere it jumps sharply. 'The score for deciding to use paid aides in-
i \creases for Type 5 schools, then again for Type 4 schools. The dif-
| , ference between them appears reasonable if one remembers that in Type 3
| schools most of the teachers meet regularly in teams, but for the most
i ) part do not, teach together, whereas in Type 4 schools the teachers : .
; teach together. )
| ) When contact'bétween teachers is regular hut limited to planning
. ‘meetings, it is less important for the principal to cohsult teachers

about changihg the work assignment of a fellow teacher than in the case

where a changed assignment means a new set of daily working,relation‘ships‘T R -

as ip Type 4 schools It is "the same. intensity of daily working re-

lationships that demands greater teacher influence or the initial hiring

.

decision for Type 4 schools. In other words, when teachers actually teach

together, they have more to say about whom they teach with.

~ s

O ‘ N 28
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The decision abgﬁl\usjng aides is a general policy decision.
Teachers in Type 4 schools are very influential, and teachers in T;pe

3 schools have a good deal of influence on this issue as)well. It
seems reasonable that greater teanher influence in\general poficy
D issues that are one step removed from an actual work sifuagion should
appear in Type 3 schools, which are characterized by a well- estagiished
network @f teacher planning meetings in which such policies would = ,
naturally be discussed.
Next, let us examine administrative decisions (see Table 4, B).‘
These decisions concern issues which may have little effect on work
within classrooms. Does te;nher influence really reanh out beyond the*
classroom doors mored fully when teachers collaborate behind those doors?
The answer is yes. . ) ' .
In all three aaministrati?e decisions the scores of Type 4 schools
are a‘good deal higher than those of other‘typesq School ‘policies on
building and equipment usage have become the concérn Pf the teachers in
91 percent of Type 4 schools.‘ The agenda for staff meetings is initiated ’
by teachers as well.a; by the principal in about half the Type 4 schools.
The scores for "changing school schedile" are relatively high for
both Type 3 and Type 4 schools, as in the case of "using paid aides.”
This finding suggests once again that in Type 3 schools certain issues
of general concern are likely to be heavily influenced by teachers.
However, in.Type 4 schools teacher influence is much higher in the
responses "to the other questions in Table 4, B, indicating that there is -

» anéther level of influence by teachers that is not reached unless the

wo%king relationships of most of the staff are chnracterized by inEense
|

collaboration,as in Type 4 schools. ) -

C e Thé traditional isolation of both teachers and principals in
schools Jith no collaboration at all is {llpstrated by the very low
score on "wnrking up the agenda" in Type 0 schools. In thése schopls;
the principal makes up the agenda in all but a, few cases; the teachers
.- siﬁply'come tO»meEtings planned by someone else, rather than having a :

voiqetin what 18 to be discussed.

[y
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Yu TABLE 4 (C and D)

-~

Teacher Influence in Decisio® Making (Contlnued)
(percentages of .principals reporting decisions made . N
by teachers alone or by teacherstand pr1nc1pgl)

e

 —m e

C. Pupil Management Decisions

" School Type Grouping Pﬁpils Assignment Handling of Major
for Instruction ~6f Pupils Discipline Problems
] / \ "‘
Type 0 (N=48) ° 57% 647 32%
Type 1 (N=39) , 80 64 23
Type 2 (N=36) , 50 70 33
Type 3 (N=44) i 77 71 ) 32
o Type 4 (N=21) 71 : 90 48
o All Schools N~ SRR
At (N=188) - 67 - 70 32
\ ~. , P °
~ ) 12
! AR D. Decisions Concerning Curriculumiand Teaching Methods
. 3 .
School Type Choosing a Major Devéiopment of Choice of
Curriculum ' Special Courses -~ Teaching *
\\ —_— C or Units Methods
r ' X % ! - .
Type § (N=48) 49% ~ .. 68% K 72% -
. pe 1-(N=39) L . 62 . - 90 . 89
Type (N=36) |, 56 , . 75 L 75
. Type 3\(N=44) L 66 84 . 82
' Type & \W=21)" v . _ .76 90 * 95
All Schoo\s S0 - s . )
(N=188) " 60 80 * 81
. ' ~N Lt - .
Note: | The decisioh in the first column is a major policy decision,
that in theg second is a midlevel deqision, and that in the, third is a,
technical 0r work-level decision.
‘ he scores far teacher influe@ce in pupil management and curriculum
“ arg given in parts C and D, of Table 4. These are decisions in areas
. re t;adifionally the prerogative of teachers, and more directly affect=—
‘&& ing work iqside classrooms’. First, examine the results grouped under
¢ "pupil management decisions" (Table 4, £). In most sthdbls,*teache;s
’ - L.
h ave something to say about the assignment of pupils to teachers for
thdpéxt school year. The principal has to balance thé teachers' judg-
“ment and desires with the demands of parents and his own independent .’ D
» N - s N
Q -
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Judgment Ih Type 4 schools, however, it is a rare prlncipal who does
not accord a major role to the teachers in these pupil assignment de-

cisions. This situation indicates that the management of,the flow of
",

pupils to and among teachers hae moved much more into the-hands of
teachers in these schools ) ) st \\/

Major disciplinary matters are traditionally the concern\of the

principal alone. ~The finding that pr1nc1pals more often share ‘these

., problems with teachers in Type 4 schaols indicates that the traditional

line betwequthe roles of principal and teacher becomes less sharp when

teachers collaborate 1ntensrye1y ' ‘ .

(,aflhe,questlon about p

» question for the school
-~

11 grouping was phrased as a general policy

similar. to the questions concerning teacher
“aideé(and*school s ules. 1In the responses, Type 3 and 4 schools
both showedﬂhjgﬁpfﬁf:uence, once again confirming that {eachers in
schools\wfth extensive teaming (whether intensive or mot) have higher

influence in general policy isswes than other schools. In this case,

___however, the score in Type I'schools is also relatively high.

.

‘}.

finally, look at teacher,influence in decisions concerning the
curriculum and teaching %ethods (Table 4, D). 1In this area, most
principals in all school types reported that teachers are influential.
\evertheless, Type 4 schoois/consistently had the highest scores. The
\ contrast between the extremes is particularly strikipg. 1In schools with
. no colIaboretion (yype Oﬂ, the scores are much lower than in Type &
schoolsg, eveﬁ%in cﬁ i'ce of teaching methods, which has usually been
corsidered tée dess on of individual teachers. (Ihis is particularly
noteworthy in light of the data presented in section IV on the per-
feiveq influence of principals on the choice of teachdng methods.)
\ The’ responses to the question concerning curriculum repeats a pow-
familiar pattern (Table 4, D, ¢olumn 1). Type 3 schodls have a‘higEer
score than Types O, 1, and 2, butinot as high as Type 4. The general.
principle is that .in major scHobol polic questions, there are strong
differences betwegen schools with no collaboration and those with ex-
tensive collaboration, regardless of whether that collaboration is

intensive o; not. The differences between Types 3 and 4 are not great,
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" .less intensive co%laboration, .

in a range of other school decisions that are not greatly 3ffected ’

. ., - |

The Statistical Significance of the Relationships ) . ' ’

The school typology used in this study is not a one- dfhens1onal \\ .

scale If it is treated as.a scele, the percentages in Table 4 have \

statistical significance on the basis of rank ordering. The teacher :
influence scores for Type & schools are higher than those for other
school types on eleven out of twelve questions. Type 3 schools have \

higher scores than'Types 0 - 2 in six out of téelve cases. Type O \\
schools are‘lowest in sgven out of tvelve cases;'Type 2 schools are L \\
lowest ,in four of the other five cases. Between them, Types 0 and 2 DY
account for eleven of the twelve lowest ‘teacher influence scores. Type
2 schools (characterized by high intensity, low extensity of ,collabora-
tion) are thus the chief reason for the lack oﬁ-perfect rank ordering..

Spedrman rank order correlations were. computed for all schools on

‘all questions using the formula r_, =1 - 6Zdi (see Table 5).
, s n(n2 1)

The rank order correlations are moderate. Chi square analysis, taking

no account of the ordering of school types, produced significant dif-’

ferences among all schdbl types on five of the decision questions

changing staff assignments (x = 8.48, df .= 4, p<.10), changing.the

school schedule (x = 10.36,'df = 4 p<.05), developing school policies

(x2 = 10.19, df =+:4,.p<.05), grouping pupils (x = 11,36, df = 4, GLV,OS)’ .
and developing special courses or units (x2 = 9,01, df = 4, p<.05).

-
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TABLE 5

-

‘Rank Order Correlations qf School Type with Teacher Influence

Decision Question

[ r L;
W
Using paid aides \ 1.06**
. Hiring a new teachdr \e 1. 00**
- Changing staff assignments .60
.Changing school schedule .70
Developing school policies on . .
buildings and gquipment . .70
Making up agenda fersstaff meéting .95%
. - \
Grouping pupils for insgruction .10
Assggning pupils ¢ 1.00%*
Handling of major discipline problems \ ,+ 50
Choosing a major curriculum .90%*
Developing special courses or units \' 70
Choosing teaching methods .70 PRSI
*p < .05 ”\

**p < ,01 . .

\

\

. .
Table 6 shows the results of a comparison of ovérall teacher in-

fluence in Type 4 schools and all others. All the schools in the sample
were divided into two groups, one consisting of the Type 4 schoolf, the

other consisting of Types 0 - 3. Phi coefficients were computed using
ad-bc

Y (atb) (ctd) (atc) (b+d)

\bision questions produced results in which the principals' responses for

< the fé;mula ¢ =

N
A

. Ten of fhe twelve de-

Type 4 schools are significantly different from those for all other .
schools.
Given these results, the probability of finding higher teacher
influence in schools with extensive and intensive teacher collaboration - N
than in schools without such collaboration is high. ‘I£~1§~§XEE_EEgh§;

if one compares schools with no collaboration at all to schools in
L 2

which most teachers work together intensively.
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TABLE 6
Phi Coefficients Contrasting Teacher Influence in \
Type 4 Schools and All Other Schools \
Decision Question b P \ .
\
Using paid aides 13 .05 \
‘Hiring a new teacher 17 .01 .
Changing staff assignments .15 .02
Changing school schedule .13 . 05 \
- Developing school policies on ’ _
buildings and equipment , 2D , .01
Making up agenda for staff meeting 7 14 .05
Grouping pupils for instruction .04 NS
Assigning pupils \ .16 S.02
Handling of major discipline problems .12 o .05
Choosing a major curriculum Jd2 .05
Developing special courses of ‘units - .09 - NS
Choosing teaching methods o .13 .05

[y

Exﬁhining Influence on Decision Making by Decision Levelsw

The twel;e decision questions (secgion II) were constructed so
that four might be considered major policy questions affecting the whole
school, four might be considered middle-level decisions, and four might
be considered technical decisions or.decisions on the level of daily work.
The distinction between levels is in the number of persons affected by
the aec;sion and/or' the duration of the impact of the decision. In the
case of the midlevel decisions, the distinction is imprecise; distinctions
between broad policy decisions and "one-shot" workaday decisions are much
clearer. The purpose of distiﬁgui§hing between levels is to examfne the
scope of thq.egpected increase in teacher infludnce. It was expécted
that increased influence would appear at all levels. Diffefé;ces:be—
tween levels have already been pointed out in the discussién of dif:‘
ferences in scores between major pol;éy questions and other queétiéﬁs,
where it was shown that in policy-level decisions,\ghe chres‘are

€

highest for both Type 3 and Type 4 schools.

-

I: N
.
34

™
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responses to decision questions are

This table highlights the

Ln Table 7, principals’
averaged over four questions at each level.

point dhat on policy issues, teacher collaboration of a less intensive

&
form is* assoc1ated with greater teacher 1nfluence‘ while in midlevel

¢ .

and/or work—level decision making, teacher influence increases chiefly

in schoqls where_Esqchers work together 1ntensiVe1y.

-

6 TABLE 7

" N .
\ N .

Average Teacher Influence Scores across Decision Levels

..

PolicyQLevel

School Typec . Midlevel Technical or Work-
¢ Decision Decisiog Level Decision

B — — B
Type 0 (N=48) S T
(No collabora- \\\\\\\\\\\\\\

tion) 50 - 49 42 \\\\\\
Type 1 (N=39) ‘ " R
(Low int.)’ _ )

Low ext.). 60 56 45 .
Type 2 (N=36) -
(High int.," R . . j .

Low ext.), ) 50 P 51 42 ‘
Type 3 (N=44) .. . ~J . ) . ' :
(Low int., ‘ . - - .

High ext.) 69 59 45 1 —
Type 4 (N=21) ‘ u .
(High int., .

High ext.) 74 74 63

e ~

Separating Decisjons Made by Teachers Alone from Decisions Made Jointly
with Princxpals ‘ ) -
s _ . & .
Do principall delegate more decision&”or share more decfsions in o

/']

schools where there is high teacher collaboration? The interview

ids:;gpgnt permittéd the principals two choices'for attributing heavy

«

influence to teachers:

In practice, this decision is‘hasically made by

teachers, although the principal and perhaps
district staff persons are influential and
(Delegated decisions.)

involved.




This décision is made at the school level and in b
. . bpractice is shared quite equally between the

Pf}hc' al and E?achers. (Shared decisions.)
Table 4 combines these responses. When' the two commonents are presented
separately, it becomes apparent that the change between school types
occurs primarily in the number of shared décisions, as reported by ‘
principals. Princ;pals are not delegating. Instead they are more
Qeeply involved with teachers in decision making. This is a distinction =~ -
of great importance. To clarify it, let us look at the decisions re- o
ported by principals as made by teachers.

Table 8 presents the average percentage of times principals' re-

ported that decisiong were made ''basically by the teachers.” (Noté that
the distinction between personnel and admlnlstrative decisions, on the

one hand, and pupil management and currlculum dec151ons, on the other,

reappears.) These. percentages change very little across school types.

. ’ s
TABLE 8 <o :
Average Percentage of .Decisions Made "Basically by Teachers,' .’
by School Type ¢
School Type Personnel -Administrative Pupil ° Deciéions Con-
Decisions Decisions Management cerning Cur-
. . Decisions riculum and
. ) Teaching
. n " » . Methods
. ’ > - - L e - &a
Type—-0—-(N=48) 7% 11% 13% 27%
Type 1 (N=39) .6 . 5 > 18 . 33
Type 2 (N=36) 4 5 ; 10 ~ 26
Type 3 (N=44) 11 8 19 33
Type 4 AN=21) 8 8 _~ 11 40
All schoels )
(N=188) 7 8 15 32
e -

. Up to.this point the data show that teacher influence increases
when sch&ols are characterized by widespread teacher collaboration,
particularly when the collaboratibn is intensive. In such schools

* (Type 4), teacher influence increases across all levels and all deecisian

.

9 [

' 36 -
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areas, and the 1ncrease is greatest in 'those areas in which teaclers
traditionally have the least influence, Table 8 suggests, by inference,
that the increased influence for teachers comes about through greater
sharing in decision making by the teachers, not through the delegation
of decision making to teachers, at least as reported by principals.
Thus, it appears that Type 4 schoolé'are characterized by a much higher’
rate of work-related interaction between teachers and principals, a
point that was made earlier in discussing the participation data and
that will be explored more fully when we examine the principals' ig-
fluence. .
The differences between school‘types in th@.nnmber of decisions
made by teachers alone is not great, with“one interesting exception.,
The detailed scores for the simfle question on "developing special
- courses or units" is of special interest (see* Table 9), If Table 9 is
compared with the figures in the middle column of Tahle 4, D, it becomes
apparent that in this particular case, Table.4 does not tell the whole

story about\the differences between school types. In the maJority of

-

Type 4 schools this ‘dévision has been handed over to the teachers. This

'

is the only decision for which that is the case. .
i . :
( TABLE 9

Percentage of Principals Reporting Decisions to Develop Special Courses
or Units Are Made "Ba51cally by the Teachers"

) ! School Type . ) Percentage
4
~ ‘
Type -0 (N=48) 23%
' “Type 1 (N=39) 33
- ' ~ Type 2- (N=36) 31
Type 3 (N=44) - 32
Type 4 (N=21) 57

’ All Schools (N=188) t 32




The Influence Structure in Elementary Schools

. -

, Are we dealing with an entirely different structure of influence

» Y .

in collaborative schools, or only with changescin the amount of in-

. fluence? 1In other words, does the amount of influence increase across
all kinds of decisions in such a way that the matters in which teachers
have least influence in Type 0 schools are also the matters in which ;
teachers have least influence in Type 4 schools? Or, as seems possiblez
does teacher collaboration result in a restructuring of influence?

' To examine this question, a coefficient of concordance was calcu-
12

S F4
i = = 2 _ (I rank)
. lated, u31ng'the formula W m2N(NZ - 1) where S L (ranks) N .
We have five schopl types, for each of which we have data on twelve a

decision questions. The‘*coefficient of'concordance W, is ,87. This
. ’ result may beolnterpreted as indicating that while the amount of teachei
influence in Type 4 Schools is greater ‘than in other schools, the - 5
’ structure of inkluence remains very fmuch the same across all school i
- . types. Is§ues in which teachers are least influential in Type 1 schools |

are very likely to be the same as the issues in which teachers are least

-

influential in Type 4‘schools. !
Conclusions oo

The mador findings up to this point are as follows:

. s

1., Teacher participation in decision making in elementary schools
increases substantially whcn teachers collaborate. Increases
are noted with increasing 1nten51ty and extensity of collabora-

* tion, but the sharpest increase occurs in schools in which
teaming is both'extensive and intensive.

2. The association between greater collaboration among teachers
\ and greater participation in decision making is confined to
. the formal, local school, organization. i

3. There is a consistently higher level of influence of teachers
- 3. in schools characterized by intensive and extensive teacher
collaboration, compared to all ather schools. Very consist-
ently, schools with no collaboration or very little collabora- .
tion have the ‘lowest scores on teacher influence, and schools ’
. with the most extensive and intensive collaboration have the
highest participation and influence scores, The increase in

4

ERIC - © - a
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teacher influence is not linear or systematic across all five
. school types, but varies from type to type and decision to
decision. However, the ‘most significant overall expansion of
teacher influence is associated with changes in the working
:_ arrangements of teachers, or with what, we have called intensive
teacher collaboration.

4. 1In schools with extensive ‘but not intensive teacher collabora-
tion, the data indicate a substantial increase in teacher in- ////
fluence in major policy decisions, but not in decisions more .
-closely related to the daily teaching tasks.

" 5. Schools characterizéd by a small proportion of the teachers //
engaged in intensive collaboration (Type 2 schools) tend to
have less teacher influence than schools with a smal%;propon~
tion of teachers engaged in less intensive teaming (Type 1
schools), or even than Type O scheo perhapé/b/cause of the
ing arrangéments among -+

presence of two Very different
teachers within the same sc¢ 1l leading to/ﬁivisiveness, or

at least limited intergetion, among’tne/staff

6. The increase in _tedcher influence is related to a greater . //
number of deetSions shared with the principal, not delegated by
the pripefpal. The data suggest that in Type 4 schools the ///
principal is much more deeply involved with teachers/;n a wide Y
range of decision processes/than is the case in schoéls with //
little or no teacher coliaboration. Y .

“

7. Consistent with studiés of a variety of organlz/tions by
Tannenbaum and others, increased influence in schools
"mean a change in the structure of influence in the
only in the amount of influence. Teachers remaj

/ ential in curficulum issues, least influenti
matters, in all schools.

IV, THE RELATIONSHIP BETIWEEN TE

TEACHER COLLABORATION AND THE o
1Nm1§uezﬁ THE PRINCIPAL /

B v C 7 .
One of ‘the major arguments in this report is that the §harin ‘of

decision making with teachers will not undercut,the influence of pAinci-

- pals over the course 'of events in the scﬁcol. As!ﬁgntignedﬁin,sec n I
the theoretical background of this argument f? takan,frém tng(work of -

numerous social scientists who take issue witﬁ the generality of t
@«

aii;:ntion that an incr;7se in the power of one party in a gr
z

ni on, or society.must/ be actompanied by a correSpondi




-

and leaders

the quer of others. he total amount of power in a soc1al system may
grow,

followers may therésbre enhance their power

joint1y" (Tannenbaum, 1968). If so, then it 1s possible for both teachers

and prinezpal to have greater influence within schools at the same time.

The converse is also possible: the principal may be quite powerless,

N

and the teachers the same. Either of these situations may exist regard—

/
less of the rolé of the distriet administration, the teachers' organi-

zation, of ani\otherﬂgrogp: Questions concerning those groups are

exafiined later in section V. c .

teachers (as reported bzy pr1nc1pa1s) have been compare$ across school”

types. In schools with widespread and intensive tegcher collaboration,

teachers make or gifare in making many more decisions. How do

principals of ese 'schools see their role?

Do they see themselves as
Is the principal's

job und

« less influeptial in the conduct of these schools?
/9(66? when teachers assume a wider decision-making role?

n order to study these questions, I asked pr17c1pals to rate

eir own influence in the operatlgg of the school on a five-point

P scale, covering eight separate general areas of school life and concern
. ‘/// pim/cégal//i%ueée over All Schools

A

- Table/lO presents the-overall results of the ratings without

(see Appendix B).

_

_ . re ,fa to-the amount of collaboration among teachers in schpols. The
responses. are divided into four categorles: (1) influence' on relation-
ships, with the outside world, including both parents and the district
- office, £g) influence om the morale and behavior‘gf teachers and
////Q/ngiT§:/(3) influence on the performance and achrievement of teachers
. and pupils, and (4? influence on the selection of.curricdla and .

- ~ .

7 <

/“/

teaching metho
- LA P . . .

ot . o . w .

Q .

ERIC - o

s //

-

In this study the number of decisions made by or shared with /'(

Fd
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‘ ‘ © TABLE 10 . o
] Principals' -Influence in Elementary Schools, by Response Category \
- (N=188)
~—a . s . : - . _ N N
Areas of Influence’ N Extremely {Vgrf Influential
' ' . ~Principals f-repd?t?
o Percent X T
+ ] ] ] . ” ’ > ] \\‘ -~ ‘\}\\
: 1. Relationships with the . ! . o
‘outside world (school
: district and parents): .
a. Carrying out district ’ r .
policies s 167 89% *
b. Parental attitudes 151 . 80
’ . ! - &
2. Morale and behavior of
teachers and pupi}s: . ov o
a. Pupil behavior 155 : . 82
N . b. Teacker morale 158 : - 84
~ ) 3. Performance and achieve-
. ment of teachers .and R
pupils: )
a. Improving teacher .
performance 96 - 51
-~ b. Pupil achievemegt o 77 41 -
" LV . . \\
4. Selecting thHe curriculum ' \
, and teaching methods: v
a. Choosing the curricu- '
lum . 110 . ' 59
. b. Choosing teaching v -
. methods o 43 24 .
. 2
- \
s N * (S Y
- A
o LY Important‘differeﬁqes among these categories are apparent. The - .‘ N
7 great majority of principals perceived themselves to be highlyg influ~ ’
- ential in carryinéuout the policies of the;district. (The interview o
questionnafre did not ask about their perceived influence in helping
develop the policies of the district.) A;(fﬁé other extreme, a .




minority of principals perceived themselves to be highly influential in

determining the teaching methods used in their schools, or highly in=-

fluential in the educational achievement of children. A slim majority

saw themselves as highly influential in helping teachers improve their
lperformance and in choosing curricula.

In textbooks of educational administration, it is not uncommon for
stress to be laid on the principal's ability to imerove the performance
of teachers, and through the teachers, the performance of pupils. This

*is the role of the principal as an instructional leader (Campbell et\SI.,
1971). The difficulty of influencing teacher performance and pupil
achieveﬁent is widely recognized, however. Gross and Herriott (1965)
provide empirical evidence for differences among principals in their
ability to do so; and many people would argue thaé it is unrealistic

‘\\'to expect principals to be influential in these matters.because of the

" 4

~ structure of roles and expectations for prlnc%ggls and teachers.

N,

\Whatever district administrators or professors of administration

: lhay‘eips;; of “principals, the pr1nc1pals interviewed in this study did
. \

not see themselves as highly influential in matters closest to the

educatlonal process. Their influence was stronger in relating to the

world ‘outside the school--to the district office and the parent com~
munity. The pr1nc1pals also aescribed themselves as highly influential
in the general morale of teachers and the general behavior @fépuplls "
The principal thus appears to be a person who is respongible for
establishlng and pfotecting an environment in which teaching and
learning can take place. Whether éeaching and learning take place
successfully within that environment is beyond the strong influence
of many principals, as they see the situation.
There is nothing new in this-finding. It is a reaffirﬁation of

a.picture of <the p;incipal's role developea by Becker“in_}953:

S

[N

aFor an informative study of the role of the principal, using

anthropological‘Pethods, see Wolcott (1973).
+ ~

«f
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Becker's subjects (Chicago public school teachers) relied on
the principal, acting as an official in the school bureau-
cracy, to "back them up" against disgruntled parents and to
support their disciplining of pupils: In the area 'of pupil-
parent relations, the teachers accepted the official authority
of the principal as legitimate, although they defined how it
should be used. These teachers, on the other hand, did not
accept his official authority as lggitimate in areas of cur-
riculum and instruction. Here they'viewed the principal as ‘
a-colleague and expected him to base his supervision of in- )
struction on professional competence, giving constructive

criticism rather than orders. (Bidwell 1965) - -

Lortie (1969) ~quotes studies which also reaffirm the findlngs ‘ T
emerging from the present study. He speaks of the teacher granting Sp—
the principal "clear hegemony over matters which do not bear directly -
upon her teaching activities." Thus, "the basis for zoning deci
is laid; the principal's primary sphere is the)schoor-at-large, the
teacher's is the classroom" (p. 36). . ’

This "decision zoning' appears very cleayrly in’ the sharp contrast o
between the upper and lower halves of Table 10. Lortie cites studies
which iqd}cate that principals’are‘very reluctant to intervene in °

~

classroom affairs, except in the case of beginning teaq?ers. " In matters
s to be avail- .

of curriculum and instruction, teachers wanted principa
able to help, but only on the teachers' terms.

| -

Principal Influence in Diffferent School Types

Do the felationships shown ip/Table 10 remain the same ig\sQEools
whose internal organizational structure for work differ’ We have seen
that principals in Type 4 schools make fewer decisions alone than prin-
cipais in o;her gchools. Does this mean that principals in theser ‘

schools have even less influence than other principals in either gen-

type. Th

Tabl /li?provioes an analysis of principal influence by school
Z first conclusion to be drawd from it is that principals in

Type 4 s#hools do not, perceive themselves to be less influential than

-

briﬁzigals in other schools, even though %hey describe themselves as
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. making fewer decisions than principals in other schools. This confirms
one of ‘the major predictions of this study. .There is more to the story,
however. Column D of Table 11 reveals that principals.in Type 4 schools %
©  perceive themselves as having much more influence in the choice of .
curriculum and teaching methods used in their schools than other prin-

cipals. This finding will be examined in detail. o -

~The influence of principals, agccording to their self-reports, is-

generally high in the development elationships with the parent (l

community anf the district administreto ahd also in the development

N of satisfacto:;\teacher morale apd student

ior. In the tecHn%cal

———— ]

‘\\antters of pupil and teacher performance,
iﬁE\todls that may affBbﬁ\EEis péfformance,

erally see themse

ection of wérkfe

g

e8.as much less influential.

expect influence\o 112 teachiéé&gighods to be low.~Yet In-_
Type 4 schools principals N gh infi*encé~in»ghe selection of

imfluence in pupil a in Type 4 ols. /ﬁ

In pupil achie¥%em ‘ > ference mus%‘b!»N\\

-

» ¢ chokee of teaching/methods and currltulg. i ;gions are at .
. issue here. Cerfain metho®3 nd materials & heg; Or are not used, .
, and we would exgect principals™re.haVe=a clear idea\éf”wheg e

had much to say about the choices made. Egtz;?§tﬂ\IyEg_Zj;ﬁﬁiﬂiﬁﬁkﬁﬂf~”f

principals stated that they

ad little influence ogver these matters.

In the matter of the chol¢e of ¢

. SN s

decisio s\have shifted to the laca \\chgpl from the district, so the
’princip:I;T\Eén of greatef influeﬁcé ems from freedom from district
influence rathejgtizﬁkfﬁqgﬁfnfluence with ;E

c&i;; In this context,
l%t‘HESExamine carefully the whole questign of di \ift relationships

-~ with Type 4 schools. ' - ’ _ .

a, one explanation for

~ "\
e 4 schools might be that these

D
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The ‘Shift in Location of Decision Making by School Type

The decision questidns listed: in seé;ion ITI concern school-level
issues in which principéls are customari%y involved. When the princi-
pals in this study were asked to rate their own degree of involvement
in these issugs; they rated it very high.

On each of the twelve decision question;, principals fated their
own degree of involvement on a five-point scale ranging from would never
(or almost never) be consulted or become actively involved to would
always (or almost always) be consulted or become actively involved.

When summed over all twelve questions, the modal response of principals
was 5, or total involvement (92 cases). The mea; response was 48.8,
the median, 49.5. ‘

This level of invb%vement is so high in all schools that differ-
ences between school types cannot appear. These differences come into
‘focus in the "forced choice" questions,iwhich asked the principal to
state "who basically makes" the decision in question. The choices were:

1. This decisioft is basically made at the district level, with

consultation with the ‘principal and/or Eeachers.

H ~
2. .This decision is basically made by the principal, with con-
sultation with ‘teachers and/or district administrators.

3. This decision is basically made by teachéré, although the
principal and perhaps district staff persons are influential
and involved.

4. Thié decision Is made at the school level, and in practice is
shared quife equally between the principal and teachers.

5. No decision on this matter has been made in this school; ghe
question cannot be answered.
Across all decision questions, principals in schools with limited
_teacher collaboration described many more decisions as "basically made
by the principal" than did principals in-Type 4 schools. In_schools . .

\

where teachers most commonly work alone, the principal is also much more

likely to "work alone," in the sense that he describes many more deci-

sions 53 made "basically" by himself.

3 ¢ \ , .
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'In Type 4 schools there is a tendency toward greater teacher partic-
ipation and influence. Principals of Type 4 schools reported the fewest
decisions "basically made' at the district level. Table 12 provides a
summary. The figures are percentages of schools in which the principal
describes decisions as basically made at one bf three levels: district
level, principal level, or teacher level and/or teachers-with-principal.
The percentages are averages for three questions in each categor§ of
decision making.

@

' TABLE 12

Decision-Making Areas. and Levels
(percentages)

School Type Distr;ét level Principal level Teacher/Principal le&?l

A - Administrative Decisions

-

(N=48) 5% 53% . 427%

Type 0
Type 1 (N=39) 1 51 N 48
Type 2 (N=36) 5 51 ~ 45
Type 3 (N=44) 2 41 .57 {
Type 4 (N=21) 3 25 . 71
B - Pupil Management Decisions
Type O (N=48) 6 43 51 !
Type 1 (N=39) 1 43 56
Type 2 (N=36) 2 45 51
Type 3 (N=44) 3 37 60
: Type 4 (N=21) 3 25 70
C - Decisions on Curr;cuium and Teaching Methods
: - >
Type 0 (N=48) 9 ‘ 23 63
Type 1 (N=39) 6 10 80
Type 2 (N=36) 11 . 19 7 69 .
Type 3 (N=44) 5 16 77 . A
Type 4 (N=21) 3 6 87 !
D - Personnel Decisions
Type 0 (N=48) 26 . 26 ., 31
,Type 1 (N=39) 29 38 30
Type 2 (N=36) 26 39 28
v Type 3 (N=44) 22 ‘ 36 . 36
Type 4 (N=21) .6 ) 37 : 52

-
) .

Note: When the raw percentages do not total 100% the reason ig that
! a small percentage of principals responded that."No decision on this matter
haq been made in this school." .

RIc . e T 47

3
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.
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Notice the pattern in Table 12. Administrative décisions are pro-
gressively shifted downward from the principal, from Type O to Type 4, L
so that decisioﬁslare more commonly shared with teachers in Type 4; the
same is true for pupil management decisions. The greatest shift takes
place in personnel’ decisions. 1In gach of the three specific deciéions
most often reported by all principals as made at thgidistrictvlevel,

there is a strong dowgward shift to the 16cal school level in Type 4~ *

T schools (see Table 13). , - .
TABLE 13
Decisions Commoniy Made at- the District LeGél, by SchooliType'
. (percenﬁages) . '
School Type = District level Principal level Teacher/Principal‘level
Adopt a new major reading curriculum for the school ‘ 2
Type 0 (N=48) o S 34% son P
’ Type 1 (N=39) 13 23 82
Type 2 (N=36) 3 22 19 56 .
Type 3 (N=44) 7 ' 25 66
Type 4 (N=21) Q4 5 14 : 76
i ' Hire a ne§~teacher g
. * Type 0 (N=48) 55 ‘ 38 - 4
: Type 1 (N=39) 45* 50 5 -
Type 2 (N=36) 47 .42 11
Type 3 (N=44) © 43 46 11
Type 4 (N=21) 19 o 5; . . 24
“ ‘ Use paid aides in the school )
Type 0 (N=48) 15 30 . 43
Type 1 (N=39) 26° 18 ¢ i 46
, ¥ Type 2 (N=36). 22 25 . 47 N
| Type 3 (N=44) 18 . 7 59
Type 4 (N=21) .0 ) 20 N .80~

Tables 12 and 13 indicate that (étill from the viewpoint af prin-
/ .

cipals) a downward shift in decision making from the district to the

»
‘e

45 N
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local school takes plaeé in Type 4 schools witheiregard to personnel and
curriculum decisions. The tables show how the downward shift continues
within the local school. In curriculum decisions, adminis vative
decisions, and pupil management decisions,'the principais of Type 4
schools reported fewer decisions made "basicaily by the princiéal"; in
persohnei decisions the principal’s position as a solitary decision
maker is still important, and 'a substantial shift has occurred downward
from the district level. Personnel decisions in Type 4 schools are more
likely to be ‘made in the local scd%ol;'rather than In a district office.a

Let us now return to the issde of whether the reported increas
influence of principals en curriculum and .teaching methods is dde to the
fact' that the locus of decision making in theee matters has moved down
to the principal from the district.

This argument cannot apply to the issue of the principal's influ-

s ence on teaching methods. Decisions on teaching methods are upiquely
the province of teachers, and the diétrict has usually- had little,
inéluenée there. It is Hardly credible that increased principal influ-
ence on makrpg decisions about teachingtmethods in these schools comes
somehow from a changed relationship with the district office. But what

about curriculum?

In confyrast tqldecisions on teaching methods, there has been an
impordant ward Ehift in the location of major curriculum decisions
to the DMcal school, especially in the case of Type 4 schools. However,
notice that the location of such decisions in Type 4 sthools is over-
whelmingly with the teachers or teachers jointly with thé’-principal.
The downward shift here has given the teachers moxge influence on a matter
not infrequently settled at district devels. That could mean that the
principar\is in a.better pqsition to influence the decision, since
presumabky he can influence his own staff more than he can influence
the district-level staff.

However, rememﬁer"one addirional finding reported in section III:
Principals in Type 4 schools indicdated that decisions on the deyelopment

.of special courses or units have become, in a majority of cases, the

’

-

P
ﬁ&:* . 49 b /)
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teachers' decisions alone. SAithough these same principals report that

they have much greater influence in curriculum decision making in their
schools’, the data do not indicate that the principals in Type 4 schools
see themselves as key decision makers in curriculum decisions. That
is_more likely in Type O schools. [t appears, then, that'the reason
these principals descrihe their gverall influence in curriculum decisions
"as much higher than other principals' is not the downward shift from .
the district. In the next section an alternative explanation is pre-

sented.

B

~ Teacher-Principal Interaction in Type ﬁVSchoois, .

” vy e,

On close examination, Type 4 schools a;s characterized by much -

greéter interaction between the pvincipals d the teachers on matter

of curriculum and teaching methods. As described earlier, the rease
in teacher influence in high—coilaboration schools is descfibed by nrin—
’ cipals as more shared decision making between/the tgachers and the prin-
g cloal, except for the single case of decisions on developing special
courses or units. Shared decision making means greater interaction. .
Increased principal interaction with teachers shows up in data gathered
on two additional measures in the course of this research: (a) the
frequency with which principals evaluated the teaching of reading and
' (b) the amount of tfme principals spent stimulating change within the . -
school. ) r . v |
: ‘Evaluation of the teaching of reading is .more frequent in Type 4
schoold (see~Tabie f4): "This should be indicative of closer interaction
with teachers on instructional matters, Table 15 provides more evidence
of the closer relationship between principals and teachers in Type 4
schools. It shows the percentage of principals who responded that, in
* their judgment, reading teachers had "considerablé" or "a gréat deal"

of knowledge of the criteria by which their teaching of reading was

evaluated.
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.- ' - TABLE 14
/ i v
, Frequency of Principals' Evaluation of the Teaching of Readihg ,
- ‘ (reported by principals) -~
Ffequency of evaluation, grades-l-~-3%
‘//;{/ ,
School Type Aﬂﬂygzg;,,/Fairly Ofte 4 Frequently Very Frequently 5
// .
' _Typé 0 (N=46) 37% 267. 26% 11%
. Type 1 (N=39) 23 36 28 ‘ Jg\/
- Type 2 (N=36) 28 44 17 ) 1
Type 3 (N=44) 34 36 16 14
Type 4 (N=21) 9 § 43 . 24 24
All Schools o . A
(N=186) 29 36" 22 13
" i, . - 1 4 - Y
» ¢« TABLE 15
Teachers' Knowledge of Evaluation Cé&teria, by School Type
School Type Principals Reporting Teacher Knowledge?
_ Type 0 (N=46) , 1T
R Type 1 (N=39) 76
’ Type 2 (N=36) 67
Type 3 (N=44) 80
.Type 4 (N=21) 100
a
"Considerable" or "a great deal."
As.mentioned, principals were asked to estimate the amount of time
they spend in "stimulating change within the school" an activity that
" impldes close work with teachers on instructional matters. The per-

centages of principals who scored themselves in the highest two cate-

-

gories on a five-point scale are given in Table 16.
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TABLE 16 -

|
\
‘ ) |
Principals Spending a Substantial Amount
of Time Stimulating Change
(Self-report)

—Scheoi—zzgg__“—,___ﬁ ) Perqentage Respending
P e

Type 0 (N=45) / o 22%
Type 1 (N=39) : 41

Type 2 (N=36) o ‘ 47
Type 3 (N=43) . \ 47
Type 4 (N=21) ) 62
All Schools (N=184) 7 41

\\/ . .

'

In Type 4 schools, the principals are generally mort involved with

teachers in all decision-making processes, including those concerning

curriculum and teaching methods. This evidence may mean’ that it is the

5 greater involvement on the part of the nrincipal,which leads to greatetr

influence:by‘the principal in these matters. March and Simon (1958)

%

pointed out that participative management methods are not necessarily

used to provide” greater influence for subordinates-~they may also be
3

useful as a means of gaining greater influence for superiors. That appears

to be the case here. Teachers have greater influence in decision making

in high—coliaboration schools, but they do not thereby undercut the -

principals. The principals share the decision-making process with teach- .

ers to a greater extent than in other schools. Consequently the prin-

]

cipals may have greater influence in matters of instruction, an area in

which they traditionally have limited influence. Thus the relationship

between the increased influence of prihcipals and the downward shift ' ' \

of the locus of decision making from the district office-+to the local

« . school appears to be indirect. The mediating variables are- greater

teacher influence through collaboration and greater interaction between

-

the principaL and teachers. (It is important to note that interaction s

o . ¢
on classroom-related problems and.decisions is mgant, not just greater
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interaction in gene As an indicator of more general interaction,

1.
p;incipals were aske q@bout the frequency of faculty meetings. There
is no difference in friquency of faculty meetings by type of school.)

Table 17 shows that increased principal influence is assé%iated

v

with greater interaction between”the principal and the teachers. The

"index of principal influence is the number of times each principal

described himself as "very" or "extremely" influential in the school.
There 1is, in general, a significant positive correlation between the
degree to which teachers participate in local school decision making,
and the influence of the principals in decisién making. This is partic-
ularly trgie for personnel and\admiﬁistrative decisions, which teachers
have tradiitionally influented far less than curriculum and pupil manage-
ment de¢fisions. No significant correlation appears between community ’
partic1patibn and principal influence or bttween district office’par-:
ticipation and principal influence: .

No significant correlations appear between .certain characteristics
of formal governance structures and principal influence--frequency of
faculty meetings, number of standing committees,;or number of regular
committee meetings—--although the results in Table 17‘sugg¢st that
principal influence 1is related to interaction between principals and
teachers, which in turn is strongly affected by the grganizational
structure of schools. Table 17 presents correlations of the index of
principal influence ‘'with participation Jariables. N

Principals who thought they were more highly influential in deter-
mining teaching methods and curricula in the school and in raising the
level of pupil achievement were significantly mofé likely to report
higher professional ingeraction within the school. Greater teacher
participation in persénnel and administrative dgcisioné is associated
with greater principal influence in matters of curriculum and pupil

achievement.

‘.
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*. . TABLE 17 -

A

Correlates of Principal Influence
(Spearman correlations)

ERIC '

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Combined participation scores . . C T r -
' Total'decision participation .12
Total decision participation in school . 18%%*
. Central office participation
[ . .
Participation by céntral administration |, .03
District office participation in cirriculum .02,
District office participation in personnel .01
District office participation in pupil management .01
District office participation in administration. .10
. . ts PR . & . ’ y -
Principal's participation . . ‘
Participation by principal < 18%*
Time spent in change efforts by principal $22%%
Frequency of evaluation of reading program . 32K k%
- Frequency of "faculty meéetings .03
r Teacher participation ) ' .
‘ Faculty decision participation, total . - .08,
Teacher decision participation, total < 19%%
Faculty decision participation in curriculum ° <12%
Faculty decision participation in personnel .04
T Faculty decision participation in pupil management .01
Faculty decision participation in administration L 19%%
Teacher decision participation in curriculum .07
Tea® er decision participation in personnel . < 19%%
Teacher decision participation in pupil management .04 ¥
, , Teacher decision participation in gdministration. L 21%%
Teacher participation, formation of agendas for L
‘faculty meetings . .13%
¢ Teacher participation, hiring new teachers J14%
. ~ .
Community decision participation " g «02
N - Number of standing committees 5 .01
Number of committees meeting regularly ° .03 ¢
. ¥ \
l* - . o o ! .
p<.05 N
**p<,01 i . v ‘
. kxkp<,001  » ¢ )b <
0 ‘o . . : .
> ", . . | ’ > /7 ; .
N 2] A {
. ¥ d4d *’
L 4 A "
O
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It may be noted that’ nowhere in the data is there a significant
negative correlation'between the influence of principals and either
teacher participation or teacher influence. Whenever ‘this comparison
is made principals in schools with high teacher participation and ..
influence see themselves -as having influence-at least as high as other

-principals, and ,often significantly higher. Principals apparently have

' nothing to lose and -everything to gain b greater teacher pa'rticipation

. and influence, as_they see the situation. . L ’

Summary . o .
» C‘ & (l - . .‘, ~ - .V b R .'l . N '
* ¢, 1. sSubstantial teacher participation and influence does not
) undermine™ the inffyence of principals. On the contrary, in
/
certain areas of influence, principals describe themselves
as much more influent in schools in which teachers. are

also highly influential. .

- .

‘\

2. This ‘greater influence of pr cipals in certain aréas appears
to be related to much gréater eragtion-between principal
- ‘and teachers on educational matte in schools’ in which
- - teachers collaborate to a high.degre +., When teachers work
s+ alone, principals also tend ‘to work alone and make decisions
alone. In such situations both the principal and the teach-
R
ers have legs influence on various.issues. When teachers
work together, principals appear to be drawn more deeply
- into involvement with teachers on decisions concerning the
) educational process itself, and by being more, deeply involved,.
find themselves more influential o

we 3.. The influence of district administratogs in Type & schoolh
- iglsomewhat less than in other schools. The greater influence
of principals does not appear to be directly related to that
2 fact, but rather indirectly. Teachers appear to be the direct’
beneficiaries of the downward shift of decision making from
the district.to the school. The principal's greater influence\
stems from his deeper involvement with the teachers,  ~

4, The influence of principals does not appear to be related\in

an important degree to the formal structure of faculty meetings
and, conmittees, or to participation by parties outside the
contex the local school, including the district office and,
communit roups._ . , '

v,
LS




BRI . P
V. . SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS AND ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS .
AFFEC&ING PARTICIPATION AND INFLUENCE

l Are the rejults described to thiS‘goint related to veariables other‘
than differenced in organizational structure? Althoogh the theonetical
structure of t s study did not 1nclude predictions/of the relationshlps .
of other var1ab1es, data were collected on numeyous organizational -and.
environmental variables with potential relationships to the major depen—‘
dent variables; they are examined heres v, '

Three topics are taken up: (a) the relationship of additional indepen—
dent variables to teacher participation and influence,.(b) the nelationship
of additional independent variables to princibal influence, ardd (c) thé‘ ‘

relationship between open space architecture dnd teacher collaboration,

.

) [y

School Characteristics . .

Size. In this study, hoth the size of the'elementary school, in
question, gnd the size of the district of which it is an operational
unit were examined. o '

For many purposes 1n\organlzgtional analysis, size is a cruc1al
yariable. Hickson, Pugh, and Pheysey (1969), for example, found that
size is more important thafi t chnological variablés in determining,the *
nature of organizational structure. But the evidence does not suggest
that size itself affects particiﬁation and influence in decision making.

3
Instead, various studies syggest hat organizational 5128'18 an ante—

cedent variable. For example, Coryin (1970) shows that standardization

increases with sizel in high schools) It may be argued that size leads'
to standardization, and that standardization #s inimical to the estab—
lishment of collaborative structural a rangembnts. In that cdse we
would expect schools with highrintensit ahd extensity of collaboration°
to be smallex. That is not the case however. There was no relationship
bet high extensity and intensity of "co laboration and school size.
Intuitiyely, one might expect small schools (say those with fewer
than a doien teachers) to differ from lapge schools because of clpser )
interaction of the teach?rs with the princ1pal and other Qeachers. . :

[ . '.,' . -
/ » - ", .

-]
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_Closer reasoning quickly d1spels this intuition." There is no. research
evidence demonstrating that the rdtes
Even if

of interaction are higher in small
schools .than fn larger ones. ther@ were differences, 1o theo—~
retical basis is known for expecting more frequent interaction alone to
be associated with greater influence in decis1on naking.‘ The results
presented earlier suggest that substantially increased influence by
teachers is associated most strongly with intensive technical, job- related
interaction among teachers, and less significantly with formalized inter-

action of low intensity.

:\\\\;\\\ -~ Informal interaction related solely to school size is a different
o \\\Qétter.' Though the data indicate no important overall relationship

.teachers in decisfon making.

betweer school size and teacher influence, there is a small but signifi~
cant negative correlation between school ‘$ize and teacher participation
in decision making (r.— - 12, p < .05). Erincipals in 'smaller schools
aré slightly fore likely to report higher teacher .participation; but
not higher teacher influence. ’

Other school'characteristics. Important studies in educational -

effectiveness have attempted to determine whether the amount of money

spent: in schools bears a ‘relationship to better educational results.
In the present study it was believed possible that there was a relation-
ship between the level-of‘Qistrict expenditures anE:EEe influence of

e

Such a relationship might result from

-

. the presence of hetter educated teachers where salaries are higher, or,

>

~

.
A

higher éXpenditures might mean more opportunities'for decision making,

particularly:din connection with special programs~ R ‘
' When teacher: participation and influence were correlated with

S

financial variables, .the following pattern resulted? ‘Teachers salaries
are not correlated significahtly with either teacher participation or

‘teacher influence. ‘The ohly financial variable showing a significant .

correlation with teacher influénce is special district funding (r =
p < .Ol), a cond.‘l‘ion which- suggests that the increased influence is
brought about by greater teacher interaction within the local, school

on some significant decisions involving. a special broject or activity.

» [ 4 w0 - . N .. '

.18,

&
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This "supposition is in accord with the general thesis of this study
i. e., that greater 1nf1uence is related to significant professional
interactlon. Higher funding per se bears no relationship to professional . .

interaction and thus not to greater 1nf1uence.

Several financial variables do have a positive relationship with

teachér-participation, as reported by. therprincipals. The highest
correlations are with expenditures on textbooks and supplementary . .
" materials (r = 18, p <. Ql) In general, principals in schools where
“more mouey is'spent'(excluding salartes) report shightly greater teaeher :
participation in decision making, but this is not translated into ) ‘
. teacher influence on outcomes. The pattern that is suggested by these
+ correlations is that principals ask for teacher preferences on the use
of resources when resources are greater, but do not accord teachers a
greater voice in final dec1s1ons on expenditures just’ on that basis.
The greater voice 1n f1na1 decisions comes about only through profes- ° oo
sropal interaction of a more ;ntensiye kind. .
Of staff pharacteristﬁcs examined, onlyﬁthe presence of anvun—
usually large number'bf brofessional specialdsts other than teachers )
is associated with both greater part1c1pation and greater 1nf1uence
by the staff (participation r = 16 P < .05; influence, r = .14, - -
p < .05). Once again, this suggests that the'presence of:specialists
brings about.more intensive profess<ional interaction.’which in ‘turn

is associated with greater teacher influence. Greater teacher partic1—
By

.

- pation also shows.up in'schools with more adult volunteers. °
«The frequency with which thg teachlng of readlng is evaluated is .
positively correlated with teacher participation @ =".23, p < .01), . ’ 5'
but not with teacher influence. Time spent by the principal, in' . )
attempting to stimulate change, on the other ‘hand, is positively -
eOrrelated with teacher influemce at the .01 level (r = .17), in acddrd )

with the general argument about professional influence arising from - )

#

intensive professional interaction.
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Environmental Variables

The community. Differing tBEDIgEEFal viewpoints, as well as the

examination of differing.types of community relations with schools,

ead to.differing expectations about the relationship between"%ommunity

“sinfldence on schools and teacher influence in decision making. In a-

n making. (This is in addition to questions

.relating to the participatidq of parents in specific school decisions.)

. .
Data were also assembled’on the “®flinic and economic characteristics

of school neighborhoods from principa and'ffgm other sources. Table 18

provides correlations of parent and- cotmun _participation and influence

with teacher participation and influence.
L * et

A ©

TABLE 18, - . L

<~ ’ -

. Correlation of Teacher Participation dnd Influence

: with Community Participation and Influence :

~

5 K » - S ) - hd
. - ¥

Parent and Community oo ,‘Iﬁdéx of ) N Index of _
.Participation and Influente Teacher, Participation Teacher Influence

L3

=

3 -~ ¢

. / L)
Ipfiuence as estimated ' , E .
< by principal \-14% ) .02
Inngence_as estimated . . .. ) .
by superintendent T .02 -.02
" Index of parent and ) ‘ ,
* coffmunity participation J30%*%x ’ .08
' *p < .05 Co .
*kkp < 001 : N .

(23
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Table 18 presents a now-familiar pattern. There are significant

positive correlations between the indexes of community influence and

participation and teacher participation, buf not between community

participation and influence. and teacher influence. Parent influence

on the schools may be associated with more teacher participation in Lot
decision making, but this does not mean that teachers influence more
decisions. The size of the correlations between teacher and faculty
participation qu parent participatidn calls for some comment. It may

beﬁghat principals who practice a participative style of management

with teachers tend té involve parents in decisién making more than other
incipals. Another possibility is that these data reflect increased
numbers of local school advisory committees and other forms of community
involvement which have’ come about partly because of requirements accom-
panying certain types of financial assistance. .The presence of these
bodies may activate a higher level ;f teacher participation in school
decisiogg.

Some small differences in teacher influence are related to the
ethnic composition of the schools. The greatest differences appear in
pupil management decisions and in some of the administrative decisions
that are more likely to be made by principals in schools with a high
_proportion of minority studeﬂts. Correlations of teacher influence
dglh\ethnic data are provided in Table 19. Schools with a low level
of teacher collaboration are somewhat more likely to be found in

neighborhoods with a high proportion of minority students (see Table 20).

| TABLE 19 \
b Correlation of Teacher Influence with Ethnic Variables
\: Variable . r
Percentage of black students ’ -.07
- Percentage of Spanish-surname students -.13%
Percentage of nonwhite students - -.07
" Percentage of white students ’ -.07

A

*p < ,05
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TABLE 20

Schools with More Than 257 Minority Students, by School Type

School=Type ~// /f Percentag@ e
Type O / . e 529 :
Type 1 30 7,

Type 2 33
Type 3 // 50
Type 4 // 28

K The ethnic data ;éise the issue of the economic level of the com-
munity served by thg/school, and possible relationships between both
variables and the Jlocation of schools with a high level of teacher

collaboration. ,gchools with a low level of teag@er collaboration are

,/~////h\\ more likely to be found.in low-income neighborhéods (see Table 21).

TABLE 21

Economic Level of Neighborhood, by School Type

Schools in Schools in Schools in

low-income high-income mixed-income
neighborhoods neighborhoods neighborhoods
School Type (N=62) (N=24) (N=102)
Type 0 (N=48) 467 6% 48%
Type 1 (N=34) . 31 15 54
Type 2 (N=36) 28 11 Tl ’
Type 3 (N=44) . 27 16 ) 57
Type 4 (N=21) 29 19 52
! J
U

-;.

The low negative correlation of teacher influence with the ethnic ‘

makeup of the neighborhood (Table 19) appears to be explained by the h

—

slightly larger proportion of schools with a low level of teacher eol-

laboration among schools having more minority students or serving poorer




54—

neighborhoods. It is possible that collaborative work arrangemenis are
easier to develop and maintain with high-achieving students, who are

found in greater numbers in high-income neighborhoods with Lmveropor-
-~
tions of minority students.

Teachers' organizations. Increased teacher participation and

influence in school decision making might be expectéd to show a positive

relationship with the strength of teachers' associations. In the past
these organizations havef;gncentrated on central distrizf‘policy issues4
and economic issues rather than on the development of influence in local
school decision making. Now some writers ascribe the development of’
the present strong teachers' organizations to the fact that teachers
have long had little influence in local school decisions. -

. In this study, principals were asked,
How influential is (are) the teachers' organlzatlon(s) within
your district (CTA or AFT local chapter, or CEC) upon decisions
made within your school, in these areas:

4

v . a) curricular decisions
b) decisions on professional staff assignments
c) decisions on the way pupils are assigned or grouped

, d) school rules and regulations

Five bossible resbonses ranged from not at all influential to extremely
“influential. 1In general, principals responded that teachers' organiza-
gions had very little influence in these internal school decisions (see
Table 22). ' )

Desblte this overall low level of influence by teachers' organiza-
tions in school-level decisions (as reported by principals), some
significant negative égrrelations appéér between the principals"assgss—
ment of the influence of teachers' organizations agd the index oé general
tgacher'influenég in the school, particplarly in the area of curriculum
(v =-.21, p < .01). Curriculum decisions tend to be more centralized
at the district leve} when teachers' organizations are influential in

curricilum. The dafa do not indidéate that a high level of inflyence
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TABLE 22

3

Influence of Teachers"Qrganizations in School Decision Making
(percentdge of principals' reports)

. Slightly or not at Moderately, very, or

Type of Decisiop- ' all influential ., extremely influential
Curriculum 68% ) 32%
Professional staff

assignments 73 27 H
Pupil gréuping . 93 : 7 -
School rules and

regulations 82 18

by the teachers' organizations is an-alternative to teacher collabora-

tion as an explanation for high teacher influence on Qgcfsions in local -
schools. The general level of the influence of teachers' organizations

shows no relationship to the type of school, using the typology developed

for this study. ‘

e S o

The, Relationship of School and Eﬁvironmen&al Variables

to the Influence of the Prinéipél

In this section I .will briefly examine the relations of organiza-
tional and environmental variables other than teacher collaboration to .
the influence of principals. Theré are two reasons for these investiga-
tions. The first is tq discover whether the increased principal influence ’

'noted.in Type 4 schools (section*IVj may be accounted for by organ 'B— o ‘
tional or ;nvironmentai variablés other than intensive and extensive
teacher collaboration. The SSESPd is that it {5 of inherent interest to

principals and other administrators to know whethfr principals in certain

settings systematically perceive themselves to be more or less.influential

than other primcipals.




1s supported for ideological reasons,.but also on the ground of adm1n1s—
. trat1ve effectiveness. Owens (1970 p- 1060 summarizes, the\llterature on
this subject'this way: "Effectlve participation by teachers, in meanlng— .

ful organizational decisions does "pay off'.' Accordlng to' Klmbrough . .

(1966), "the effective school admlnlstrator urges*the use of procosses_
consistent with democratic values. . 'f\ ... )

. Textbooks in-a ministration usually payx. more attention to the role,
of teachers and téachers organlzatlons in pollcy formation at the d1str1ct
1evel than at the school level (e.g., Campbell, Cunningham, and McPhee, 1965),
,as 1if few 1mportant dec151ons are expected to be made w1th1n local ‘schools..:
Nevertheless there is an "official" 1deology of participation by teachers " <
in local school management,.though i is, at variance with other long- A .
established norms of administrative behavior. At the Natlonal Conference
of Professors of Educatlonal Admlnistratlon, it was noted that "democratlc
educational leadershlp is an emerglng characterlstlc . It appears only »
in spots" «(in Nolte, 1966). (, g < \ P -
Arguments for increased teacher parclclpatlonsand 1nf1uence in local ’ '
schools  have often been dlssociated from changes in the work organization ‘ ’
of schools. The two are 51mply noq connected. Some writess “have argued
fer greater teacher parbicipatlon as’ a.means:of ach1ev1ng greater identi-
f1cat10n ,with the organization by geachers,-té everyone's benefit.‘ITan— CT
) nenbaum (L968) for'lnstance, descr1bes the growth of influence in organi-
zations as a two—way f10w, in the’ process of gaining 1nf1uence, persois
) , are in .turn influénced. But his argument does not take up changes in the. " ' o
structure of work‘t!Chesler and Barakat (1967) discuss evidence that
teachers who have greater feelings of power and influence are more in- . .
& . clined ‘to share successfulvpractices and engage in innovative Béhav1or, )
but they t'co do not discuss diﬁferences in-the structure of work as an o
_ important factor in the picture Katz and kahn (1966) specify conditions »
under which partic1patiue de ision maklng is desirable. Most persons . o
) would probably agree that th se condltions point te participative dec151on . .
‘ making as desirable for schools. OTEE\againi‘ngever no link between -

part1c1patlon, influence, and the structure of work is discussed .

. . - -~ '
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with percentages of district administrative staff indicate that Type 4
schools are somewhat more likely to be ldcated in districts with a high

© proportion of administrative staff.

B .
+ » . ’

TABLE 23

, Correlation Indicators of Principal Influence,and
District Characteristics

Characteristics r
Size of school district .04
N Number of elementary scpodls in . )
T T school district .04 N ———
Tenure-of superintendent in p051t10n -.11 . »
Tenure of superintendent in district -.12
Tenure of superintendent in - -~
administrative positions 2.0l -
% Number of district staff personnel per !
, 100 pupils (full time equivalents) -.11 .
Percentage of district staff in ) ok
administdative positions -.31"
Percentage of district staff in
special administrative positions ;.21**
Percentage of district staff in .
instructional positions w22
Time spent by superintendent in .
educational change efforts - g L17%*
( . Frequency of evaluation of principals ‘
- by district .09
Specificity of criteria for evaluatlng
principals by district , .16*
Fyequency of evaluation of school
by district - -.05 )
Teachers' organization influence at the ,
district level, as reported by the <
superintendent:
on curriculum decisions .16*
on staff assignﬁents . 18%*
on decisions concerning pupil grouping - 05 . o
on teaching conditions 16
. on salaries .00
L 4 .
p 7 .05 ’
**p < .01 ) J
p < .001 . .
N
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

In parallel with the principal's relations with teachers, the amount
.of effort spent by the superintendenf toward bringing about educational
change, as described by superintendents, is positively related to the

self-described influence of principals. 1In additibn, greater clarigy of

evaluation by the district, as described by the superintendents, is ~

positively related to the influence of principals. '

The appearance  of additional positive correlations between the
strength of teachers’ organizatibns (this time as described by the
superintendent) and the- influence of principals is of considerable
interest in iight of thp/strong negative correlations between principals'’
influence and the size of district adminystration. The data suggest that
principals may have more influence when the community and the teachers'
organizations are.exerting more influence on the districf, though
further research woyld be necessary before making any such statement .
with certaiﬁty.

Thé primary regson for’examining these data on ﬁrincipal influeﬁce
was to discover whether the increased pripcipal influence attributed to
greater teacher influence and participation cohld be explained by other
ova}iables. On the whole, there is an absénce of significant relationships
Petween prinéipal influente variables and “school and environmental T e,
variables other thaq’professional interaction .variables. Greater in-
fluence for rincipdis does ‘not stem from Ehe type Jf school neighbofhood,
the amount(gi‘mogey spent in the school, or the size of the staff.
Rathe:,’greater\ﬂripcipal influence is related to greater profegsional

interaction between the principal and the teachig staff of the school.

The Relationshig}hetween Open Space Buildings and Teacher Collaboration
T ;

Physical facﬁlities are commonly designed to accomodate a particular
pattern of human interaction. School buildings constructed as a block
of rooms separated by sglid walls,»each.foom large enough for twenty-five
or thirty children, are clearly constructed with'the eﬁpectation that

there will be little interaction among teachers while they are teaching.

A

.
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It is posgible to overcome the isolation imposed hy physicéi
facilities, however. Teachers can work‘o&osely together in spite of
walls. At the other extreme, having téaghing space constructed so that
interaction is'easy does not mean that intefactiop will take piace.

This does not necessarily reflect badly upon the teachers or the principal
involved, since some'cifcumstances may make close teacher collaboration
difficult or even undesirable. |

\
Table 24 provides information about the physical facilities hdusing

each of the school types examined in this study. ¢
, \
TABLE 24 . ‘ \
Relationship between Open Space Facilities and Type of Collaboration
(percentages)
Schools wit% no {Schools with >0 Schools with
teachers ifg but <507% tefchers >507% teachers
open space in open space , in-open space
School Type (N=94) (N=74) - (N=18)
Type 0 (N=47) 40.4% (38) C9.4% (1 7) 11.1% (2)
Type 1 (N=39) 20.2  (19) 24.3  (18) 11.1 (2)
Type 2 (N=36) 9.6 (9) < 32,4 (24) 16.7 (3)
Type 3 (N=43) 26.6  (25) 17.5 (13) 27.8 (5)
Type 4 (N=21) 3.2 (3) 16.2 (12) 33.3 (6)

s

>

Few schools that have nosopeﬁ space have intensive teacher col-
laboration, though many of thgm have extensive collaboration. Of schools
with no open space, the largest number have no collaboration.

A large n&mber of schools in the total sample have some open space,
but not enough to accommodate hore than half the teaching staff. Many .
of these ar% Type 2 schools, in‘which some teachers collaborate inten- .
sivelj, while others work alone. This is a particﬁlafly interésting .
organizational structure from the point of view of the questions raised {

in this reséarch. <ﬁorking in these schools may be a very different ex-

Fal

-

N
perience for two teachers in the same building, one working™n traditional.

isolation, another in intensive collaboration. As we have seen, the

teacher influence scoress tend.to be very low in Type 2 schools.

67
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. Notice, however, that of the full set of 21 Type 4 schools, 12 are
housed in these partially open space buildings. 1In other woras, given
school buildings‘which haye some open space ano some conventional class-
rooms, some schools have chosen to operate with intensive collaboration
of all the staff, while others have chosen to d1v1de into two. groups.

bl

The ev1dence suggests that for some purposes, at least, the former is , o

L

the better option. ) : .

Given a building designed for full open space teach1ng, not'all'
teachers and principals choose to collaborate intensively. The last
colunn in Table 24 shows that the full sample contains eighteen schools
in which most of the teaching-space—is—tmoper—space areas.- Onlybsix
have both intensive and extensive teacher collaéoration. Two hdve no 4 e
collaboration at all. One carn almost feel the  tensions that must exist
in those schools. B ‘ , . . :

On the whole, the organizational structure 1s closely related to
thd@ghysical facilities. Intensive collaberation in which the work t
structure is significantly changed is not often found outside open space C

facilities. Of the schools with no open space at all, 40 percent have

P

no collaboration at all. \

For purposes of this.study phys1cal fac1llt1es Qave been considered
an antecedent variahkle that 1n%luences the developm@nt of differing forms
of profess1ona1 teacher 1nteract1on Our primary focus has been on the
results of that integaction for teacher and principal participation and -
influence in decision making, not on the effects of’phys1cal facilities
as such. A more deta11ed analys1s might well reveﬁl that extens1%e (but
not 1ntens1ve) collaborat1on in conventional SChools (25 schools) dlffers

in some ways from extensive (but not inténsive) collaboration in schools’

with open space (18 schools). That is beyond the scope of this amalysis. e

g
IS - v . B #

Summary . - <

The analyS1s of a widé range of variables wh1ch mlght have been e»=

. pected to affect ‘teacher and principal part1c1pat10n and influenc%,im— p'
" - .
portnntly has -shown that such relationships are slight. . The major varlzgles .

w »

ntfe(t1ng partlcxpao$gn and influence are pryfess1ondl interaction variaBles - ’ -
A -
“ internal td. the school:  collaboration’ in teaching by teachers, and ., « ..
interaction with the teachers by the principal. . .
ey * - T
O ! ¢ ‘. /

| e ¢
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VI. POLICY IMPLICATIONS \y///

“ ‘ \r What are the major implications of the results of this study? These
“ results have implications for teachers, for principals, and for those who
. are responslble for the hiring and placement of teachers and prlncipals.\
The implications for children are indirect, hgt will be mentioned in the \\‘ o
course'of the discussion. i ' \
/ Needless to say, the results as presented leave many questions un-
answered. Nevertheless, the growing body of information about thé effects

of team teacliing deserves to be taken into account now by practicipg . \\

teachers and administrators. .o \

'f Implicatiens for Princip2ls and District Administtators s

+

Most people, trained in educational administrat;onlaxe no doubt

familiar with arguments for participative ménagement In an earlier

N

period, John Dewey argued for teacher participation in school decision
making, both for the sake of more effective management'(stemming from
\ more complete use of the abilities and experience of teachers) and for

the sake of training children in democratic prinefbles:

. If the genefal~tehor -of 'what I, have said about the democratic .

ideal and me hod -anywhere near the truth, it must be said

that the ocratic pri c1ple requires that every teacher

should Mave some regular and.organic way in which he can,

tly or through represenoa\ive\ democratically chosén, .
pafyicipate in the formation of the Eonbrolling aims, methods,

. . A‘ R and materials of the school of .which he is a*part. (Dewey,

N 1937 - - .

o

.Dewey'concludes that "the absence of democratic methods is the single .

greatest cause of educational waste In his view, there can be no

adequate Justification for excludlng teachers from decision making in

schools ,‘Such exclusion is damaging touteachers and pupils, and

~—~ ult«gatély is'a danger to democratic society

h e s .
N b Textbooks in, educational ‘administration componly support partdci- . Lt

I3

%

e i pative forms of school decision making.’ Summaries of organizatioaal~g
;* + and “small group: research dealiné?with partid1patxve leaderghip styles

are often: 1nc1uded ié such texts The concept of teacher'partlcipatlon




. ’ .
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is supported for ideological reasons,- but also on the ground of admin151
ey tratlve effectiveness. Owens (1970 P 1060 summarizes, the\literature on '

.. this subject'this'way: "Effecbive participation by teachers, in meanlng— . .
ful organizational decis1ons does 'pay,off’. " Accordlng to' Kimbr0ugh .
(1966), "the effective school administrator urges- the use of processes.
consistent with democratic values . i N . ) ) )

Textbooks in-a m1n1stration usually pax more attention to the.role,
of teachers and t achers organizatlons in policy formation at the d1str1ct oL
1eve1 than at the school level (e.g., Camplbell, Cunningham, and McPhee, 1965),
(as if few important decis1ons are expected to be made withln local ‘schools..:
Nevertheless, there is an "official" ideology of participation Qy teachers - N
in local school management,-though i’ is, at variance with ofher long- N " ;

' established norms of administrative behavior. At the Natlonal "Conference
of Professors of Edhcatlonal Adm1n1$tratlon, it was noted that "democratlc
educat ional leadershlp is an emerglng characteristlc . It appears only »
in spots" in Nolte, 1966) ' ', - 'x: ‘ - oo

Arguments for dncréased teacher particlpatlon-and 1nf1uence in local ’ '
schools  have often been disseciated from changes in the work organizatlon . '
of schools. The two are s1nply not connected. Seme writess “have argued
for greateéer teacher parcicipation as' a means:of achiev1ng greater identl—

< we
. -

“ficatiom with the organlzation by Geachgrs, te everyone s benefit Tah-

oo

. nenbaum (L968) for:instance,’ descr1bes ‘the growth of influence in organi-

zations as a two-way f10w, in the’ process of gaining 1nf1uence, persots ‘,
B , are in .turn influépnced. But his argument does not take up changes in the, .. ' =
structure of workt Chesler and Barakat (1967) discuss evidence that
teachers who have greater feellngs of power and influence are more in- . .
& . clined ‘to share successful»practices and engage in jnnovative B%havior,‘
but they too do not discugs differences in-the structure of work as an
_ important factor in the picture. Katz and kahn (1966) specify conditions .
under which participative de ision maklng is desirable. Most persons <. o

o

would probably agree that th se condltions point- te participative decision .

. making as desirable for schools. Gﬁceragadnl~\23ever, no link between i R
’ ) pafticipation, influence, and the structure of work is discussed .
- K ‘. v y ‘ ‘—'. A ) / +
' ’ ‘ <t ~ ’ -~ ' - o
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- o »

:._ Q | . " . '. N . ' "' 7 O N . ’ 7]
ERIC < -~ .. ' o
- 0 « . ' ’

? A . - ’ . -




-

“_ '
Pellegrin, R. J. Some Organizational Characteristics o Multi-unit School.
Technical Report No. 8. Eugene, Oregon: Center for the Advanced
Study of Educational Administration, University of* Oregon, 1970. .

Riley, Gary /—“Patterns of Decision, Control and Evaluation in Academic
Organizations.'" Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Stanford University,

'1972. .

Schiller, Clarke E. "A Comparative Study of Colle_g!&l)sAuthority Structure
and Visibility in Elementary School Teaching Teahs." Unpublished
doctoral dissertation, Stanford University, 1972.

Shaplin, Judson T. "Towagd a Theoretical Rationale for Team Teaching.'
In Shaplin, Judson T., and 01d$, Henry F., Jr. (eds.), Team Teaching.
L4 New York: Harper and Row, 1964,

Tannenbaum, Arnold S. ContrélA;Q.Organizations. New York: McGraw-Hill,
1968. . .

Wolcott, Harry F. The Man in the Principal's Office. New York: Holt,
Reinhért, and Winston, 1973.

i

i




Most important, teachers and ‘administrators who wish to develop

. greater teacher participation and influence in local school decision ‘ .
\< " making should actively associate that.goal with changes in the structure
of work. While the two may be‘separabie in th theory and practice £or ’
- ‘ some purposes, if the work structure for most of the teachers is changed o ’
to some form of intensive collaboration, greater teacher participation. L

and influence in school-wide decision making will probably follow. 1t

is doubtful that a high level ofs teacher influence and participation in
\’ shaﬁing the local school can be accomgLished_without significant altera-
tions in the structure of work. . ) R
Not aTt principqls are happy .with the idea of greater teacher influ-
y : ence in schaqij§ecision making. It is not easy for anyone to'chanée in"—;‘~
. . grained'practices. Many principals are quite accustomed to worklng .
; alone, just as are many teachers. The hierarchical re1at1onsh1p between
. ths prrnc1phI ana teachers has often been described as a patr1arch1cal
- relét10nsh1p, rallel to the relationship of teacher and pupil (Abbott,
' 1965) Undoubte ﬁy, the-relat1onshrp-of many pr1nc1pals and teachers
st1l1 fltS\§UCh a descr1pt13n, although better management training for ~
' . principals and growLng profess1on311§m and m111tancy on the part of
teachers are 11kefy to lead to chanbc ]
B Even pr1nc1pals who are quite wllllng to, change their .management

LI

. s technlques and who bel1eve that teadher 1nf1uenee atd part1;1pat10n shouLd

5 grow may at the same time have serious qualms about the.effects “of- all

this on themselves. Hoban 619?3) seriously proposes that the time: has

come t6 eliminate . the job of Brincipal altégether " For this reason,~the
. results of this studx*deallng with the self- perce1ved 1nf1uence of prin-’

cipals are highly important. There is no evidence that the principal
becomes 1ess§iyf1uentlal in schools where teachers have hecome more
1nf1uent1al . . L

NN It is poseible that principals in the high<collaboration schools in :
our sample are the most effective principals in our sample, assigned to

those schools deliberately because district adm1n1strators knew that those

schools required strong principals. That cannot be disproven on the -
'

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: . \

. '§is of the data. . -
. -y " "?U O ": R o
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

It is particularly noteworthy hat principals in high-collgboration
schoolg expressed a hlgher degree oz influence on decisions about teq@hing
. mater1als and teachlng methods The_isolation of most teachers in non-

collaborat ive working arrangements has meant that most principals hadeqhad

little voice in matters that are ‘at the heart of the educational process.

In this:study 88 percent of the principals questioned rated themselves as

"very" or "extremely" influential in oarrying out district 'policies;

only 23 percent rated themselves as "very" or "extremely" influential in

determining the methods ysed by teachers in their daily work.

The fact that the picture is different in‘highrcollaboration schools

implies that principals in high-collaboration schools find it easier to

be edueational leaders rather than bureaucratic officers who are influ-

’entlal Ain matters external to the teachlng and 1earn1ng process. To put
it another way, change in the work structure of teachers is assoc1ated
with change in the work structure of principals. Principals in schools
charagterized by a high leiel of collaboration appear to be drawn much
more deeply into professional interaction: as evalpators, as change agents,

»

4and as decision make

Another result)whidh shows up consistently throughout the data, how-
X . N

evér, is that there o such relationship in schonls where the work

structure is changed for a small proportion of the staff. The data lead
one' to suspect management problems in.schools where the 'work structure is

changed to intensive,collaboration for only a minority of the staff.

Implicatipons fér Teachers and theé*eaching Profession

» . N
-

Previous .studies have indicated~some outcomes of teach%ng”in high-
eollaboration schools that are of considerable importance to teachers.
In the 1971 Meyer and Cohen study, greater job satisfaction and a:greater
sense of autonomy or control over one's work were related to teacthg in
open space, schools. (These open space SChOOlS re also characterized by
fully developed teaching teams.) Teachers in these schools also helieved
themselves to have greacer influence over school ooliries and decisions
than teachers in conventional schools. This report confirms increased~
teacheg influence in school-level decision making in high:collaboration
schools, this-time drawing evidence froin principals in a wide range of

school situations, and examining a wide range of decisions.

P
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) Ihere would sefm to be sound reasons, having to do with many aspects
of the profess1ona; l1f§,of teachers, for teachers to promote collaborative
work arrangdnents? Many a;guments about greater school effectiveness
through partlclp tlve manégement also provide ammunition for upgrading
the profess1on of - teach1ng through part1c1pat1ve managéhment. ‘Since we
‘have shown that expanééd teacher participation and influence are‘ééso—
ciated with changed‘working relationsiips, a case can be made for connect-
ing the further developﬁent of teaching as a profession with changes
toward greater day-to-day teacher collaboration.

Organized teachers have not expressed much interest in promoting
greater collaboration on the job. - The focal point of their efforts has
béen at the district lgwél, wi;ﬁ emphasis on economic issues and on
district-wide pol{cies eoncerning personnel, class size, and the like.
Indeed, objections to teard.teaching are rather frequent. One major ob-

. jection is that it demands extra time, from the teachers involved. ]hat

*is a serious and complex‘problem. Participative processes in general B

take more time than Hierérchical decision making (Katz and Kahn, 1966),
and school decision making is no exception. The problem, however, is'”
, not insoluble.

With greatéE evidence becoming nvailable on the growth of teacher
inf luence through changes in the intcrnal structure of schools, some
ten(hgr§ ma§ find such changes appealing as an alternative to negotiat- e
ing at the distri%t level, or as a route to achieving aodifferent but .
equally imbortapt kind of influence for teachers. Through professional
orgahizations, oeacher§ have altered the political structure of school -
life Put not its work structure. Improvements in the persgqal, pro-
fessional, nloneconomic aspects of teaching may come about more readily

through changes in the work structure than through any other way now .
A v

available.
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Appendix A

SAMPLING PROCEDURE ) '

»

The sampling procedure produced a stratified systematic sample of
districts in a six county area, using district size as the stratifica=
tion variable. Within each stratum, a systematic sample of schools was R
selected.

¢
a

Large districts were sampled most heavily and small districts most
lightly. However, the percentage of schools sampled in the large districts
was smaller than in the small districts, to avoid having most of—the
sample of schools fall in the large and medium sized districts and few
in the small districts.

13

District size was measured by the total number of eligible schools
in a district. A school was considered eligible if it had two or more
grades in the K-6 range. This meant, for example, that a 5-8 school was
included, but a 6-8 was not. Using this criterion there were few ineligi-
ble schools. All districts were divided into four strata according to
these criteria:

Large 34 or more eligible schools

Medium Large 15 to 33 eligible schools

Medium 7 to 14 eligible schools g
Small . 1l to 6 eligible schools

The population of districts from which the sample was drawn consists
of all the districts in six Bay Area counties: San Mateo, Santa Clara,
Contra Costa, Marin, Alameda, and San Francisco. There were 101 distrlcts
and 1,047 eligible schools, broken down as follows: B ‘

. Stratum Number of Dist;icts Number of Schools ‘ . —
Large ’ 8 390 .
Medium Large J12 R 211
Medium ) §3 305
Small 48 - < 130 .

' . Total 101 1047

Our target sample of 200 schools came to about 19 percent of all the )

schools in the’ population. //////

The districts in each stratum were sampled in differing percentages. -
One hundred percent of the eight "large" districts were selected; nine

(approximately 19 percent) of the "small" districts were selected. .
Schools were sampled in differing percentages from among the strata of I—
districts,-as shown below: - e

78+ o .
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Percentage of Schools

: ¢ Sampled From Each
Stratum . Districts in Samplé District in Sample
Large 100 %z (8) " 19%
Medium Large 50 . (6) . . 38
Medium 33 1/3 (11) 57
Small 19 (9) . 100

Note that in each stratum of districts 19 percent of the schools were
selected. This percentage figure was largely a matter of convenience,
since it came close to producing the desired sample size of 200. The
actual size of tHe sample was 188 schools.

Districts were selected withins each stratum systematically: if
50 percent of the districts were to be selected, every second district
in the stratum was selected. In this way the full range in size varia-
tion within the stratum was maintained. Similarly schools within
districts were chosen on a systematic sampling basis.

»
d
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Appendix B

RESEARCH INSTRUMENTS

Selected Questions from the Rrincipal Interview \

e

STAFFING PATTERNS .

INTERVIEWER:

N . 1.

INTERVIEWER:

@

IF NO:

IF YES:

List of Names of Collaborative Groups No. of

IF IN READING THROUGH THE QUESTIONNAIRE YOU FOUND ANY
MISSING OR UNCLEAR RESPONSES, GO OVER THEM WITH THE
PRINCIPAL AT THIS POINT. -

I would now like to ask you about any teaming or collaborative
relationships your teachers use in instrution. We recognize
that there are a great variety of rﬁzng refationships possible
among teachers; therefore, rather han asking you for the number
of "teams" you may have, T would like to know whether you have
any small teacher groups who meet one or more of the criteria

on this piece of paper. .

HAND PRINCIPAL SCALE 1-(FIVE TYPES OF COLLABORATION) ) ¢

Yes, I do No, I don't

°

SKIP TO QUESTION“® (p.3)’
PROCEED AS FOLLOWS: .

Please tell me how many such grouﬁs you have, many teachers
are ihvolved in each group, and @hich of the crite?la on thls

list apply to each group./

teachers in

4

%

\

Applicable Criteria /

(Spec1fy Subject Areas if Speclallzed) each group (Type of Collaboration)
“ ' . A B .C D E, .

‘11"

*The complete instruments used in this research were also,used for other
research purposes, and parts of them are not relevant to this study. This
appendix includes the interview and questionngire items from which data
reported in the text or in othér appeﬁdices are drawn

451‘:
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y 3
Principal. Interview
t N ’
) Scale 1
¢ ' Response Categories to be ‘
Used with Principal Interview Question ) M
‘ Types of Collaboration 9.

[ o

A. Teachers divide children into groups according to either -

subject matter or ability and rotate students among groups.

B. Teacher group meéts at least every other week for one or more
of the following |purposes;- géanning of instruction, evalua-
tion of student progress, and/or coordination of student

discipline.- ﬁ“\\\\{/N\ -
C. Teacher group members work directly with each other in

i, instruction; that is, teachers joimtly teach the same lesson
to the same group of pupils. -~

“*\‘\%A\\\ D~ Teacher group is;collectiveiy responsible for its students,
who are really assigned to the group as a whole rather than
. to any individual member. , . . :

o

» £
o ¢

J -
E. Teacher group designates an official leader-to coordinate the
e group's program with other teacHers and with .your office.

N -

, “.\\ . . ~ 4
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N
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4
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1
/
.
.
a. a
-
< - e

ERIC | | | U
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Principal Interview™ : - .
13 - o s *

\ .
\ L

. 7. Does your school, have any "open spag//pnds" on“other

' instructional sp ces wh wo Or Te teachers regularly ¥
) ‘ ‘work at the same time? / L.

| e e
! IF NO: SKIP TO QUESTION 8 ~ [ * -, {
IF YES: ASK v S )./ .

a) How many such spaces? ' With altogether how many
teachers? ] T ’ °

d

»

b) In these pods or open space .classrooms do tﬁéﬂteachers
* generally teach in such a way that they are visible to

each other while they work?
‘ in general this is true. . 0\’/
____this is true for some, ‘not for all ////

in general, this is.not true.,,
3

- 4 .- < Lt ‘ P ,
. c) Has the amount of such space changed significanfly duriEg
the past two years? § LT
° - oL N ‘
~ Yes, it has ‘increased. o e
" A’ . ’ '/‘ ' 4 / -~
Yes, it has decreased. -

;// No, it has rgmained about ﬁhe SaW§§;)/

e

L

ERIC

*
Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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- Principal Interview : % - AN . \
" . « (O ‘
> * . -

¢ ' ' ~

'+ - PART B: SCHOOL 'DECISION MAKING ., . .

¥
As f%u know, schools differ in the matter of who {'s consulted ,or
becomes 1nvolved wheri various decisions are made. In this section we
. ask\about ‘some specific decisions which-.are commonly made in the course
of - operatlng a school: We are interested in finding out which

‘\’ b

y~. - Py|ase note that ye are asklng only about active igvol
/ ; consultatlon ‘not about the-amount of 1nfluence thege indivy
A0 "‘groups may have. For example, teachers may be actively fivolved in
| . dechlng whether to make changes in the school time
i /'\ "' may ﬁot be'vety 1nfluent1al ih the matter. )

/[ e ' , -

o Please be/careful not to respond
VA cage by anyene's sféndards We, would

D s

“terms of what should be the
Lke to ﬁnow what the usual

/ < [ s e ﬁP{f i . -, .
. - ) 10. e score eaéﬁ person pr group ‘for each 'decision .
o . ¢ 0 dlng‘/gxfhe follPW1 g- scale - . !
. o’ - .
, F ’
I
e y ﬁ « v, 2—would seldom be co ulted or become actlvely involved.
- ‘ -’ L " //ﬁA;ould oc0351onally be consulted or become act1ve1y
- L oo involved. . )
se ‘ j ’ 4-would usually be/consulted or hecome\actlvely involved
O / - : 5—would always fﬁ almost .always) be consulted or bécome
. actlvely 1nvol/ed . o .
Y, 5 e o iy ) ) : tt
.r ‘ _ :/‘o . \f .

¢
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) ;ndnviduals o] roups are "consulted or become actively involved when ,
, + . these decisions re made in your-school.’ . //1/////
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4

Principal Interview
Activé Partlclpatlon
or Involvement

Administrators or

staff at the

digstrict office.

School faculty

e

as a group

s

Teachers - individ-
community groups

ually or as-a
teaching team

Parents or:

J

No decision on thi
has ever occurred

in this school.

Decision to hifé a new teacher
(the specific. decislon resulting
in a contract offer). .

|Ptincipal /,

z

Decision to adopt a new major
reading curriéulum to be .used
within- this school.

(/

«

Decisions assigning pupils t0o :
classes ‘and teachers for the
next School year. '

.Decision to make changes in the
" school schedule affecting
the whole school.

Decision to adopt indjividualized
instruction or some other partic—
ular teaching method _in more
than one class.y

©

A general policy decision on.
whether to uge paid teacher aides
in this school given availabie.

funds. .

v
- -

»,

o

1.

Deciding on the agenda for
faculty meetings.

*

A decision to alter the profes—
sional assignments of staff mem- '
bers to-peryit greater special— .
- dization. ‘

A dec1slon ofi the best tourse .of
.+« action for hdndling a serious :
" _disciplinary problem. '

.

A decision whether to use ability
; grouping, of some othet form of
'grouping of pupils, as a general.
policy for this school.

A decision to develpop a special
course or Unit not standardein the
curriculum (such as ecology.) v
withip this school.

»

.- Decistons establishing school poli—
cies on the use of the playground,

buildings, and ‘equipment (for the , .

- ‘pupils and staff of~this ,schdol) ..

.

. B

.o

S o

* - _ C . 8"&1

-




Principal Interview p .

-

In the previous question we asked about the. degree to which

various persoms and . groups participate in certain specific decisions.
In this section we. ask which persons or groups have the predominant
. influence on the outcome:-0f these decisions. /

it <
. . .

£ Please‘keep in-mind that no judgments are being made on what b
‘the "right" way is. We would like to know .how things work in practice.

S : I . -
s Ve ) *
- :.11. .0n eachof the dec1sions listed, please choose the

statement from the 1ist provided which 'most accurately
describes how the matter is dec1ded =

INTERVIEWER: HAND RESPONDENT THE SCALE  FOR QU STION 11\ T

e * . l-this-decision is basica

/o .. )
wmade at the distf%;t level,, N
_ with consultation wi

asically made By the principgi, yith ' -
consultat::h/y th teachers and/or district administrators.

- . " 3~in ﬁracti his decision is Bas1caliy made by~ teachers,

although “the principal and perhaps district staff persons,

are influential and involved. . ) .

\\\\E-this'decision is

4-th1s decision is made at the school level, and in practice
< e ‘'ls shared quite equally between the principal and teachers, N

5-no decision on this matter hss been made in this schqol;
question cannot be answered. e

«
B
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. d. Decision to make thanges in the

%

»

Prihcipal Interview

Choose the most
appropriate

statement from
the scale for*
question 11;

indicate choice
in this column.

If answers "3" or

"4" are chosen, ask

the following: "By
'teachers' do you-
mean:

a-the teacher\br'

teachers affected
by ‘the decfsiop.
b-a committee, or
c~-the teaching staff
as a group?"

a. Decision to hire a new'teacher
(the specific decision resultiné“
-in a contract offer).

b. Decision to adopt a new major
reading curriculum to be .used
within this school. ’ X

: ¢. Decisions assigning pupfls to |

clqsses and teashers for the- \i“
next school year. '

\

school schedule affecting
the whole school,

e. Dacision to adopt individualized
. -inStruction or some other partic-,
ular~teaching method, in more

-

. y than one cldss

f. A general pqlicy dec151on on
whether to use “paid teacher aides
in this .school, given available
funds.

g. Deciding on thg agenda for
faculty mé€etings. v

h. A decision to alter the profes-

" sonal’a551gnments‘0f staff
members to permit greater : .
specialization. ’ -

i. A decision o® the best course of’ 0“
"action for handling a serious ‘ .
,.disciplinary problem, . °

j. A decision whether to use ability

.grouping, or some other form of
grouping of pupils, as a general
policy for this school.

te .. ]

k. A decision to deyelop a speoial

codrse or unit not standarpd in the" .

curriculum (such as eCoIogy)
within this school. . ° - .

Decisions establishing schdol poli-

« c¢ies on the use of thé'playground
buildings,—-and equipment (for the -

__pupils and staff of this school).

> e s

L \
.
.
¢ .
e
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Pringipal Interview

. O b . ., »
\ .
\ i L. . .
Pr1nc1;;\\\\igfluente .o . . -

4

<

There are ma N ressures on school principals, as we’all know.
Publlc schools do noE séle\t the pupils who willeattend. + The
‘concerns and interests of parents, .teachets and district’ administra-
tors do not always c01nC1de Some® things aboyt any school cannot
easily beé changed. . . . .

-

. -

- Qprkl
your

d\h\nt about the| amount of influence " you as the principal can
exert in

number of arias of ‘concern‘which are common to schools.

-

* * X k. ' *

-
-
s ! .

12. Compatggnto all the other factors influencing the .
. situation, how influential are:yoty as prir€ipal,
in elre followlng matters7 ..

& . -

influential .
influential -

Verly -

influential
Moderately
influential
Slightly
influential
Not mt all

L4 N 3 -
4

Carrying out the'poiicieg of the Board
or District at the local school level.

. ., 'b. DPetermining speclffb\mEEZEds used by
: teachers in their dally .agsroom work.,
t. Maintaining or achieving good- morale .
and behavior on the part of puplls 1n
. the school ,
d. Help B teachers -improve the
quality of their wo . \w -
*, e, Maintaining or ach1ev1ng good attitudes
\ a toward the school on the*part of *
parents. ’ .
£. Maintaining or achjiéving good f s
teather morale. .

- g. Developing and/er adoptxng 1mproved i - |- ' '
curricula or programs in the school.
Raising the level of achievement of . *
‘ pupils who are weakedn reading and - "* :

" arithmetic. .

. ¢ ¢

N
/

CRRIC. N ;

PArurrtext provided .
\

»
———Extremely
T
Y

.'r

We assume that!|your school has its share of difficulties an :
Giver=the specific situation you are in, 4 '

A3




Principal Interview

~

13,

.

14.

.
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- b e

Suppose &ou‘and your gtaff desired to adopt a new
reading curriculum for your school. We.would like to
know how explicit theadistrict poiicies and procedures ™
are which you would follow in seeking approval for

this program

a) "This decision would be governed by explicit
policy guidelines and established procedures.

b) This decision would be governed by general
policy guideilnes only.

¢) This dec151on would be governed by informal
or ad hoc arrangements.. . .

—

Supbose you wished to reorganize your staff for team
teaching. How explicit are the district policies and
procedures applying to. the' situation?

> . -
a) aThrs decision would be governed by explicit

*'yolicy guidelines and established procedures.

, This dec151on would be governed by general
. ’ policy gu1delnnes only. °. -

-

c) Thls decision would be goyerned by informal
or ad hoc-arrangements. s - . v

¢

}mpoée you and ydﬁr taff wished to develop a different
.method of grouping and Mssigning pupils for instructional
How exp11c1t are the dlstrict policies and

guidelines and established procedures.

sion would be governed by genergl
policy guiddelines only. .

c) This decision“would be governed by informal .
or ad hoc arrangements.

' ’ / .
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s \Principal Interview .
16. We would like to know how you see your own-role K
regarding educational change within your school. Please
. rate yourself an a scale f;om one to five, where five s

indicates that you are able to spend a great deal of - o
‘time stimulating change within the school, and one

indicates that you are able to spend almost no time in

such activities. )

~ almost no time ¥

[ N
!

a great deal of time . . .

- ’
LY

17. Which is the best estimate of the economic Ievelvof

"

. F, e
families whose children are served by your school.f_ R
“ . . LA SR
: Low-income Low-middle High-middle High- , Mixed . )
income income income ’ a . .
. : ” Lt o A Tt
#IF MIXED, SAY: Please 1nd1cate the -two most predominant income i }
‘ categortes: . : T _
v { \ ‘
) : 18. With regard to' \Be adult comminity within which this :
<. " . school 1is Jlocatedywyhich of these alternatives best . ol
' + describes the community ¢1imate regarding education: .
v H N ' ‘\
) * Choose one: . Choose one:
N Active, . ) Innovative ,
B . Inacyive . Traditional {
' . . Mixe 5, ’ Mixed . .
w)
w
[ 1 ’
‘\’ &
1
~ © v,
) ‘\, L
L
Y
N
0y N *
SN e
. Iy e
" N LIPS
\ . I >
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\
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‘ .
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Principal Isnterview &

AN Pl SR ,
-

19, fn general how guc influence do parents and communjity
# groups have on‘your school decisions and plénning’

3 .

‘e

Parents and/or-commun?fy groups are:

¢

. ’ a) Extremely influential °

- b) Very influential ) ) -

c) Moderately influential

. ) d) Slightly influential .

e) Not at all influential

L]

20. 'How;influentigl‘is the chers' organization(s) within_
your district (CTA or”AFT local dhapter or CEC) upon
dec1sions made within your qghool in«thesexareas.

* P - v .o e ———
' ~ N 4 - -~ - . ‘ SCALE .
o a) cdurricular decisioné " 1-not at all influential

b)'decisions on professiokél 2—slightly influential ~
staff a551gnments

c) decisions on the way

4-very influential

pupils are assigned or <
grouped. . - . S—extremely influential
. d) school rules and %‘ ) N o ’

regulations o

-

3—moderately iInfluential ~




E L. -84~

\
Pancipal Interview

i
'

PART D: EVALUATION , . ‘.

4

»

Now we want to ask you some questions about how you evaluate
"teachers in the reading program in grades 1-3. For example, you may
compliment teachers on their good work periodically or criticize
them for mistakes; you may occasionally give them formal written @ o
evaluations; you may simply indicate your judgments of their perfor- ~
‘mance with a smile or a frown; or you may look at how they are d01ngdg B
. and say nothing, and yet they may know whether or net you are
satisfied.

-

In general, when you indicate in any way, directly or indirectly,
how well or poorly you think a teacher is doing, you are glving an
evaluation: Please remember that what we mean by evaluation
includes much more than'® formal written evaluations.

53. ., \\general how frequently do you evaluate how well or
how poorly teachers are doing on the task of teaching

reading in grades 1-3? »v/(¢~ s

a) Very frequently

3

’ \
b) Frequently

¢) Fairly often.

d) Occasionally . :
;e) Seldom ° T : o

f) Almost never . . ‘~

g) Never . : . .
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Principal Interview

v

- 4 i

55. 1In your opinion, to what extent.do teachers have
" knowledge of the criteria which you use to determine
how well or poorly they are doing on the task of
teaching reading in grades 1-3?
a) . Teachers have a great deal of knowledge
- b) Teachers have considerable knowledge o
- _—— N . L Cu %
c¢) Teachers have some knowledge )
o d) Teachers have little knowledge
e) Teiﬁhers have no knowledge .
b r
K.,/)
- :J 13
: ’ ’ )
. . g:y
 J
[N
i f
v i - "o,
v
' @




’ ot N s i .
In this section we ask for a summary of all personnel who work
in your school, with the exception of custodians and nurses.

13

In order to get an accurate summary of your staff, we ask about —m
the number of people, and also about the pumber of "full-time
equivalents." A half-time counselor should be reported as one person,

-and 'sfull-time equivalents. Three half-time secretaries wo

reported as three persons, but 1% full-time equivalents. I neééss ry

> in the case of district personnel whosg time in your school\may
fluctuate, estimate the proportion of time the person spends in your
s’chools . N ‘

1 & 2 ° o~

1. Certificated pers&hnei

This chart is intended as a summary of all paid certificated
personnel-who work in your, school, exéepé administrators. Every paid
certificated person who works in your schoél either full-time or any
fraction of time should be included. Some persont may be reported in

* . more than,one ca;eg;;y, but no person should be reported as more
q

than one full-time gquivalent. In cases'of doubt, choose the best
alternative. If no alternative is appropriate, please use the
category labeled "other" with an explanatory note. ,

. SchoSh Staff] ‘ Aistrict Staff
v No. of Full-timé " No. o Full-time
- persons equivalents persops equivalents

2

a) Regular classroom teachers. . : - ,

. b) Teachers with special classes
. (e.g., teachers working with
mentally gifted classes,
educationally handicapped
classes, €tC.)e « « + 4 ¢ .

- T

¢) Teachers who do not have a N
regulaer .class (e.g., remedial Lo ‘ . . g
reading teachers, spécial . ~ T . . .
- ’ teachers in art, music, T~ .
physical educy etc.)e « .« . . _ A y

>

., d) Psychologists . . . . &+ . . &N

\ e) CounselorS. « « « v « o « . . 0

w \fO Speech therapists . . . . . . k“f?) . : ,VF U

g) Librarians. . . « . . . . . . i e v “gﬁ

: > *'h) Curriculum sbecialisgs. ce ;o s i#\&'dﬁlﬁ
" '1) Others (please specify) . . . . iR i,
ST TOTALS . + « « « . « . . . ) - ,

e’ _ 99

‘f::-w1
Ll
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2.

-

‘ "

Administrators in this school:

No. of
persons¥*
—

Full~time

Title equivalents ~

a)
b)
c)

*NOTE: : In the event that a person
but also carries a full-time

noté that above in the %o

ching assigrifent, please
n for fulb¥-time equivalents.

. .
r of persons T Full-time equivalents .

How many adult volunteers (non-paid helpers) work in your school
on a typical day? (If necessary,

/ . . s .
_,, "”, 3. How many clerical person are in this school?
. Number of persons H Full-time equivalents - . - -
. ‘4, How many d teacher aides does your school,employ? .

" at any one time during the year.): . ’% \\\\\ .
a) - ‘

Adult volunteers working with teachers

[ I ., . ' -
b) Adult volunteers working in other cépacities *

Pledse estimate the number of hours spent in the school by the

R

e

oo,

average adult volunteer per day:

)._———-

How many'of the teachers in your school ate tenured?

How many of y9ur teachers have worked at this school:

a) 1-3 years

" b) 4-8 years
$.) y

"7 ¢) 9-12 years

L]

o

- d) over 12 years

ST

<




Principal Questionnaire - ) ‘.

[

;o . 7
8. How long have you been principal of this school?

How long have you been an educational administrator?® ‘ v

How'long have you worked in this school district? ’

9. All schools have faculty meetings, but faculty meetlngs are .
organized differentdly in different schools. Which of the following “ “
is the most accurate description of faculty meetings in your school?’

a) Faculty meetings are primarily for communicating information
and soliciting reactions- from the staff to a1d the
administrative process.

___b) Faculty meetings- are primarily occasions for making
" decisions and setting policies for the conduct of the
school. g R . -
A} ’ ’ ’ /

10. How often are .faculty meétings held? times per .

.

T*—-.__1l. Does your schoolvhave any standing committees for dealing with
school level matters such as curriculum, teaching methods, special

; programs, student disciplining, etc.? If so, please list these
. committees and provide the information requested. Do

- . ’ o '
// .o | How often |No. of ° Types of Desgription

, NAME OF ITTEE it meets participants participgnﬁs of duties
N ‘ ; ' - . "\ Y (parents, ' (if not clear

- | teachers, etc.) {from title)
X - g

~

“

- ' . ‘ ‘//
‘// . 3 3 ; ’ . d/%%;é

— x
®
) . -
. -
M o s
- - . A
kd -
o ’ * °
-t . - s
N - A

- s - ! 7 ' r
‘ . ’ * o LY ? ~,
| - k. i N .7 ¢ b Y

A - € o

4 )
. .

LN " h . ~ <
. - ' . 4

* N e s $ N «

-~ N -t /, - v
. »
+ .
. e ’ N . . . Y .
- . . . ~ 1 °
* —d‘f‘ -
. 4 -
Q o - '

.
‘ ., - . . ". ~ . M

] > . . . . oy

CERlC T = e — \
| \ ‘y . L R . [ g . ‘ ‘

.
) . e r

| e LN . b . S)() .
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Principal Questionnaire *
=
14. Has your'school applied .
. S p ———— : -
instructional p::iiigsﬁ ring the last two years? ;/x' .o
R~ Y . " No . 2 L X
o \ IF YES: Heﬁ/;;;y times have you applied? . P
, ‘Please list the application for which you received . ' ) .
- such funds, and the approximate amount .school o .-
‘ ’ - received. . .o - e - :
.- \( ‘ B . 4// . > *
) - . . P . - . .
.- ‘ Purpose of - Application: &AﬁougL/RéEg;Qed .-
¢ i S . g ;}//// s . .
:\ | "-// | '//’ \’i ) ’ < ’ ' ‘
: P ' ' ‘ L
/, : ’/ / , * . '
, ) . ! ,/ p v LT , N
- - L7 . i e ' _ o /’/ )
’ /// R . - . "-’_‘__/" ) ’ A N —
- » 15. Does your-school feceiyg,spéffgi federal ‘or state furnds, such A
P - as Miller-Unruh or TitTe TII funds, for educational programs? .~ ,

a// / . i '(f v »
LT Y * ~ ‘ oy

_ P Le s ;
/ P Yes No . ) o ¢

¢ P - '
L ~TF YBS: Please explain the Ature of the ‘program or programs
y/”//”/,,,f - briefly, and give“the approximate amount of the , L
v ‘ gpecial fynds, : . '
. Tk , ’ - - . g
; : . : Source Approximate e
(State or - Amount of .
Federal) Special Funds ., )
N . ,- ' N ' N ) . g
= ~

-
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Selected Questions from the Superintendent Interview
: P . | J
6. In general, how frequently do you evaluate how well or poorly .
principals are performing as school admé&%strators.

13

- a).Mére frequently than once a year .

b) Once a year * \ .

c) Once every two years Y.

d) Once every three to five years ‘

:g;e) Other (Please 'specify)
' v ‘ j
. 7. {As 'you ghow’/ln order to- evaluate ahy member of your staff, it is

/1necessary to’ develop crltgﬁla br standards of evaluation and also | ) -

to gather information on the performance of’the staff member being

evaluated. ‘ . ! - | ,
T

[ 4
a. What criteria or standards have been set to determine how well

or poorI§ principals are performing as school administrators?

. L

b. What types of information are collected to determine how well
or poorly principals are performing as school administrators?

\ . /
’ -

}

, | o :

v,
....

\qumm"\ - H
- .
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Al

. Superintendent Interview

24. How influential are the teachers' organizations within your district
(CTA or AFT local chapter, or CEC) in these areas:

INTERVIEWER: HAND OUT SCALE 1

[as) [as) ~ [as) —
—~ ! > o @ o
— o — - > il !
T > & U & ~ S
o | Ag uc = =
FE AT oo S 9 Y E Q
@s | 3 a3 3 T
~ 00~ U t\r—i o=
FE R [T O U ') FE e
ce | e <= v c X o
2 = Lo 00 o] = - [ ] =3
a. Salaries and fringe
benefits i
L
4
b. .Teaching conditions,  such \ “
as class size and extra . ¥
’ duties ' . ’
- c¢. Curriculum decisions
. -
d. Decisions on professional
staff assignments K :
v
k)
4
e. Decisions on the way pupils
are assigned or grouped

Y

28. 1In general, how much influence do parents and community groups have
., on decisions and planning in your district? Parents and/or .
: -community groups are: !

____ﬁ5 Extremg}y influential ' . - . .
___b) Very,iﬁfluential .
___«©) Mgdé;ately influé;tial _ TS
___d) ,5lightly influential ) ) "
____e) Not at all influential ) °
R \ o
> C /
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Superintendent Interview

-

7
» * /

Finally, I would like to ask you 3 questions concernlng the way/yﬁ
which you see your own role as superintendent,

~
29. First, we would like to know how.you see your own role regarding
, educational change within your district. Please rate yoursel f .
on a scale from one to five, where five indicates that you are
able to spend a great deal of time stimulating change within the ‘
district, and one indicates that you are able to spend almost no
time in such activities. .
. N
1-Almost no time : N
2
-3 .
,
——-4 ’
5-A great deal of time - |
- : i
- . L
. ’ ‘
7 ~ )
~ ~
< ’
0y ?
¢
. ‘ - : \ .
. . ,
t ) A
- ’ \\ i}
. |
« \ Ve
. . . |
\\ 1
. Q > - \\ - s
! 3
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N ' Appendix C . ; L.
. COMPARATIVE DATA FROM TEACHERS

A separate research group within the Environment for TeaEBing Program .
L of SCRDT drew a subsample of sixteen schools in order to conduct an
intensive study involving data from teachers and students. As a result,
. ’ the responses of principals to some interview questions jcan be compared
with the responses of teachers to similar questions as medns of vali-
.dating the responses'qof principals. The teacher data afe from question-
R naires. _Since the research purposes were different the questions were
) not e%aotly the same, .nor were the procedures.used in data reduction
exactly the same. Therefore, the comparisons are only approximations. ’ :

Teachers in the subsample ind1catéd whether or not they worked in
collaboration with other teathers. - The percentage of teachers in each
school who said they taught jointly “and/or had joint responsibility for
students was then obtained. These results are compared with the informa-~ :

; tion obtained from principals in the tabulation below. School types v
¢ were assigned to each school on the basis of information obtained from
principals. The tabulation shows the percentage of t®achers in each .
school of each type whe had some kind of joint responsibility for students.

Type O Type 1 ) Type 2 Type 3 Type 4
(3 schools) (3 schools) (4 schools) . Q@ schools) (4 schools) .
17.7 gs.sz : 62.57 < bh.8% 0 N 90.9%- .
} / . R
" 0.0- 1265 50.0 10.0 ¢ 60.0 . )
0.0 0. 25.0 53.8
. . 10.0 - 31.3
" o !
\ , .
\ N A Y
\ ’ k i




