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Introductory Statement

The mission of the Stanford Center for Research and Development
in Teaching is to improve teaching in American schools. 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, Mashington, D. C., 1975. The study was

carried out in the Program on the Environment for `Teaching.
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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 long as organizations have been studied.. In recent years,

some long-held assumptions concerning control and influence have been

challenged. Proponents of participative management practices have argued

for years in favor of greater involvement of 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 taken the *study of participation and in-

fluence much further. Tannenb*hum contends that a high level -of influence

in organizational affairs by both rank-and- le employees and managers

is associated with greater organizational eff ctiveness/and satisfaCtion.

In other words, it is desirable to have both stong aria influential

managers and strong and influential subordinates. This'argument seems

to contradict the common sense notion that in order for leaders to be

strong and influential in determining the courst of events and decisions

in an organization, they must exercise a great deal of control at the

expense\t4 control or influence by the rank and file.

Tannenbaum's argument is based on the pre se that in any human

situation, the 'total amount of influence 1
exis ing in the situatIcon is

not fixed. Power or influence is like love o knowledge. We can all

have more of it. Because some attain more of ft does nqt mean that

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

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

1For my purposes, the words "power," "control,"..nd "influence"
are used
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it

This way of thinking assumes a nonmechanistic view of organizations

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

bOrowed- from the 'writings olpurns and Stalker (1961) and others, to

describe organizations that are characteriZed by complex networks of

control. Members of such organizations are deeply involved w each

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

comparisons are made between similar organizations doing the same type

of work, persons employed in the high-control, "organic" organizations

report a higher level of ityfluence on the organization's life than their

counterparts in more mechanistic organizations.

Let us apply Tannenbaum's argument to school managelOnt. We might

expect that if-we were to investigate a great many elementary schools,

we would find them differing in the degree to which teachers participate

in decision making. To put it anothet way, we might expect that schools

would differ in the amount of control' teachers exercise over the conduct

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

would need to know whether principals iffer in the manner and degree in

which theyy influence decisions within the schools under study, and
/

whether the difference or lack
4
of-difference haOany relation: to the

amount of control or influence exercised by.the teachers.

Since school'are highly triiitional organizations with well-

developed expectations about relations among teachers and between

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

in la'tge numbersOhich differ in some significant way from other schools.

Fortunately, a recent innovation (9r more precisely, cluster of innova-

tions) has resulted in some real differences. This is team teaching,

frequently adopted in conjunction with the modification or construction

of buildings to provide open space classroom areas.

Even though team teaching an ope space classrooms are a major

innovation, research on the organ zat onal implications'of these changes

has been surprisingly sparse. Mu h of the available research has been

and is being conducted at Stanford University and at the University of

Ya
)
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Oregon (Pellegrin, 1970; Meyer and Cohen et al., 1971; Marram, Dornbusch

and SCott, 1972; Schiller, 4972). The present study is part of the

continuing investigation of organizational factors affecting education

conducted at the Stanford Center for Research and Development in Teaching.
,

One of the most interesting findings in both the Meyer and Cohen

study and the Pellegrin study was that when teachers work in teams, they

have significantly greater influence 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 unw ing or unprepared to change

the patterns "of' control and influence ithin the school, it may be

very difficult for any form-of teaming to work successfully.

The present study takes some of the findings of these two studies

as a starting point and carries the investigatibn further. Both of

these studies report perceptions of' teachers. They acknowledge that

persons in different positions within an organization may have different

perceptions of the samg situation. Also, these studies focused on

-extreme cases: schools with full open space and teaming or none at all.

Pellegrin focused on a particular form of team teaching, the multiOnit

eieMentarylschool, an organizational ',structure developed at Wisconsin

Research and Development Center for Cognitive Learning and adoved in

some form by schools throughout the country. The present study examines

a very large sample of elementary schools of all descriptions.

The earlier investigations asked general questions about influence.

The results obtained raise the question whether the increased influence

described by teamed teachers was only a general sense of influence, and

rs's whether the measure of influence canbe made specific by asking about

actual decisions commonly made in schools.

The influence of the principa was not dealt with in much detail

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

the principals as having less 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.

I 1.
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The principals' view of the matter was not asked. A common sense view-

poitt would hold that if.the'teachers see the principals as less in-

fluential in teaming and open space schools, the principals must in

fact have less influenG.e artmust find their positipns as managers

undermined. Tannenbaum's arguments, however, suggest the opposite: in

schools'with higher teacher influence, the principals may express the

belief that their own influencA is also greater. Packard: Carlson,.

'Charters, and Moser '(1973) demonstrated- -that 1-rr-the schools in the

Meyer and Cohen study, the principals' power varied Nindependently of

the teachers' power, so that both could be described as high or low A ,

the same school.

Packard and his associates raised another relevant issue. The link-
NN

ing of teachers in some form of team teaching may constitute a re
,0

rgani- N,

zation of the work structure (instruction), or it may constitute a re- N..N.
N.
Nit

organization of school governance--two very different things. For ,./

40 exaMple, if teachers meet regularly to discuss issues of common concern
/.

but do not actually teach together, the work structure of the scho I

may be essentially untouched. Teachers still 'relate to pupils 'fi the

same way, and there have been no changes in the division of%la oer- Or

if - teachers talk primarily to a team leader or unit leader position

that did not previously exist), and consequently no lon r communicate

as much with the principal, the governance of the schQSi may be re-

)

cerrvized, leaving the work of teaching unchanged many fundamental
.. - -...-

sense. On the other hand, if teachers who previo sly worked aLone now
.

work together daily in the classroom, jointly planning and coordinating'
.

all activities, dividing up the work, and having joint responsibility

for what happens in the .om, we may say
/
that the-Oork structure of the

school has been reor The question for wearch was whether ex- (

panded teacher pa tion and influence in s`c ool decision making is

associated with a reorganization of alb work structure,.a reorganization

of the governance structure, or both.
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Moving toward a More Organic Work Structure

The posited expansion of the infiuente of teachers through the ,//

effects of teaming and open space takes 01.ace 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 having only limited control over

' I subordinates. Principals do not customarily provide detailed and

exacting instructions on classroom activities. Insted, school decision

making is characterized by a high proportion of low- coistraint decisions.

Control is focused on,points of possible trouble. Oth5rwise, many

options remain open. In this situation, the stage is set foc,teachers

t9 make decisions together. No new delegation of Authority toite chers

is' necessary. q

When the'dork structure of the school is changed so that teachers

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

intensive forms of teaming, as when'teachers'meet regular4orlplanning,

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

and evaluation structure of the school does not militate against joint ,

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

,room teachers does.
N,,,

o Joint decision making, h wever, is a phenomenon that has effects

\beyond the simple accomplishril of detiiions. Molnar (1971) found
\ `,.

.

that teachers who actively partic
4

ate in team processes or who have
\

influence in teams feel that they h greater influence within the .

---
school outside the team as well as within it.

Tannenbaum points out that when a particptive management system

is introduced, the total amount of control exercised in, e organization

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

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

other teachers rand being control ed in return). One of Ilellegrin'Nt's

major finding' as that interd pendence developed among the teacherS
4

multiunit schools. Inte dep de t relationships, in Tannenbaum's terms,\ \

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

,

\I
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12. Decisions establishing school policies on the use of the
pla'ground, buildings, and equipment (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 school per-

sonnel. They cover four broad areas in which decisions are made within

local elementary schOols: personnel decisions (questions 1, 6, and 8);

decisions concerning.curriculum and teaching methods (questions 2, 5,

and 11); pupil control decisions (questions 3; 9, and 10); and' 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 wasilltated in terms of

. influence (the instrument is in Appendix B).

The possible responses offered to the interviewees on the in-

adence set were stated in zero-sum or forced-choice terms, as follows:

1. T decision is basi ally made at the district level,
with tksltation with the principal and/or teachers.

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

3. In practice, this decision is basically 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 school;
,question cannot be answered.

Measurement of Principal Influence

In order to test the theory that sharing decision making in

specific decisions is compatible with increased influence in a mo

general sense, a set of questions was developed asking principals to

assess their own influence in the life of the school in a general way.

(The instrument is in Appendix B.)

22
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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 p the principal. And since working with process issues cannot

easily e separated from working on substantive issues, the principal

will undoubtedly make some substantive contribution as well. Second,

it is probably easier for a principal to be in close 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 makibg his ideas and OS 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 information, encouraging flexibility, and increasing complexity.

Teachers in closely interacting groups probably know more about school-

wide affairs 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). Although greater famil-

iarity with school-wide problems does not mean that'such knowledge will

he put to use, it does undermine one reason for not involving teachers

in certain decisions, namely that certain judgments must be reserved

to the principal or other administrators because only they are a

position to see the total purpose of the sch 1 (Campbell et al., 1971).

Teaching in collaborative schools may be c ara er as less

routine than teaching in conventional schools. Fu &more, teachers in

these schools must develop new "procedures jointly,with other teachers.

Even after a group of teachers has worked together awhile may be less

likelW for itto fall into an unchanging routine than for an individual

teacher
-
to do so, since group members change 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

-6 participation in decision making in various organizational situations.

1 5
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(

At the same time, closely interacting teachers may have less need of the

principal, or of other administrators, consultants, or committees, for

approval, ideas, or oher fozms of support. If tt)is is true, teachers

will have less need to agree with principals as payment for support.

Another factor contributing to teacher influence' is the complexity

of the team teaching' school. Open space ad team teaching introduce

complexities into the school which did not exist before. The scheduling

of teaching activities becomes more complex because more than one teacher
\

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

Hiring decisions become more eomplex because relationships with other

adults on the staff are more crucial thari when teachers are isolated.
(

In many organizational situations greater complexity in decision making'

is related to the inc fusion of 'fibre persons ,in 'the decision-making .
e, s. \

process (Cleyelande1972). BecauSe of the complexities and inter-

relationshys that result from the'use of teams and open'space, some

decisions which were formerly the proviace of principals may be

formally delegated to teams,of teachers.

The deep involvement of teachers does not necessarily exclude the

principal or render him less influential: On the contrary, as suggested

earlier, the principal should be more deely involved with the staff,

with the result that more total influenceis exerted in the school.

Both the principal and the-teachers may correctly believe they are more

influential than their counterparts in schools in which there is less

interaction.

Analytical Concepts

The term "team tqaching" has sotetimes been used to refer specif-

ically to arrangements in which teachers conduct joint instruction with

the same group of students (Shaplin, 1964). In many situations, however,

the isolation of teachers is broken by means of regular planning and

cons6ltation sessions with other teachers, without actual joint in-

stction. For the purpotes of this study, such practices were assumed

16
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to be potentially important. Rather than stretch the meaning of the

term "Aam teaching," I have chosen to use the term "teacher collabora-

t.ion" for any form of regular work-related interaction among-teachers.

It is apparent that teacher collaboration in schools has two major

dimensions:, the proportion of teachers who collaborate, and the

tensity of the collaboration. These two dimensions are the basis for

a typology of schools that is the major independent varialpletn this

study.

In.order to examine teachers' influence in decision making, it was
.

determined through extensive interviews that four types of decisions

commonly arise in schools: decisions concerning personnel, 'general'

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

management" refers to such matters as determining which pupils should

be assigned to w ich teachers, and the handling of discipline problems.)

It was further d ermined that decisions differ according to "levels,"
s

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

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

example th6 decision to develop a new teaching unit; others affect

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

schedule. Questions for measuting teacher ptrticipation and influence

were therefore developed for four decision categories at three levels:

Q a4

t

Early in'the conceptual stages of the study it was realized that
/

broad participation is compatible with a number of styles of leadprship

or administration. A highly paternalistic leader may keep track of /4'4

everything going on in the school and solicit everyone's opinions, bui;0,

still, decide most matters himself. Or an autocratic leaden may, involve

veryone in most decisions as a ontrol device (.Owens,11970). Principals

with eithe of thes styles fight honestly report the same level of

participatio by teac ts as principals who genuinely, share decisions

kith teachers Bridges 1967) describes several forms of participation

by, teachers, raning from imple discussion to joint decision making.

cAndlier difficulty elating o the study of participation i9 that

articipative leadership style are favored in textbooks Pn educational

7
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administration (Owens, 1970). It 4s therefore reaso ble to expect at

least some prind'ipals to make a normative r spanse n participation

questions--they know that "good" principals re supposed to consult

their subordinates.

For these reasons it was decided to make distinction between

"participation" and "influence,"'and Co use both concepts. "Participa-

tion," for this study, is defined as "active in 'olvement or consultation"

in the process leading up to a decision. "Influ nce" is first defined

as the act of "basically making" the decision in uestion. (Some de-
.

cisions under study are "basically made" by the su erintendent, others '

are made by rincipals, others are made by teachers, and s \ill others-

are Made by speral people jointly.) "Influence" is then defined as

the degree to which the principa believes his work affects general

(onditions and general processes within the school, for exampe, the

degree to which staff morale is affected by:his work co pared twith all

the other things that affect it. After extensive intery ews,wiph

`principals ic, was determined that a measure of the influence of

principalis in the latter sense Should Include four areas: \influence

on the quality of relations between the school and its environment,

influence on teachers' and pupils' mofale,and behavior, inflOece on

the performance and achievement of teachers and pupils, and influence

on the ,choice of teaching techniques and tools. '

\\

Predictions 1

On Ohe basis of previous theoretical work and empirical studies,

two major prediction's were formulated:

i A high level of collaboration in the teaching task (which '

is associated with open space, school facilities) wi I be

associated with increased teacher pdrticipation In d cision
makihg ina broad range of school issues, and with'n ceased'
sharing of influence by principals.

2. High levels oFteacher participation and influence in s hool
decision- making processes will be, associated With greate
self-perceived influence op the part of the principal in
the management of the school.

\ #
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I
II. DESIGN

Sampling and Data Collection
I

The data were gathe ed primarily/from 188 principals constituting a

stratified systematic s mple of the elementary school principals in six
A

counties of the San F ancisco Bay Area. The sampling procedure is de-

scribed in Appendix A. Each principal received alquestionnaire to com-

plete prior to being interviewed. Some items fro/m the questionnaire and

the interviews are in Appendix B. Paid intervie ers sith experience in

the field of education were extensively trained so as to minimize validity j

problems relating to interviewer variation and bias.

The results of a study of teachers in a s bsample of the schoolt

examined here are briefly compared with_the f ndings of this study in

'AppendiX C.

Measurement of/Teacher Collaboration.

The principals were asked to list all groups of teachers in their

schools who collaborated in planning and/o/r carrying our their teaching

assignments,'stating the grade level, the academic subjects involved,

2and the number of teachers in each group, They were then. asked to

select criteria that described each team from the following list:

A. Teachers divide children into liroups according to either
subject matter or ability and rotate students among groups.

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

student discipline.

C. Te cher'group members work directly with each other in
ins uction; that is, teacher jointly teach the same
lesson to the same group of pupils.

D. Teacher group is collectively responsible for its students,
"-I who are really assigned to the group as a whole rather than

to any individual member.

\.\\
-

\ 2
Teams of kindergarten teachers only were excluded from the analysis.

Ki de garten teachers are frequently described as teaming, sometimes as
,Ch o y team in the school; however, these "teams" usually consist of two
teache s, one of whom,has charge ofa morning session, the other an after-
nonn se sion. Teams that were very limited in scopg, such as.a team for
physical education or mu.6ic only, were also excluded\

19 \
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E. Teacher group designates-an official leader to coordinate
the group's program with other teachers and with your
office. \

The information obtained in this way was used to construct a

typology of schools. Two variables were constructed, one 'Co describe

the extensity of teacher collaboration, the other to dScribe,its

intensity. Extensity was measured by the proportion 6f teachers in

the school involved in a team that could be described by criterion

8, C, or D. Intensity wa,s me ed in the same *ay, and a mean

intensity-of-teaming score for each chool was then constructed in

the following manner: The number o teachers in each team was

multiplied by the number of criteria from B, C, and D that the principal

had said described the team. This.product was summed over all teams,

dud the sum divided by the nuMber of teachers in teams described by

criterion B, C, or D_for each school.

These two variables, one describing the extensity of collabora-

tion, the other describing'.the intensity of collaboration, were then ,

trichotomized and cross - tabulated? All*schools in the sample fell

into five cells, providing a five-\phrttypology:

Type 0 (48 schools) No Collaboration

These schools were described by the prilicipals as
having no teacher collaboration at all, according to
the criteria provided.,

Type 1 (39 schools) Low Intensity,Lo* Extensity

Fewer than half the regular classroom teachers in -
these schools were involved in\collaborative groups.
Of the groups that existed; the, typical group was described
as meeting criterion "B," in other words, as meeting to-
gether at least every other v/eek\,to plan instruction,
evaluate student progress, and/or to coordinate student
discipline. Joint teaching or joint responsibility
was rare.

Type 2 (36 schools) High Intensity, Low Extensity

In these schools, fewer tican half the regular classroom
teachers were involved in collaborative groups, but those
who were involved were deeply involved in collaboration.
The average collaborative group in the school met criterOn
C or "D or both. In other words teachers who did work in

2
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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 tese schools, more than half the regular classroom
teachers were involved ,in collaborative groups, but
for 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 responsfhility.

Measurement of Teacher Participation and Influence

With the objective of testing a broad range of situations in

which teachers might participate in decision making taa greater or

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

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

2. Deqlsion to adopt a new major reading curriculum to be
us4d within this school.

0 3. Decisions assigning pupils to classes and teachers for
the next school year.

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

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 pid teacher
aides in this school, given available funds.

7. DecideNg on the agenda for faculty meetings.

8. A decision to alter the professional assignments of staff
. members to permit greater specialization.

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

10. A decision whether to use ability grouping, or some other
form of grouping of pupils, as a general policy for this
school.

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



12.' Decisions establishing school policies on the use of the
plaiground, buildings, and equipment (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 school per-

sonnel. They cover four broad areas in which decisions are made within

local elementary schOols: personnel decisions (questions 1, 6, and 8);

decisions concerning. curriculum and teaching methods (questions 2, 5,

and 11); pupil control decisions (questions 3; 9, and 10); and'adminis-

trative decisions (questions A, 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 waslitated in terms of

. influence (the instrument is in Appendix B).

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

fluence et were stated in zero-sum or forced-choice terms, as follows:

1. T ision is basi ally made at the district level,
'with sultation wit the principal and/or teachers.

2. This deciiion is basically made by the principal, with
consultation with teachers and/or administrAors.

3. In practice, this decision is basically 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 principal2and teachers.

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

Measurement of Principal Influence

In order to test` the bheory that sharing decision making in

specific decisions-is-conipatible with inqreased influence in a-mne

general sense, a set of questions was developed asking principals to

assess their own influence in the'7life of the school in a general way.

(The instrument is in Appendix B.)
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Other Variables
4 ,

F

The relationships betujeen open,space architecture and teacher

collaboration required special investigation. Information 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 size from a single teacher to more than fifty

teachers. Since size has often been found to be an important variable

in organizational studies, its relationship to teacher collaboration was

investigated.

Environmental variables might reasonably be expected to.have some

influen on the dependent variables under study, on the basis of the

broad lit rature on the effects of the environment on organizations.

For this s dy, the environment of the local school is defined as the

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

level administ ators involve themselves in local school affairs); the

influence of teachers' organizations, parents, and community groups on

school decision ma ing; add) the racial and economic characteristics of

the community.

Data on per pupil

compositdop of schools w

expenditures, district size, and the racial

e 'eaisen from published state and county

sources. Interviews with erintend ts were conducted during the

research of which this spudy part, and' qme very limited use is

made of this informatiOn. The re .finder of these data were taken

from interviews with principals.

III. THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN TEACHER CLABORATION AND TEACHER

PARTICIPATION AND INFLUENCE I HOU DECISION MAKING

,/ sample contained a good distribution of school types, in-

cluding sufficient schools in the critical Type 4 category to permit

the desired comparisons to be made (see Table 1).
t

2
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TABLE 1

Distribution of Types of Teacher Collaboration in Sample
(total N = 188) -/

Type , Percentage

0 No Collab 26%

1

2

Lox,/ Intensi

Low Extensit
y

High Intensity
LowExtensity.

21

19

Number of schools

48

39

36

3
Low Intensity
High Extensity 22 44

4
High Intensity
High Extensity 11 21

Teacher Participation in Decision Making for All Schools

Overall, without consideration of the degree of teaming or col-

laboration among teachers within schools, in what kinds of decisions

are teachers most likely and least likely to participate?

It will come as no surprise to learn that teachers were reported

to participate most fully in decisions concerning curricula and

teaching methods, and'least in. administrative and personnel decisions.

A sharp division is apparent between these broad decision categories,
A A

one of, which is traditionally the prerogative of management, the other

of teachers. Most principals said that curriculum decisions would

"never" or "almost never be made without consulting teachers. Only a

small minority said th /',"Tie for personnel and general administrative

decisions.

The prinCipals' ratings' of the level of teacheriparticipation were

summed-for the three decision cinestions 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"

consulted or involved) in all decisions in each category.

24
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TABLE 2
0

'Percentage of Principals Reporting High Teach74 Participation

Type of Decision

Personnel

Administration

Puellk Management

Curriculum

Percen age

2 %

19

58

75

The Relationship between Teacher Particip tidn and School Type

DOes the manner in which 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-7,

cision categories were trichotdMized (in the case of personnel, ad-
.

ministrative, and total decisions) or dichotomized (in the case of

curriculum and moil management decisions).3 The percentages of each

type of school in which-teachers were reported "high" in participation

c are shown in Table 3.

Teacher participation in personnel and administrative decisions shows

sharp differences among school types. Teachers are much more likely to

be active participants in personnel decisions in schools with extensive

collaboration (Types 3 and 4), than in schools with no c611aboration

% (Type 0). In administrative decisions, there is a sizable difference

`between Type 3 and TypeQf schools. In this case, extensive parficipa-

.-tion by teachers is associated with the situations in which teachers

work together in the daily teaching task. Sharp differences between

Type 4 schools and all the other types will be shown in theldata on in-

fluence. In all-school types teachers participate at a high level in

pupil management decisions qnd curriculum decisions.

3
In the case of participation in pupil management and curriculum

decisions, the modal response was 5, making it appropriate to dichoto-
mize the4Variable.

2i
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TABLE 3

Percentages of Schools 1th High Teacher
Participation Scores, by School Type

School
Type

Nlype 0 ,

AN=48)

Type 1
(N=39)

Type 2-

(N=36)

Ty 3-1"

(N=44)

.Type 4

(N=21)

Personnel Adminis- Pupil ,

DecisiOns trative Management
Decisions Decisions

;./

17% 22% 64% 69%

31 33

4
28 31 39

45 37 72

57 ' 62

.

Curriculum ojnwireacher
DeciAlions Participation".

Score

7;

75"

79

81

22%

A,
.31

36

62

`The "total teacher pa ticipation score" iA Table.3 is an-index de-

rived by su mthe score on all twelve decision participation

questions (section index was then trichotomized. Teachers.

, in Type 4 schools are nearly three times as likely as teachers in Type 0

schools to fall in the' top one-third -o-f schools in level of teac er
4 4

participation.

In Type 4 schools the great
.

difference between the par cipation
,c.

by teachers in matters traditionally left to management d those con-

111111r
sidered the province of teacher appears to be closing. This will bec

1
more acparent In the influenc Sate presepted belOw.

In a.ummary, the first m jor conclusion of the studyflis, as expected,

r

that the greater the intensity-and ensity teacher collaboration in

daily work, the more likely it is that teachers wi aTtickpate in school

deCiZOWitth-A-seheel-i-tii-kother working 'arrangements are left

primarily to principals. Greater participation by teachers as reported by

principals does occur in schools with extensive (though not intensive)

teacher teaming, but it is sharply increased in schools in which teachers

/0'9 intensivelyi These are clearly sdhoola in which the work structure,

nOt merely the governance structure, has been changed.

26



\------The Relationship between Teacher Influence and School Type
/

i'O--154.0 the argument further, let us examine the principals'

responses to a_slightly different quegtion. Remember that the full

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 forted 4he principal,was asked to,stabe "who basically makes"

each decision.

The results clearly indicate that when teachers collaborate in 4

the work of teaching, they "basically make" or share in making many

more decisions within the school--not only decisions within their own

clsrooms, but decisions 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

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

--on-the proportion of each type of decision basically made by teachers

(alone) are reported further on.

TABLE 4

Teacher Influence_in_Decision Making
(percentages_of principals reporting decisions made
by teachers alone or by teachers and principal).

A. Personnel Decisions

School Type Us g Paid
Ai es

Hiring A New.-
Teacher

,Shang,ing Staff

AssLgnments

Type 0 (N=48) 43% 4% 7%
Type 1 (N=39) 246 5 b 38
Type 2 (N=36) 47 11 25
Type 3 (N=44) 59 11 39
Type 4 (N=21) '70 24 . 62
All Schools

(N=188) 51 10 41

27
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B. Administrative Decisions
I

School Type Changing School Developing Policies Making up
Attitude on Use of Building4N_ Agenda for

and Equipment Staff Meeting

Type 0 (N=48) 49% 60% 17%'
Type 1 (N=39) 54 63 28

Type 2 (N=36) 47 50 36

Type 3 (N=44) 73 6$ 30

Type 4 (N=21) 76 91 48

All Schools
(N=188) 58 64 29

Note: The decision in the first column is a major policy decision,
tliat in the second is a midlevel d4ision, and that in the third is a
technital or work-level decision (see p.26).

It is apparent that few ,teachers anywhere have a strong impact on'

hiring decisions (Table 4, A). Teachers are somewhat more likely to

have such an impact in Type 2 or Type 3 schools, ank are much more

likely to influence hiring decisions in Type 4 schools. Other personnel

. decisions are much more commonly shared with teachers, though there are

differences among individual decisions. The score for changing,staff

_assignments is similar across school types except for Type 4 schools,

where it jumps sharply. The score for deciding to use paid aides in-
t
creases for Type 3 ,schools, then again for Type 4 schools. The dif-

, ference between them appears reasonable if one remembers that in Type 3

schools mo't of the teachers meet regularly in teams, but for the most

4
part do not, teach together, whereas in Type 4 schools the teachers

teach together.

When contact between teachers is regular but limited to planning

'meetings, it Is less important for the principal to consult teachers

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

where a changfd assignment means a pew set of daily working- relationships

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

lationships that demands greater teacher influence on the initial hiring

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

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

28
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The decision aboit-using aides is a general policy decision.

Teachers in Type 4 schools are very influential, and teachers in Type

3 schools have a good deal of influence on this issue as well. TO

seems reasonable that greater teacher influence in-, general policy

issues that are one step removed from an actual work Situation should

appear in Type 3 schools, which are characterized by a well - established

network 4.10 teacher planning meetings in which such policies would

naturally be discussed.

Next, let us examine administrativg decisions (see Table 4, B).

These decisions concern issues which may have little effect on work

within classrooms. Does teacher influence really reach out beyond the

classroom doors morl fully when teachers collaborate behind those doors?

The answer is yes.

In all three administratiVe decisions the scores of Type 4 schools

are a good deal higher than those of other types, School Policies on

building and equipment usage have become the concern of the teachers in

91 percent of Type 4 schools. The agenda for staff meetings is initiated

by teachers as well as by the principal in about half the Type 4 schools.

The scores for "changing school schedule" 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

another level of influencejfy teachers that is not reached unless the

working relationships of most of the staff are characterized by, intense

collaboration, as in Type 4 schools.

The traditional isolation of both teachers and principals in

schools with no collaboration at all is illpstrated by the very lbw

score on "working up the agenda" in Type 0 schools. In these schools,

the principal makes up the agenda in all but a,few cases; the teachers

simply come to-meetings planned by someone else, rather than having a

voicetin what is to be discussed.

29
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TABLE 4 (C and D)

Teacher Influence in Decision, Making (Continued)
(percentages of.principals reporting decisions made
by teachers alone or by teachers-and principal)

C. Pupil Management Decisions

School Type Grouping Pupils
for Instruction

Assignment
--6-f Pupils

Handling of Major
Discipline Problems

---'

Type 0 (N=48) 57% 64% 32%
Type 1 (N=39) 80 64 23

Type 2 (N=36) , 50 70 33

Type 3 (N=44) 77 71 32

Type 4 (N=21) 71 90 48'

All Schoon
\ (N=188)

' 67 70 32

D. Deoksions Concerning Curriculum\and Teaching Methods

School Type Choosing a Major
Curriculum

Dev lopment of
SpeC,a1 Courses
or Units

Choice of
Teaching
Methods

Type Q ('N=48)

1 ,..(N=39.)

49% ---,

62

56

66

76

60

68%
90

75

84

90

80

4.

72%

89

75

82

95

.e

Type (N=36)

Type 3 (N =44)

Type 1 20'
All Schbo s

(N=188)

NoN: The decisioh in the first column is a major policy decision,
that in the second is amidlevel decision, and that in the. third is a,
technica or work-level decision.

he scores fox teacher influegte in ,pupil management and curriculum

ar given in parts C and Dcof Table 4. These are decisions in areas

re traditionally the prerogative of teachers, and more directly affec-r=---

ng work inside classrooms% FIrst, examine the results grouped under

pupil. management decisions" (Table 4, ,c). In most schools,- teachers

ave something to say about the assignment of pupils to teachers for

th- t school year. The principal has to balance the teachers' judg-

ment and desires with the demands of parents and his own independent

JC
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judgment. 1h Type 4 schools, however, it is a rare principal who does

not accord a major role to the teachers in these pupil assignment de-

- cisions. This situation indicates that the management of,ihe flow of

pupils to and among teachers has moved much more into thehands of

teachers in t,rese schools.

Major disciplinary matters are traditionally the concern\of the

principal alone. 'The finding that principals more often share these

, problems with teachers in Type 4 schools indicates that the traditional

line betwee7the roles of principal and teacher becomes less sharp when

Leachers collaborate intensiAly.

uestion about p il grouping was phrased as a general policy

queVtion for the school 'similar to the questions concerning teacher

`aides and,schools ules. In the responses, Type 3 and 4 schools

both showed influence, once again confirming that teachers in
go*

schools,wtt0h extensive teaming (whether intensive or not) have higher

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

however, the score in Type l'sChools is also relatively high.

Finally, look at teacher , influence in decisions concerning the

curriculum and teaching lethods (Table 4, D). In this area, most

principals in all school types reported that teachers are influential.

levertheless, Type 4-schools consistently had the highest scores. The

1 contrast between the extremes is particularly strikipg. In schools with

no collahpretion ( the scores are much lower than in Type 4

school, eveff-,4n chfrce of teaching methods, which has usually been
1.r'iR

cgpsideted the de on of individual teachers. (This is particularly

noteworthy in light of the data presented in section IV on the per-

il' \ceived'iafluence of, principals on the choice of teaching methods.)

The responses to the question concerning curricu um repeats a ow-

familiar pattern (Table 4, D, Column 1). Type 3 scho is have a'hig er

score than Types 0, 1, and 2, but not as high as Type 4, The general.

principle is that,in major sc1bol poliL questions, there are strong
, differences between schools with no co aboration and those with ex-

tensive collaboration, regardless of whether that collaboration is

intensive or not. The differences between Types 3 and 4 ate not great.
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In gaining greater teacher influence in formulating major s ool policies,

the intensity of collaboration is less important than the fact that the

teachers are in regular contact with each other on teaching is es.

When the work arrangements are fundamentally changed- so tha

teachers work together, however, teacher influence increases sharp

in a range of other school decisions that are not greatly Affected

.less intensive collaboration.

The Statistical Significance of the Relationships

The school typology used in this study is not a one-d1Mensional-

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

y°

statistical significance on the basis of rank ordering. The teacher

influence scores for Type 4 schools are higher than those for other

school types on eleven out of twelve questions. Type 3 sclickas have

higher scores than Types 0 - 2 in six out of twelve cases. Type 0

schools are lowest in seven out of twelve cases; Type 2 schools are

lowest,in four of the other five cases. Between them, Types 0 and 2

account for eleven of the twelve lowest 'teacher influence scores. Type
4

2 schools (characterized by high intensity, low extensity of,collabora-

tion) are thus the chief reason for the lack ofo-perfect rank ordering..

Spearman rank order correlations were. computed for all schools on

6Edi2
lall questions using the formula rs = 1 (see Table 5).

n(n2 - 1)

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

no account of the ordering of school types, produced significant dif-3

ferences among all schAl types on five of the decision questions:

changing staff assignments (x2 = 8.48, df.= 4, p<.10), changing,the

school schedule (x2 = 10.36,'df = 4, p<.05), developing school policies

(X2 = 10.19, df =4,-p<.05), grouping pupils (x2 = 11.36, df = 4, .05),

and developing special courses or units (x2 = 9.01, df = 4, p<.05).

3c
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TABLE 5

.Rank Order Correlations of School Type with Teacher Influence

Decision Question

Using paid aides Loci**
Hiring a new teachOr 1.00**
Changing staff assignments .60

Changing school schedule .70
Developing school policies on

buildings and equipment .70
Making up agenda for..5.1taff meeting .95*

GrOuping pupils for instruction .10
Assigning pupils 1.00**
Han ling of major discipline problems \ ,.50

Choosing a major curriculum .90*

Developing special courses or units 70
Choosing teaching methods .\,70

Op <.05
**p < .01

Table 6 shows the results of a comparison of overall 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 school the

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

the formula 0
(a+b) (c ) (a+c) (b+d)

. Ten of Netwelve de-

vision questions produced results in which the principals' responses for

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

than in schools without such collaboration is high. Itiseyenh1.gher,

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

which most teachers work together intensively.

3t
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TABLE 6

Phi Coefficients Contrasting Teacher Influence in
Type 4 Schools and All Other Schools

D6cision Question cf) 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 .2.0 .01

Making up agenda for staff meeting , .14 .05

Grouping pupils for instruction .04 NS
Assigning pupils .16 .02

Handling of major discipline problems .12 .05

Choosing a major curriculum .12 .05

Developing special ccirses of 'units .09. NS

Choosing teaching methods .13 .05

Exnining Influence on Decision Making by Decision Leuels4

The twelve decision questions (section 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 decision and/orthe duration of the impact of the decision. In the

case of the midlevel decisions, the distinction is imprecise; diitinctions

between broad policy decisions and "one-shot" workaday decisions are much

clearer. The purpose of distinguishing between levels is to examine the

scope of the expected increase in teacher influ4nce. It was expected

that increased influence would appear at all levels. DiffeWIces be-
/

bdeen levels have already been pointed out in the discussion of dif-

ferences in scores between major policy questions and other questions,

where it was shown that in policy-level decisions, ,the scores are

highest for both Type 3 and Type 4 schools.

34
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Ln Table 7, principals' responses to decision questions are

averaged over four questions at each level. This table highlights the

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

form is'associated with greater teacher influence, while in midlevel

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

in schools wheretechers work together intensively.

TABLE 7

Average Teacher Influence Scores across Decision Levels

School Type Policy-Level .Midlevel Technical or Work-
Decision Decision Level Decision

Type 0 (N=48)
(No collabora-

tion)

Type 1 (N=39)

(Low int.,'

Low ext.),

50-

60

49

56

42

45

Type 2 01=30
(High
Low ext.), 50 51 42

Type 3 (N=44)
(Low inter ,
High ext.) 69 59 45

Type 4 (N=21)
(High int.,
High ext.) 74 74 63

Separating Decis ons Made by Teachers Alone from Decisions Made Jointly
with Principals

4.

Do principal delegate more decisioneor share. more decisions in

schools where there is high teacher collaboration? The interview

instrument permitted the principals two choices for attributing heavy

influence to teachers:

In practice, this decision is basically made by
teachers, although the principal and perhaps
district staff persons are influential and
involved. (Delegated decisions.)

35
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This decision is made at the school level and in
practice is shared quite equally between the
pOficIllaI and teachers. (Shared decisions.)

Table 4 combines these responses. When the two components are presented

separately, it becomes apparent that the change between school types

occurs primarily in the number of shared decisions, as reported by

principals. Principals are not delegating. Instead they are more

deeply involved with teachers in decision making. This is a distinction

of great importance. To clarify it, let us look at the decisions re-

ported by principals as made by teachers.

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

ported that decisions were made "basically by the teachers." (Note that

the distinction between personnel and administrative decisions, on the

one hand, and pupil management and curriculum decisions, on the other,

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

TABLE 8

Average Percentage of 'Decisions Made "Basically by Teachers,"
by School Type

School Type

ttl.

Personnel .Administrative Pupil DeciSions Con-
Decisions Decisions Management cerning Cur-

Decisions riculum and
Teaching

.
4 Methods

6..

Type-Q--(N=48) 7% 11% 137. 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-(N =21) 8 8 ___.-

.
11 40

All schools
(N=188) 7 8 15 32

Up to..this point the data show that teacher influence increases

when schools 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 decision
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areas, and the increase is greatest in those areas in which teachers

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 schoolS are characterized by a much higher

rate of mark- 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' ipr

fluence.

The differences between school types in ttIe number of decisions

made by teachers alone is not great, with one interesting exception.

The detailed scores for the singe 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 Table 4, D, it becomes

apparent that in this particular case, Table.4 does not tell the whole

story aboutthe.differences between school types. In the majoilty of <

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

is the only decision for which that is the case.

TABLE 9

Percentage of Principals Reporting Decisions to Develop Speci,a1 Courses
or Units Are Made "Basically by the Teachers"

School Type Percentage

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) 32
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The Influence Structure in Elementary Schools

Are we dealing with an entirely different structure of influence

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

fluence? In 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 possible,

does teacher collaboration result in a restructuring of influence?

° To examine this question, a coefficient of concordance was calcu-
7

19 S a rank)`laced, using the formula W = where S = E(ranks)2m2N(N2
- lr N

We have five school types, for each of which we have data on twelve.

decision questidns.. The'coefficienE of "concordance, W, is ,87. This

result may be.. interpreted as indicating that while the amount of teache,-

influence in Type 4 schools is greater than in other schools1 the

structure of influence remains very. Much the same across all school

types. Issues 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.

Coriclusions

The major findings up to this point are as follows:

1. Teacher participation in decision making in elementary schools
increases substantially when teachers collaborate. Increases
are noted with increasing intensity 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.

3. There is a consistently higher level of influence of teachers
in schools characterized by intensive and extensive teacher
collaboration, compared to ai,l other 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

,777....734-61
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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, theost 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. In schools with extensive but not intensive teacher collabora7
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 characterized by a small proportion of the teachers
engaged in intensive collaboration (Type 2 schools) tend to
have less teacher influence than schools with a small,..xropor-
tion of teachers engaged in less intensi e teaming "(Type 1
schools), or even than Type 0 schoo , perhaps ecause of the
presence of two very different ing arrang ments among =

teachers within the same sc Pie 1 leading to/divisiveness, or

at least limited inter ion, among the - staff.

6. The increase in acher influence is related to a greater .

number of d-- sions shared with the principal, not delegated by
the pri pal. The data suggest that in Type 4 schools the
prin pal is much more deeply involved with teachers /in a wide

range of decision processeithan is the case in schools with
little or no teacher collaboration.--

7. Consiftent with studies of a variety of organisations by
Tannenbaum and others; increased influence in schools es not
mean a change in the structure of influence in the ool, but

only in the amount of influence. Teachers rem most influ-.
ential in curficulum issues, least influenti in personnel
matters, in all schools.

IV. THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN TE ER COLLABORATION AND THE

INFLUENCE6 THE PRINCIPAL

One of the-major arguments in this report is that the gharin of

decision making with teachers will not undercut,the influence of inci-
, 3 1

pals over the course of events in the sc6or. AsAkentioned4n_sec

the theoretical background of this argument t takian_frOm till work of

numerous social scientists who take issue wit the generality of t

assumption that an incre e in the power of one party in a gr , org

niz fon,or sociery.mus be accompanied by, a correspondi decrea i

f



the poWer of others.

grow, and leaders

jointly" (Tannenbaum,

and principal to have

/

"The total amount of power in a social system may

followers may therore enhance their power

1968). If so, then it is possible for both teachers

greater influence within schools a't the same time.

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

and the teachers t .,e'same. Either of these situations may exist regard-

less of the r of the district administration, the teachers' organi-
--,

zation, of anY-other_group: Questions concerning those groups are

extdined later in section V. ,

In this study the nuntifer of decisions made by or shared with

teachers (as reported by/principals) have been compares across school,

types. In schools w h widespread and intensive teacher collaboraCon,

teachers make or s are in making many more decisions. How do

principals of ese 'schools see their role? Do they see t mseIves as

less influe ial in the conduct of these schools? Is the principal);

job and cut when teachers assume a wider decision-making role?

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

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

scale, covering eight separate general areas of school life and concern

(see Appendix B).
or.

Principal-MU nce over All Schools

Table" 10 presents theoverall results of the ratings without

re *rd to the amount of collaboAtion among teachers in schpols. The

responses are divided into four categories: (1) influence on relation-

ships, with the outside world, including both parents and the district
k

office, (?) influence as the morale and behavior-of teachers and

p s, (3) influence on the performance and achievement of teachers

and pupils, and (4) influence on the selection of curricula and

teaching metho

4 0
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TABLE 10 .

Principals' anfluence in Elementary Schools, by Response Category
(N=188)

Areas of Influence' N Extremely
Principals

Percent

ry Influential
f-repOrt)

1. Relationships with the
'outside world (school
district and parents):

2.

J.

4.

a. Carrying out district
policies 167 89%

b. Parental attitudes 151 80

Morale and behavior of
teachers and pupils:

0

a. Pupil behavior 155 82
b. Teacher morale 158 r

Performance and achieve-
ment of teachers.and
pupils:

a. Improving teacher
performance 96 51

b. Pupil achievement

ti

77 41

Selecting the curriculum
and teaching Methods:

a. Choosing the curricu-lum
b. Choosing teaching

methods

110

45

59

24

Importantddifferences among these

great majority of principals perceived

-ential in carrying out the policies of

questionnaire did not ask about their

develop the policies of the district.).

41

categories are apparent. The

themselves to be highly, influ-

tthe,diatrict. (The interview

perceived influence in helping

At tie other extreme, a

i.

ti
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R.

ti

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

performance and in choosing curricula.

In textbooks of educational administration, it is not uncommon for

stress to be laid on the principal's ability to improve 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 al.,

1971). The difficulty of influencing teacher performance and pupil

achievement 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 that it is unrealistic

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

-`structure of roles and expectations for princiiels and teachers.4

Whatever district administrators or professors of administration

2may.e ect of-principals, the principals interviewed in this study did

not see'" emselves as highly influential in matters closest to the

educational process. Their influence was stronger in relating to the

world outside the school--to the district office and the parent com-

munity. The principals also described themselves as highly influential

in the general morale of teachers and the general behavior eupil5.

The Principal thus appears to be a person who is responsible for

establishing and protecting an environment in which teaching and

learning can take place. Whether teaching 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 reaffirmation of

a,picture ofthe principal's role developed by Becker'in1953:

4
For an informative study of the role of the principal, using

anthropological methods, see Wolcott (1973).
Akit

4 2
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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 areanf 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 legitimate 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).equotes studies which also reaffirm the findings
. -

emerging from the present study. He speaks of the teacher granting

the principal "clear hegemony over matters which do not bear directly -

upon her teaching activities." Thus, "the basis for zoning decisTairs7------

is laid; the principal's primary sphere is the school-at- large, the

teacher's is the classroom" (p. 36).
,

This "decision zoning" appearq very cl,yly in'the sharp contrast

between the upper and lower halves of Table 10. Lortie cites studies

which indicate that principals are very reluctant to intervene in

classroom affairs, except in the case of beginning tea hers. In matters
-,

of curritulum and instruction, teachers wanted principa s to be avail-_
able to help, but only on the teachers' terms.

Principal Influence in Different School Types

Do the relationships shown inviable 10 remain the same inNsehools
,..

N...

.
-----, N.,,,,

whose internal organizational structure for work differ? We have seen

that principals in Type 4 schools make fewer decisions alone than prin-

cipAls in other dchools. Does this mean that principals in these

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

eral school matters or instructional and clastroomMatters?

Tabl lii4provides an analysis of principal influence by school

type. Th; first conclusion to be drawn{ from it is that principals in

Type 4 schools do not/perceive themselves to be less influential than
1

Principals in other schools, even though they describe themselves as

el
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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 schobls

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 exa ined in detail.

The influence of principals, a

generally high in the development

community anfl the district administ

of satisfactory leacher morale and stu

g to their self-reports, is'.

onships with the parent

d also in the development

ior. In the technical

ection of N,Trk-,

ncipals en-

N.,matters of pupil and teacher performance,

in17\toOls that may affetthis performance, ho

erally see themse' es

expect influence

Type 4 schools pr

curricula and teachin

influence in pupil

In pupil achiefem

indirect: the princ

better pupil achiev ent. The

0

n

as much

icula

pals

me I A d

ie men

t

less influential. We w

is also

teachin ethods to be low. Yet

very gh infl

pr in

ig

ence-inH-the selection of

pals' description of their

easons fo th

1 ls he

choiree of teachin methods and

issue here. Cer ain methb-,

and we would expect principals

had much to say about the

principals stated that they

In the matter of the chop

influenc

se is leare

curr

4_1/4

Type4:4gthqp1s.

ference

the

ecifi

ache/4 toward

matter of the

dec

d materials e her

clear idea Ofwhet

ions are at

or are not used,

0 -

on

to the

principals, s

influence rather than

d Exc e p _Type 4 schoo

d little influence over these matters.

e of

T
a, one explanation for

4 schools might be that these

loca chopl from the district, so the

of grease influence ems from freedom from district

influence with to criers. In this context,

lit _ii:examine carefully

with Type 4 schools.

r,

the whole questiqn of di pct relationships
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cc

The 'Shift in Location of Decision Making by School Type

The decision queStidnS listed-in section II concern school-level

issues in which principals are customarily involved. When the princi-

pals in this study were asked to rate their own degree of involvement

in these issues, they rated it very high.

On each of the twelve decision questions, principals rated 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 (91 cases). The mean response was 48.8,
*

the median, 49.5.

This revel of involvement is so high in all schools that differ-
..

ences between school types cannot appear. These differences come into

locus in the "forced choice" questions,'which asked the principal to'

state "Who basically makes" the decision in question. The choices were:

1. This decision is basically made at the district level, with
consultatiOn with the 'principal and/or teachers.

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 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 qulle equally between the principal and teachers.

5. No decision on this matter has been made in this school; the
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--' ype 4 schoola-__T_n_achools___

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

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

sions as made "basically" by himself.

46
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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 of three levels: district

level, principal' level, or teacher level and/or teachers-with-principal.

The percentages are averages for three questions in each category of

decision making.

TABLE 12

Decision-Making Areas, and Levels
(percentages)

School Type District level Principal level Teacher/Principal le4e1

A - Administrative Decisions

42%
48
45
57

71

Type 0 (N=48) 5% 53% ,

Type 1 (N=39) 1 51
Type 2 (N=36) 5 51
Type 3 (N=44) 2 41
Type 4 (N=21) 3 25

B - Pupil Management Decisions

Type 0 (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 Cur>culum and Teaching Methods .

Type 0 (N=48) 9 '23 63
Type 1 (N=39) 6 10 80
Type 2 (N=36) 11 19 69
Type 3 (N=44) 5 16 17
Type 4 (N=21) 3 6 87

D - Personnel Decisions

Type 0 (N=48) 26 0 31
,Type 1 (N=39) 29 38 30
Type 2 (NF36) 26 39 28
Type 3 (N=44) 22 36 36
Type 4 (N=21) .6 37 52

Nole: When the rata percentages do not total 100% the reason is that
a small percentage of principals responded that

- "No decision on this patter
has been made, in this school.",
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Notice the pattern in Table 12. Administrative decisions are pro-

gressively shifted downward from the principal, from Type 0 to Type 4,

so that decisions, are more commonly shared with teachers in Type 4; the

same is true for pupil management decisions. The greatest shift takes

place in personnelrdecisions. In ,pach of the three specific decisions

most often reported by all principals as made at th;-.0istrict level,

there is a strong dow4ward shift to, the lOcal school level in Type 4

schools (see Table 13).

TABLE 13

DeciSions Commonly Made at the District Level, by School, Type
(percentages)

PP

School Type District level Principal level Teacher/Principal level

Adopt a new major reading curriculum for the school

4Type 0 (N=48)
Type 1 (N=39)
Type 2 (N=36)

Type 3 (N=44)
Type 4 (N=21) 8

17% A 34% 49%
13 23 ',2

22 19 56
7 25 66
5 14 76

Hire a new teacher

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 ' 57 24

/
Use paid aides in the school

Type 0 (N=48) 15 30
Type 1 (N=39) 26' 18 4

1Type 2 (N=36), 22 25

Type 3 (N=44) 18 7

Type 4 (N=21) 0 20

43
46
47
59
80

Tables 12 and 13 indicate that (still from the viewpoint of prin-

cipals) a downward shift, in decision_ making from the district to the

4G
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4
local school takes p4de in Type 4 schools withoregard to personnel and

curriculum decisions. The tables show how the downward shift continues
7*.

within the local school. In curriculum decisions, administrative

decisions, and pppil management decisions, the principals of Type 4

schools reported fewer decisions made "basically by the principal"; in

personnel 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 schOol,-rather than in a district office.

Let us now return to the issue of whether the reported increase%

influence of principals on curriculum and Xeaching methods ts due to the

fact'that the locus of decision making in these matters has moved down

to the principal from the district.

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

ence on teaching methods. Decisions on teaching methods are uniquely

the province of teachers, and the dis-trict has,usually had little,

influence there. It is hardly credible that increased principal influ-

ence on makijig decisions about teaching, methods in these schools comes

somehow from a changed relationship with the district office. Hut what

about curriculum?

In con' ast to decisions on teaching methods, there'has been an

impor nt ward shift in the location of major curriculum dedisions

to the .ca 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 the'rincipal.

The downward shift here has given ,the teachers mot influence on a matter

not infrequently settled at,district -levels. That could mean that the

principal -is in abetter pqsiti6n to influence the decision, since
,

presumably he can influence his own staff more than he can influence

the district-level staff.

However, rememb one additional finding reported in section III:

Principals in Type 4 schools indidated that decisions on the development

of special courses or units have become, in a majority of cases, the
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teachers' decisions alone. SAlthough these same principals report that

they have much greater influence in curriculum decision making in their

schoolg, 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 0 schools. It appears, then, that the reason

these principals descri1e their overall 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.

Teacher-Principal Interactton in Type 4 School's,

On close examination, Type 4 schools a e characterized by much

greeter interaction between the principals d 'the teachers on matter

of curriculum and teaching methods. As described earlier, the rease

in teacher influence in high-collaboration schools is descti ed by prin-

cipalscipals as more shared decision making betweenethe teachers and the prin-
t

cipal, except for the single case of decisions on developing special

courses'or units. Shared decision making means greatef 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.

Evaluation of the teaching of reading is Amore frequent in Type 4

schools (see Table 14): '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 "cOnSiderable" or "a grtat deal"

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

evaluated.
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TABLE 14

Frequency of Principals' Evaluation of the Teaching of Reading
(-(reported by principals)

Frequency of evaluation,grades--1

Very FrequentlySchool Type Never Frequently

--------
Type 0 (N=46) 37% 26%, 26%
Type 1 (N=39) 23 36 28

Type 2 (N=36) 28 44 17

Type 3 (N=44) 34 36 16

Type 4 (N=21) 9
gi

43 24
All Schools 4

(N=186) 29 36' 22

14

24

13

TABLE 15

Teachers' Knowledge of Evaluation akteria, by School Type

School Type Principals Reporting Teacher Knowledgea

Type 0 (N=46) 77% -

' 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

implies 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)

School Type Percentage Responding

Type 0 (N=45)
Type 1 (N=39)
Type 2 (N=36)

is Type 3 (N=43)
Type 4 (N=21)
All Schools (N=184)

k>.

22%

41

47

47

62

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,

greater involvement on the part of the irincipal,which leads to greatef

influence"by the principal in these matters. March and Simon (1958)
4

pointed out that participative management methods are not necessarily

used to provide greater influence for subordinates--they may also be
4

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 - collaboration 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 officeto the local

school appears to be indirect. The mediating variables are greater

teacher influence through collaboration and greater interaction between

the principal and teachers. (Iris important to note that interaction

on classroom-related problems anil.decisions is mant, not jilst greater
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interaction in gene 1 As an indicator of more general interaction,

principals were aske about the frequency of faculty meetings. There

is no difference in fr quency of faculty meetings by type of school.)

Table 17 shows that increased principal influence is associated

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 is, 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 decision making. This is partic-

ularly tr e for personnel and administrative decisions, which teachers

have tra itionally influenCed far less than curriculum and pupil manage-

ment de isions. No significant correlation appears between community

participation 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 suggest that

principal influence is related to interaction between principals and

teachers, which in turn is strongly affected by the organizational

structure of schools. Table 17 presents correlations of the index of

principal influencewith participation variables. 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 more likely to report

higher professional interaction within the school. Greater teacher

participation in personnel and administrative decisions is associated

with greater principal influence in matters of curriculum and pupil

achievement.

(
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TABLE 17

Correlates of Principal Influence

(Spearman correlations)

Combined participation scores r

Total decision participation . .12

Total'decision participation in schbol ..18**

Central office participation

Participation by central administration
, .03

District office participation in--Crriculum .02.
District office participation in personnel .01
District office participation in pupil management .Q1
District office participation in administration. .10

Principal participatiori

Participation by principal .18**
Time spent in change efforts by principal .22**

Frequency of evaluation of reading program .32***
Frequency offaculty meetings .03

TeAher participation

Faculty decision participation, total .08,

Teacher decision participation, total .19**
Faculty decision participation in curriculum .12*

Faculty decision participation in personnel .04

Faculty decision participation in pupil Management .01
Faculty decision participation, in administration
Teacher decision participation in curriculum
Tealber;,decision participation in personnel .
Teacher decision participation in pupil management

.19**

.07

.19**

.04

Teacher decision participation in administration. '.21**
Teacher participation, formation of agendas for

'faculty meetings .13*
Teacher participation, hiring new teachers .14*

Community decision participatiOn .02

Number of standing committees .01

Number of committees meeting regulanay '.03

*p'<.05

**p<.01
***p<.001

I
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It may be noted ?hat'nowhere in the data isthere 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 themselvesas having influenceat least as high as other

-principals, and,often significantly higher. Principals apparent 1y have .

nothing to lose and,everything to gain b! greater teacher participation

and influence, as theysee the situation.

Summary

'
.'

1. ',Substantial teacher participation and' influence does not
ence of principals. On the contrary, in

uence, principals describe themselves
in schools in which teachers. are

-.

cipals in certain areas appears

eragolvbetween principal
is in schools' in which

undermine the in
certain areas of in
as much more Influent
also highly influential.

2. This'greater influence of pr
to be related to much greater
and teachers on educational matte
.teachers collaborate to a high.degre ... When teachers work
alone, principals also tendto work alone and make decisions
alone. In such situations, both the principal and the teach-
ers have less influence on variousissnes. 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 themielves more influential.

3., The influence of district administrators in Type 4 school
-isLsomewhat less than in other schools: The gfeater influence
of principals does not appear to be directly related to that
fact, but rather indirectly. Teachers appear to be the direct'
beneficiaries of the downward shift of decision making from
die districtoto 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 committees, or to partiApation by parties outside the
contex the local school, including the district office and
communit roues.
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V. . SCHOOL CHARACTERJSTICS AND ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS
/

AFFECTING PARTICIPATION AND INFLUENCE

Are the results deScribed to this )(pint related to variables other,

than differences in organizational structure? Although the theoretical

strudture of this study did not include predictio,,,of the relationShips

of other variables, data were collected.on numerous organizational and,

environmental variables with potential relationships to the major depen-'

dent variables; they are examined here.

Three topics are taken up: (a) the relationship of additional indepen-

dent variables to teacher participation and influence,.(b) the relationship

of additional independent variables to principal influence, and (c) the

relationship between open space architecture and teacher collaboration.

School Characteristics

Size. In this study, both the size of the .elementary school, in

question, and the size of the district of which it is an operational
..0

unit_were examined.
\.-

For many purposes in organizetional analysis, size is a crucial

variable. Hickson, Pugh, and Pheysey (1969), for example; found that

size is more important that t chnological variables in'determinipg.the.
1 r

nature of organizational structure. But the evidence does not suggest

that size itself affects participation and influence in decision making.

Inste
7.9.

d, various studies suggest hat organizational size is an ante-
.

cedent variable. For example, Co in (1970) shOws that standardizatiOn

increases with size in high. schools *It may be argued that size leads

to standardization, and that standar zation is inimical to the estab-

*lishment Of collaborative structural a rangembnts. In that case We

would expect schools with, high intensity and extensity of collaboration. .

%No

to be sMaller. That is not the case howe er. 'Mere was no relationship .

bettwe l high extensity and intensity of.co latioi-ation and school size:,

Intuitively, one might expect small scilools .(py those'with fewer .

than a dozen teachers) to differ from layge schools because of cioser '

-/ -

interaction of the teachrs with the principal and other teachers.
,..,

/

/

1,,



%

-49-

Closer reasoning quickly, ispels this intuition.. There is no. research

evidence demonstrating that the rates of interaction are higher in small

schodls..than in larger ones. Even if ther4 Were differences, no theo-7

' reticai basis,is known for expecting more frequent interaction alone to
.

be associated with greater influence in decision making. The results

' ,

e

presented earlier suggest that substantially increased influence by

teachers is associated most strongly with intensive technical, job-related

interaction among teachers, aqd less significantly with formalized inter-
. A

action of low intensity.

1* Informal interaction related solely to school size is a different

matter. Though the data indicate no important overall relationship

befweem ichoOl size and teacher influence, there is a small but signifi-

cant negative correlation' between school'aize and teacher participation

in decfsion making (r -.12; p < .05). Principals in'smallei schools

are slightly core likely to report highe.rteacher.participation; but

not higher teacher influence.

Other schoolcharacteristics. 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 ofi district expenditures an he influence of

teachers in decision making. Such a relationship might result from

the.presence of hetter edUcated teachers where salaries are highei; or,

higher expenditures might mean more opportunities for decision making,

particularly in connection withspectal programs,.

When teacherpkticipation and influence were correlated with

financial variablesthe following pattern resulteca 'Teadhers'.sararies
e

are not correlated significahtly with either teacher participation or .

teacher influence: The ohly showing a significant

-correlation with teacher influence is special'district.tunding (r = .18,

. p'< .01), a condUin whichsuggests that ,the inCreasecr influence is

brought about by greater teachet interaction within the local. school

on some ,significant decisions involving.a special project or activity.

I

5T
.
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This'supposition is in accord with the general thesis of this study:

i.e., that greater influence is related to significant professional

interaction. Higher funding per se bears no relationship to professional

interaction and thug not to greater influence.

Several f'inancial variables do have a poSitive relationship with

teacherparticipation, as reported by,the principals. The highest

correlations are with expenditures on textbooks and supplementary

materials (r = .18, p <. .02). In general, principals in schools where

.more money,is'spent (excluding salaiies) report slaghtly greater teacher

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 decisions'on expenditures just on that basis.

The greater voice in final decisions comes about only through profes-
.

sional interaction of a more-intensive kind.

Of staff characteristics examined, only the presence of an un-

usually large number o' professional specialists other than teachers

is associated with both greater participation and greater influence
.

by the staff (participation, r = .16, p < .05; influence, r = .14,

p < .05). Once again, this suggests that the presence of:speci'alists

brings about.more intensive professibnal interaction, which in turn

is associated with greater teacher influence. Greater teacher partici-

pation also shows,up in schools with more adult volunteers. '

The frequency with which thl teaching of reading is evaluated ?S

poitively correlated with teachgr participation (r = V.23, p < .01),

but not with teacher influence. Time spent by the principal, in

attempting to stimulate change, on the other'hand, is positively

correlated with teacher influence at the .01 level (r = .17), in accord

with the general argument about professional influence arising from:,

intensive professional interaction.

'SG
ob'
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The community. Differing the tical viewpoints, as well as the

examination of differing types of community relations with schools,

ead to. differing expectations about the relationship between4ommunity

i hience on schools and teacher influence in decision making. In a,

rec nt study of institutions of higher education, the pressures exerted

by t clientele strongly affected certainkinds of internal organiza-

tional decision making (Baldridge, 1971; Curtis, 1972; Riley, f972).

Although elementary-schools are different from colleges in many respects,

including eir relationship to their environment, we might nevertheless

expect enviro entai pressures to be important.

In. the pre t study, principals and superintendents were asked

to assess the gener Ievet.0-Influence of community groups and

parents on school decis n making. (This is in addition to questions

,relating to the participati.' of parents in specific school decisions.)

Data were also assembled'on the linic and economic characteristics

of school neighborhoods from principa anfrom other sources. Table 18

provides correlations of parent and CO"trmun participation and influence

with teacher participation and influence.

TABLE 18,

Correlation of Teacher Participation and Influence .

with Community participation and Influence

, .

,

Parent and Community - , Index of . Index of
.Participation and Influence Teachei. Participation Teacher Influence

. .

Influence as estimated
by principal

Influence. as estimated
4

by superintendent

Index of parent and
coffimunity,participation

..02

-.02

.08

*p < .05
***p < .001
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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, b4 not between community

participation and influence. and teacher influence. Parent influence

on the schools may be associated with more teacher participation in

decision making, but this does not mean that teachers influence more

decisions. The size of the correlations between teacher and faculty

participation and parent participatibn calls for some comment. It may

be that principals who practice a participative style of management

with teachers tend to involve parents in decisiOn making more than other

inc'ipals. 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 of teacher participation in school

decisions.

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 students. Correlations of teacher influence

with ethnic data are provided in Table 19. Schools with a low level

of teacher collaboration are somewhat more like to be found in

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

TABLE 19

Correlation of Teacher Influence with Etft is Variables

Variable

Percentage of black students -.07
Percentage of Spanish-surname students -.13*
'Percentage of nonwhite students -.07
Percentage of white students -.07

*p < .05

GO
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TABLE 20

Sdhools with More Than 25% Minorit, Students, by School Type

Schools,Type Percentagp'

Type 0 --52%
Type 1 30

Type 2 33

Type 3 50

Type 4 28

The ethnic data raise the issue

munity served by th7 school, and poss

variables and the ,location of schools

collaboration. chools with a low le

more likely to be found,in low-income

of the economic level of the com,-

ible relationships between both

with a high level of teacher

vel of teacher collaboration are

neighborhoods (see Table 21).

TABLE 21

Economic Level of Neighborhood, by School Type

School Type

Schools in
low - income

neighborhoods
(N=62)

Schools- in

high-income
neighborhoods

(N=24)

Schools in
mixed-income
neighborhoods

(N=102)

Type 0 (N=48)
Type 1 (N=34)
Type 2 (N=36)
Type 3 (N=44) .

Type 4 (N=21)

4'6%

31

28

27

39

6%

15

11

16
19

48%

54

61

57

52

The low negative correlation of teacher influence with the ethnic

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

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

laboration among schools having more minority students or serving poorer
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neighborhoods. It is possible that collaborative work arrangements are

easier to develop and maintain with high-achieving students, who are

found in greater numbers in high-income neighborhoods with low fropor-

tions of minority students.

Teachers' organizations. Increased teacher participation and

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

relationship with the st ength of teachers' associations. In the past

these organizations have oncentrated on central distripolicy issues

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' organization(s) within
your district (CTA or AFT local chapter,'or CEC) upon decisions
made within your school, in these areas:

4 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 possible responses ranged from not at all influential to extremely

influential. In general, principals responded that teachers' organiza-

tions had very little influence in these internal school decisions (see

Table 22).

Despite this overall low level of influence by teachers' organize-,

tions in school-level decisions (as reported by principals), some

significant negative correlations appear between the principals''assess-

ment of the influence of teachers' organizations Nyl the index of general

teacher influence in the school, particplarly in the area of curriculum

(r = p < .01). Curriculum decisions tend to be more centralized

at the district level when teachers' organizations are influential in
A

currjailum. The data do not indidate that a high level of inflyence

62
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TABLE 22

Influence of Teachers' Organizations in School Decision Making
(percentd'ge of principals' reports)

Type of Decisio5e
Slightly or not at
all influential

Moderately, very, or
extremely influential

Curriculum 68% 32%

Professional staff
assignments 73 27

Pupil grouping 93 7

School rules and
regtlations 82 18

a

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

tion as an explanation for high teacher influence on decisions in local

schools. The general level of theFinfluence of teachers' organizations

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

for this study.

The, Relationship of School and Environmental Variables

to the Influence of the Principal,

In this section I.will briefly examine the relations of

tional and environmental variables other than teacher collaboration to

the influence of principals. There are two reasons for these investigq-

tions. The first, is to dis,cover whether the increased principal influence

'noted in Type 4 schools (sectionIV) may be accounted for by organ 0-

1:11tional or environmental variables other than intensive and extensive

teacher collaboration. The second is that ft f of inherent interest to

principals and other administrators to know whether principals in certain

settings systematically perceive themselves to be more or less.influential

than other principals.
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,
is supported for ideological reasons,.but also on the ground of adnrinis-.

trative effectiveness. Owens (1970, p.106 summarizes, th e,literature on

this subject-this Way: "Effective participation by teachers, in meaning-
.

ful organizational decisions does 'pay,off'." According Eo' Kimbrough

(1966), "the effective school administrator urges-the use of processes

consistent with democ atiC values."

Textbooks in-a ministration usnally pay, more attention to the.role;

of teachers and teachers organizations in policy formation at the district

level'than at the School level (e..;'g., Campbell, Cunningham, and McPhee, 1965),

,as if Lew important decisions are expected to be made within'local'schoo14...

Nevertheless, there is an "official" ideology of participation by teachers

in local school management,. though it' is.at.variahce with other long-

established norms of administrative behavior. At the National"ConferenCe

of Professors of Edndational Administration,, it waa-noted that "democratic
-

,

educational leadership is an 'emerging characteristic'. It appears only
., .

in spbts"-7(in Nolte, 1966). . . J .i . .

Argunients for increased teacher parficiPationnd influence in local.

schools,have often been dissociated from changes in the work organization
:

of schools. The two are simply no; connected. Some w ritevs-have argued

for greater teache pakblcipation as a. means, of achleviaggreater identi-
'fication with the organiLtion by !Leachers, to everyone's benefit.

nenbaum (1968), forinstance,'destiqbethe growth of influence in organi

zations as a two-way flow;, in the'process of gaining influence, persons

are in,turn influenced. But his argument does not take up chariges in the,

structure ofworkAL Chesler and Barakat (1967) discuss evidence that

teachers who have greater feelings of. power and influence are more in-
.

dined to share successfuk.practices and engage in Innovative Nehavior,

but they too do not discuss differences in. the structure 6f.work as an

important factor in the picture. Katz and katin (1966) specify conditions

under which participative de ision making isdesirable. Most persons

would probably agree that th se conditions point to paiticipative deciSion

making asdesirable for schools. Oirce---aga.in. however, no fink between

pafticipation, influence, and the structure of wo;l'isdiscussed.

.
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with percentages of district administrative staff indicate that Type 4

schools are somewhat more likely to be ideated in districts with a high

proportion of administrative staff.

TABLE 23

Correlation Indicators of Principal Influence,and
District Characteristics

Characteristics

Site of school district .04

Number of elementary schools in
/ .

school district .04

reffUre-of superintendent in position -.11

Tenure of superintendent in district -.12
Tenure of superintendent in -

administrative positions =.01
4Number of district staff personnel per

100 pupils (full time equivalents) -.11

Percentage of district staff in
...31***

administrative positions .

Percentage of district staff in
special administrative positions ,-.21**

Percentage of district staff in
instructional positions ,22

**

Time spent by superintendent in
educational change efforts .17**

Frequency of evaluation of principals
by district . .09

Specificity of criteria for evaluating
principals by district .16*

(

equency 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 assignments .18
**

on decisions concerning pupil grouping -.05
on teaching conditions .16

*

on salaries .00

,
p .05

**
p < .01

***p < .001
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In parallel with the principal's relations with teachers, the amount

of effort spent by the superintendent toward bringing about educational

change, as described by superintendents, is positively related to the

self-described influence of principals. In addition, greater clarity of

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

positively related to the influence of principals'.

The appearanceof additional positive correlations between the

strength of teachers' organizations (this time as described by the

superintendent) and the-influence of principals is of considerable

interest in light of the strong negative correlations between principals'

influence and the size of district admin.stration. The data suggest that

principals may have, more influence when the community and the teachers'

organizations arecexerting more influence on the district, though

further research would be necessary before making any such statement

with certainty.

The primary regson for examining these data on principal influence

was to discover whether the increased principal influenCe attributed to

greater teacher influence and participation could be explained by other

variables. On the whole, there is an absence of significant relationships
i

etween principal influente variables and 'School and environmental

variables other than professional interaction.variables. Greater in-
1

fluence for rincipais does-not stem from the type df school neighborhood,,

the amount of money spent in the school, or the size of the staff.

Rather, greater rincipal influence is related to greater profesional

interaction betty en the principal and the teachlhg staff of the school.

The Relationship between Open Space Buildings and Teacher Collaboration

Physical facilities are commonly designed to accomodate a particular

pattern of human interaction. School buildings constructed as a block

of rooms separated by solid walls,-each room large enough for twenty-five

or thirty children, are clearly constructed with the expectation that

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

A
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It is possible to overcome the isolation imposed by physical

facilities, however. Teachers can work otiosely together in spite of
loowalls. At the other extreme, having teashing space constructed so that

interaction is easy does not mean that interaction will take place.

This dries not necessarily reflect badly upon the teachers or the principal

involved, since some circumstances may make close teacher collaboration

difficult or even undesirable.
\

Table 24 provides information about the physical facilities h using

each of the school types exa fined In this study.

TABLE 24

Relationship between Open Space Facilities and Type of Collaboration
(percentages)

School Type

Schools wi h no
teachers i
open space

(N=94)

Schools with >0
but <50% teachers
in open space

(N=74)

Schools with
>50% teachers
4n-open space

(N=18)

Type 0 (N=47) 40.4% ( 8) 9.4% ( 7) 11.1% (2)

Type 1 (N=39) 20.2 ( 9) 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)

Few schools that- have no, open space have intensive teacher col-

t,' laboration, though many of them have extensive collaboration. Of schools

with no open space, the largest number have no collaboration.

A large number of schools in the total sample have some open space,

but not enough to accommodate more than half the teaching staff. Many

of these are Type 2 schools, in which some teachers collaborate inten-

sively, while others work alone. This is a particularly interesting
\\.

organizational structure from the point of view of the questions raised IP

in this research. torking in these schools may be a very different ex-
,

.0,

perience for two teachers in the same building, one working -sin traditional<

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

teacher influence scoresh,ten4..to be very low in Type 2 schools.

rr
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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. In other words, given

school buildings which haVe some open space and some conventional class-

rooms, some schools have chosen to operate with intensive collaboration

of all the staff, while others have chosen to divide into two. groups.

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

the better option.

Given a building designed for full open space teaching, not4walli

teachers and principals choose to collaborate intensively. The last

column in Table 24 shows that the full sample contains eighteen schools

in which most Of the teaching -gpace---Ig-i-n7rpren-space areas. Only six

have both intensive and extensive teacher collaboration. Two have no

collaboration at all. One cad almost feel the` tensions that must exist

in those schools.

On the whole, the organizational structure is closely related to

thchysical facilities. Intensive collaboration in which the work

structure is significantly chenged is not often found outside open space

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

no collaboration at all.

For purposes of this study, physical facilities lave been considered

an antecedent variable that influences the development of differing 'forms

of professional teacher interaction. Our primary focus has been on the

results of that interaction for teacher and principal participation and

influence in decision making, not on the effects of physical facilities

as such. A more detailed analysis might well reve11. that. extensive (but
)

not intensive) collaboration in conventional. bchoois (25 schools) differs

in some ways from extensive (bust not intensive) collaboration in schools

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

Summary

The analysis of a wide range of variables which might have been eAc.-

d
pected to affect 'teacher and principal participation and influence In-

-.
,

portantly has-shown that such relationships are slight. . The,major variables .

affecting participate and influence are prpfessional'interaction vari les

4 internal td,the school: _collaboration'in teaching by teachers, and

interaction with the teachei-s by the principal.

00
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VI. POLICY 1MPLICATIONQ,

What are the major implications of the results of this study? These

results have implications for teachers, for principals, and for those who

are responsible for the hiring and placement of teachers and principals.
,

The implications for childten are indirect, bait will be mentioned in the

course'of the discussion. ,

\
Needless to say, the results as presented leave many questions un-

answered. Nevertheless, the growing body of information about the effects
t,

of team teaching deserves to betaken into account now by practici g

teachers And administrators.

Implications for Principals and District Administrators

Most people, trained in educational adminis at,j_on_ate no doubt

familiar with arguments for participative Anagement. In an earlier

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 principles:

If the gene ehoro w Lf'hat have said about the democratic
ideal and me hod -anyftere near the truth, it must be said
that the ocratic principle requires that every teacher
should eve some regular and.-organic way in, which he can,
d tly or throUgh representatives democratically chostn,
pai icipate in the formation of the-Contsiolling aims, methods,
and materialsof the school of,which,he is a4:part. (Dewey,

- Dewey' concludes that. "the absence of detocratic methods is the single
greatest cause Of educational waste." In his view, there can be no

.idequate justifiCation for excldding teachers from decision making in

schools. ?, Such exclusion is damaging to,teachers and pupils, and

ultimately is'a' danger to delocratic society.

. Textbo*ssin,e4mcational Administration comionly support partici-

pative forms of school decision making.' Summaries of organizati v ,'

and ''Small group.resekch dealiritwith particpative%leadership styles
: ... .

I
are OftenAncluded

k

in
/

sucil.textss.,-The concept of teacherparticipation*

0.

a
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,

is supported for ideological reasons,but also 'on the ground of admlnis-,

. - trative effectiveness. Owens (1970, p.106 summarizes, thekliterature on '

this subject this Way: "Effective participation by teachers, in meaning-

ful organizational decisions does 'pai.off'." According to' Kimbrough

(1966), "the effective school administrator urges-the use of procesges 2

consistent with democ atiC values."
.

.4.44v

Textbooks in-a ministration usually 1)413 more attention to the. role;

of teachers and teachers'. organizations in polity formation at the district
. .

level'than at the School level (e.g., Campbell, Cunningham, and McPhee, 1965),
4

,as if few important decisions are expected to be made within'local.schools....

Nevertheless, there is an "official"ideology of participation by teachers
. 4in local school management,.though it' is,at.variahce with other long-

established norms of administrative behavior. At the NationalConfetence

of Professors of ESuCational Administration, waS4noted that "democratic
..

educational leadership is an 'emerging characteristic'. It appears only
; -.. . . . . .

in spots" ((in Nolte, 1966). ,.
J

1 . ...
Arguments for increased teacher participation.and influence in local.

.'.

schools,have often been dissociated from.changes in the work organization
.

of schools. The two are simply note wconnected. Some rite's-have argued

.,for greater paHlicipation as a. tileanst of achIevingigreater identi-,,

fication with the organization by !Leachers, to everyone's ,bnefit. Tail-
.

_.

nenbaum (1968), forinstance,sclestribes:the growth of influence in organi-
.

zations.as a flow;, in theprocess of gaining influence, persods
. -

are inturn influenced. But his, argument does not take up chadges in the.

structure of work AL Chesler and Barakat (1967) discuss evidence that
1.-:-4'

teachers who have greater feelings of, power and influence are more in-
.

.

G clined to share successfulo,ractices and engage in _innovative fthavior,
/ . ..

but they too do not discuss differences,in. the structure df.work as an

important factor in the picture. Katz and kafin (1966) specify conditions

under which participative de ision making is.desirable. Most persons

1
.

' would probably agree that th se conditions point to paiticipativedecigion

making asdesirable for schools. 011Ze-agaln however, no link between.....__ow
. -

pafticipttion, influence, and the structure of woi-k-isdiscussed.
.

b
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Most important, teachers and 'administrators who wish to develop

greater teacher participation and influence in local school decision

making should actively associate tbutgoal with changes in the structure

of work. While the two may be- separable in l.oth theory and practice, for

some purposes, if the work structure for most of the teachers is chadged

to some form of intensive collaboration, greater teacher participation.

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

is doubtful that a high level of- teacher influence and participation in

shaping the local school can be accomplished.without significant altera-

tions in the structure of work.

Not art' ptincipals are happy,with the idea of greater teacher influ-

ence in schnR1ecision making. It is not easy for anyone to change in-.

grained practices. Many principals are quite accustomed to working

alone, just as are many teachers. The hierarchical relationship between
. .

prtriCiphI,an teachers-has often been described as a patriarchical

rel4tionship, p rallel to the relationship of teacher and Pupil (Abbott,

t9655. Undoubte 1y:,--the;- relationship of many principals and teachers
11. ---. '

(
.._ \ ,. r

still Nsuch a desceiptin; although better management training for
N , . .

-..,

principals and .growi,,ng professional and militancy on the part o£

teachers are iiicet-to lead to change.
. .

.

Even principals who are quite wilting to change their-management
. ,

techniques and who believe that teAkher influence A d participation should. .

-...
.

grow may at the same time have serials qualms about the effects ofall

this on themselvgs. Hoban ('1973) seriously proposes that the timebas .

come t6 eliminate,the,job of Orincipal altogether. For this reason, -the

results of this study dealing with the self - perceived' influence of grin-
.

. ..

cipals are highly important. There is no evidence that the principal

becomes lessarfluential in schools where teachers have become more
.

influential.

It is possible that principals in the higl-e.;collaboration schools in

our sample are the most effective principals in our sample, assigned to

those schools deliberately because district administrators knew that those

scho6ls required strong principals. That cannot be disproven on the

sis of the data. .

7 2
or
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It is particularly noteworthy that principals in high - collaboration

kschoolt.expressed a higher degree o influence on decisions about tehing

materials and teaching :metliods. The isolation of most teachers in non-

collaborative working arrangements has meant that most principals haNfe.had

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

In this,study 88 percept of the principals questioned rated themselves as

"very" or "extremely" influential in carrying out district policies;

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

deCermining the,methods used by teachers in their daily work.

The fact that the picture is different in high-collaboration schools

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

be educational leaders rather than bureaucratic officers who are influ-

ential in matters external to the teaching and learning process. To put
-.. ,

it another way, change in the work structure of teachers is associated

with change in the work structure af principals. Principals in schools

characterized by a high level of collaboration appear to be drawn much

more deeply into professional interaction, as evaluators, as`change agents,

'and as decision make w
.

Another result h shows up consistently throughout the data, how-

ever, is that there s o such relationship in schools 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,collaboraCion for only a minority of the staff.

Implications for Teachers and the4ieaching Profession

Previous.sludies have indicated-some outcomes of teaching"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 teaching in

open space schools: (These open space schools re also characterized by

fully developed teaching teams.) Teachers in these schools also believed

themselves to have greaLer influence over school policies and decisions

than teachers in conventional schools. This report confirms increased

teacher influence in school-level decision making in high-collaboration

schools, this-time drawing evidence fresh principals in a wide range of

school situations, and examining a wide range of decisions,

7 3
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There would seifm to be sound reasons, having to do with many aspects

of the professional' Iii416,.,of teachers, for teachers to promote collaborative

work arrangebents.ii'Many arguments about greater school effectiveness

//1

through particip7tive management also provide ammunition for upgrading

the profession of-teaching through participative manageMent. Since we

have shown that expanded teacher participation and influence are asso-

ciated with changed working relationships, a case can be made for connect-

ing the further development 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 po'int of their efforts has

been at the district level, with emphasis on economic issues and on

district-wide policies concerning personnel, class size, and the like.

Indeed, objections to tear are rather frequent. One major ob-

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

is a serious and complex problem. Participative processes in general

take more time than hierarchical decision making (Katz and Kahn, 1966),

and school decision making is no exception. The problem, however, is

not insoluble.

With grnater evidence becoming available on the growth of teacher

influence through changes in the internal structure of schools, some

teachers may find such changes appealing as an alternative to negotiat-

ing at the district level, or as a route to achieving a different but

equally important kind of influence for teachers. Through professional

orgabizationS, teachers have altered the political structure of school

life but not its work structure. Improvements in the personal, pro-
.

fessiopal, n'aneconomic aspects of teaching, may come about more readily

through changes in the work structure than through any other way now

available.

I, I

,
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Appqndix A

SAMPLING PROCEDURE

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

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 avoiad having most -of-the
sample of schools fall in the large and medium sized districts and few
in the small districts.

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
Small 1 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 districts
and 1,047 eligible schools, broken down as follows:

Stratum Number of Districts Number of Schools

Large 8 390
Medium Large .12 211
Medium 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 distr cts in each stratum were sampled in differing percentages.
One hundred pe cent of the eight "large" districts were selected; nine
(approximately 19 percent) of the "small" districts were selected.-'
Schools were sampled differing percentages from among the strata of
districts; -as Shown 'below:
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Percentage of Schools
Sampled From Each

Stratum Districts in Sampld District in Sample

Large 100 % (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 kargely a matter of convenience,
since it came close to producing the desired sample size of 200. The
actual size of t1e sample was 188 schools.

Districts were selected within 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.

70
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Appendix B

RESEARCH INSTRUMENTS

Selected Questions from the principal Interview

PART A: STAFFING PATTERNS

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

o

1. I would now like to ask you about Any teaming"or collaborative
relationships your teachers use in inst,rut-tion. We recognize
that there are a great variety of, King relationships possible
among teachers; therefore, rather han asking you for the number
of "teams" you may have, .1 would like to know whether you have
any small teacher groups who meet one or more of the criteria
on this piece of paper.

INTERVIEWER: HAND PRINCIPAL SCALE 1(FIVE TYPES OF COLLABORATION)

Yes, I do No, I don't

IF NO: SKIP TO QUESTION (p.3)

IF YES: PROCEED AS FOLLOWS:

Please tell me how many such groups you have, many teachers
are involved in each group, and iihich of the critlia on this
list apply to each group.

List of Names of Collaborative Groups No. of Applicable Criteria
teachers in

(Specify Subject Areas if Specialized) each group (Type of CollabOration)

4\

A B ,CJ D E/

A B C D E

A 'CDE
//

*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 questionnpire items from which data
reported in the text or in ,Qthdr appekdices are drawn.

80



Principal. Interview

Scale 1

Response Categories to be
Used with Principal Interview Question

Types of Collaboration

A. Teachers divide children into groups according to either
subject matter or ability and rotate students among groups.

B. Teacher group meets at least every other week for one or more
of the following purposes;. Q.anning of instruction, evalua-
tion of student Orogress, and/or coordination of student
discipline.. Mk

C. Teacher group members work direc ly with each other in
instruction; that is, teachers jointly teach the same lesson
to the same group of pupils.

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.,

E. Teacher group designates an official leader -to coordinate the'
group's program with other teachers and with.yo.ur office.

,6

Oh
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Principal Int,erview-

7. Does your school have anie:otpen space
instructional spaces whe wo 'Or

work at the same time?

Yes

f IF NO: SKIP TO QUESTION 8

IF YES: ASK

a) How many such spaces?
teachers?

ds" ore-other

reteachers,regularly

No

With altogether how many

;'.1

b) In these pods or open space ,classrooms do the, teachers

'generally teach in such's way that they are visible to
each other while_they work? e

in general, this is true.

c) Has

the

this is true for some, not for

in general, this isnot true:

Ni

%dr

the amount of such space changed ',sig;hificantly during
past two years. -? '

it has 'increased. /-Yes,

Yes, it has decreased.

No, it has remained about the same,,
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Princippl Interview

PART',E: S'cHOOL.DECISION WING
.

-.'' x Au knOii, schools differ in the matter of who fs consulted or
. .-becomee in volved,whet various decisions are made. In this section we

aslocabOut 'Some specific decisions which.are commonly made in the course
of'operatinga school: We are interested in finding out which
,individuals o roups are'consulted or become actively involved when

, these decisions. re made in your.sthool:
7.

.

.. Pimase note that we are asking.onlyabout active 13;11101 entrOrr
i

4 --Cbdtultation, not about the-amount oI influenCe these indiv als or.1i
groups'may have. For example, teachers may be actively nvolved in

kdeci:ding whether to make `changes in the school time edule, but they
'' may" riot' influential ih the matter.

.

1

Please be' careful not to resppnd terms of what should be the
case by anyone's seAndarlis. We would ke to know what the usual
proceaur:e actball It in practice yo r school

..

* *:,
4 4

-
10. score ea tll person. .r group fdr each decision

ding.:5,0he folpwl g_scale:- 4
1

INTERVIEWER; pONDENT TH E FOR QUESTION

ould.never (or almo- riever)be consulted'ox tbecome -

actively Involved.

2-would seldom be co ulted-or become actively involved.

112Would(siOnally.be consulted or become actively ,
involved.

/t
4-would Usually b consulted orllecomeactiely involved.

5-would alOays ift almost .always) be consulted or becomef'
actively',.nvol/ed.

-/
1

.

1

o \

%'

t

v.
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In the previous qUestion we.asked about the. degree to whidh
various persons and, groups p'artic'ipate in certain *specific decisions.
In this section weask which persons or groups have the predominant

. influence on the outcomeof these decisions.<

Pleaseokeep in liana that no judgments are being made on wgat
-the "right" way is. We would like to know .how things work in practice.

1.
. .

:.11. On each4of the decisions listed, please choose the
statement from the list provided which'most accurately
descilbes how jhe Metter is decided.

.

INTERVIEWER: HAND RESPONDENT THE SCALEFOR

1-thideci'siOn is basica
with consultation wi

2-this'decision is
Xi. consultation

STION 11 \
.

Made at the disttt
the principal and/or teachers.

asieallx made by the principal, with
teachers and/or district adminisstrators.

3-in practi , this decision is basically. 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 hai been made in this school;
question cannot-be answered.-T,

h

:

s: ,t
4..

85
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Choose the most
appropriate
statement from
the scale for'
question 11;
indicate choice
in this coluxon.

If answers "3" or
"4" are chosen, ask
the following: "By
'teachers' d6 you
mean:
a-the teacher

teachers affected
by the decision.

b-a committee, or
c-the teaching staff
as a group?"

a. Decision to hire a new 'teacher
(the specific decision resulting

in a contract offer).
b. Decision to adopt a new major

reading curriculum to be used
within this school.

c. Decisions assigning pupils to
classes and teachers for the
next school year.

d.'DeCision to make changes in the
school schedule affecting
the whole school.

e. Decision to adopt individualized
inAtruction or some other partic-,
nlarteaching method, in more
than one class,

f. A general policy decision on
whether to use paid teacher aides
in.this.school, given available
funds.

g. Deciding on thp agenda for
faculty meings.

h. A decision to alter the profeS-
sionat assignments 4Z)f' staff

members to permit greater
speclalization:
A. decision oa the best course of
action for handling a serious
disciplinary problem.

j. A decision whether to use ability
uouping, or some other form of
grouping of pupils, as a general
policy for this school.

k. A decision to develop a speol:al.

course or unit not tandAk.d in the'

curriculum (such as etolver),
within this school.

1. DeCisioni establishing school poll-

i.

dies on the use of tti playground,
buildingsT-and equipment (forbuipupils

and staff of this school).

o

8 6
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fluen e

There are th4

Public schools. do 'no

iconcerns and interes

-80-

ressures on school principals, as we'all know.
sele-t the pupils who willattend..4Dwa.-

s of parents, .teachets and district-administra-
tors do not always coincipie. Some'things abot}t any
easily be changed.

We assume that your school has its share of
prob eras Gives:Ahe s ecific situation you are in,
your gment about the amount of influence'You
exert in number of a . r.\as, of toncernwhich areN..

* * *;

12. Compared to arl the other factors infl
situation, how influsntial.arezyoa; as
in ehe.following matters?

as

comm

school cannot

difficulties

the principal can
on to schools.

uencing the
pridtipal,

.0
.

. ..

,

s .

. '
a. Carrying out the policies of the Boaid

or District at t'hq local*school level.

. r-i

>s 4-1

Cg gW Z
4-1X a

4.1 -1,

.

1-4

r-I

gt
PI-1

7-:
_0) Z
P' r4

1-1

v-i -rl

CW11-4j0.=
1%) (714

S2 0
-1

r-1

g
Z

te:-'4° '41ri 0
IM r1

r-1

4J gAZ
iJ 71-1

.oZ .-1

b. Determining speci fi ethods used by
teachers in their daily ,assroom work:, \.

--,
-,kN

C. Maintaining or achieving good' morale .

and behavior on the part of pupils in
*4; the school.

-

.

d. He p --.-D teachers - improve the
quality of the r wo w .1,1, -,,,.. .'

.

e. Maintaining or achieving good attitudes
toward the school on the'part of, '

parents.

f: Maintaining or achieving good
teacher morale.

,

.

g. Developing and/or adopting improved
curricula or pro grams in the school.

h. Raising the level of achievement of
pupils who are weals. n read.ing and 't

arithmetic. .ti 87
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13. SUppose you and your staff desired to adopt a new
reading curriculum for your school. We.w.ould like to

know how explicit the district policies 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.

governed'by general

governed by informal

b) This decision would be
policy guidelines only.

c) This decision would be
or ad hoc arrangements. J

14. Suppose you wished to reorganize your staff for team
teaching. How explicit are the district policies, and
procedures applying to.the*situation?,

a) This decidiOn would be governed by explicit
' _policy guidelines and established procedures.

b) This decision would be
policy guidelines only.

c) This decision would be
or ad hoc arrangements.

governed by general

goyerned by informal

15. uppose you and your staff wished to develop a different
m thod of grouping andrhssigning pupils for instructional

oses, gow explicit are the district policies and
ures applying to the situation?

PU
proce

T s decision would be governed by explicit
pol guidelines and established procedures.

b) This de sion would be governed by generll
policy gui elines only.

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

88
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Principal Interview

16. We would like to know how you see your own-role

regarding educational cliange within your school. Please
rate yourself an a scale from one to five, where five
indicates that you are able to spend a great deal of
time stimulating change within the school, and One
indicates that you are able to spend almost no time in
such activities.

I - almost no time

3-

4 -

5 - a great deal of time

17. Which is the best estimate of the economic level of
families whose children are served by your school:..

Low-income Low-middle High-middle High- Mixed
income income income

CIF MIXED, SAY: Please indicate thetwo most predominant income
categar-kes:

'1,$. With regard to tie adult community within which this
school is ,locate , hich of these alternatives best
describes the community tiiMate regarding education:

-.%
Choose one: Choose one:

Active

-Inactive

Mixe

,a0

Innovative

Traditional

Mixed

ti
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I

19. In general how 9110 inffuence do parents and community
0W- groups have on-Your school decisions and Planning?

*/*

Parents and/or,communy groups are

a) Extremely influential '

b) Very influential

c) Moderately influential

d) Slightly influential

e) Not at all influential

20. How,influential Is the/teachers' organization(s) within.
Your district (CIA or"AFT local Cbapter, or .CEC) upon
decisions made within your ;ORO', in these ,areas:

t

SCALE.,

a) curricular_ decisions

br decisions on professional
staff assignments

c) decisions on the way
pupils are assigned or
grouped. -

d) school rules and
regulat,ions

4

1-not at all influential

2-slightly influential

3-moderately influential

4-very influential .

5-extremely influential
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Principal Interview

PART D: EVALUATION

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 then formal written
evaluationi; you may simply indicate your judgments of their perfor-
'mance with a smile or a frown; or you may look at how tliy are doing_ii
sand say nothing, and yet they may know Whether or not 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 giving an

, evaluations Please remember that what we mean by evaluation
includes much mor'e than'formal, written evaluations.

f,§c

53. Ili-sena-al, how frequently do you evaluate how well or
how poorly teachers are doing on the task of teaching
reading in grades 1-3?

4ts

a) Very frequently
\

b) Frequently

c) Fairly often-
.

d) Occasionally

:e) Seldom

f) Almost never

g) Never

91
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Principal Interview

55. In 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

c) Teachers have some knowledge

d) Teachers have little knowledge

e) Tethers have no knowledge

7

to
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Selected Questions from the Principal Questionnaire

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

In order to get an accurate summary of your staff, we ask about
the number of people, and also about the number of "full-time
equivalents:" A half-time counselor should be reported as one 'erson,
-and If-full-time equivalents. Three half -time secretaries wo d be
reported as three persons, but 11/2 full-time equivalents. I necess r
in the case of district personnel Whose time in your school may
fluctuate, estimate the proportion of time the person spends in your
s'choor. -

1. Certificated personnel

This chart is intended as a summary of all paid certificated
personnel-who work in your school, except administrators. Every paid
certificated person who works in your scho61 either full-time or any
fraction of time should be included. Some persont may be reported in
more thank one catego , but no person should be reported as more
than one full-time quivalent. In cases'of doubt, choose the best
alternative. If no alternative is appropriate, please use the
category labeled "other" with an explanatory note.

, a) Reguldr classroom teachers. .

b) Teachers with special classes
(e.g., teachers working witH

. mentally gifted classes,
educationally handicapped
classes, etc )

c) Teachers who do not have a
regulerclass (e.g., remedial
reading teachers, special
teachers in art, music,
physical educ, etc.); . .

School Staff l Staff
No. of Full-tin4 No. o Full-time
persons equivalents perso s equivalents

d) Psychologists
-)

n 4/
e) Counselors '1)

\t) Speech therapists

g) Librdrians
'4/

-

h) Curriculum specialists. . .
(/

1.) Others (please specify) . .

TOTALS
c

.: 4

4
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Principal Questionnaire

2. Administrators in this school:

//
- Title

a) Principal

b) Vice-principal. .

c) Other adminis tive

personnel ease. specify). .

'310

No. of Full-time

persons* equivalents"`

*NOTE:, In the event that a person- r e an administrative title
but also carries a full -tithe ching assignnent, zlease
note that above in the4to .1,n fOr futime equivalents.

3. How many clerical person are in this school?

Number ocpersons Full-tinie equivalents

'4. How many d teacher aides does your schoolAemploy?

Nu 10' r of persons ; Full-time equivalents

How many adult volunteers (non-paid helpers) work, ).n your School

on a typical day? (If necessary, pleasiostimate the average
at any one time during the year.): A V ;

oNN
a) Adult volunteers working with teachers 4

b) Adult volunteers working in other capacities

Pleate.estimate the number of hours spen in the school by the
average adult volunteer per day:

6. How many of the teachers in your school a? tenured?

7. How many of. Your teachers have worked at this school:
.

______-_:-.) a) 1-3 years .
,,

------>

' 4-8 years
..

(,)

,

e)
c) 9-12 years

d) over 12 years
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Principal Questionnaire

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

How long have you been an educational administrator?

How long have you worked'in this school district?

9. All schools have faculty meetings, but faculty meetings are
organized differently in different schools. Which of Ehe 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 aid the
administrative process.

b) Faculty meetingsare primarily occasion§ for making
decisions and setting policies for the conduct of the
school.

10. How often are,faculty meetings held? times per

.1_11. Does your school -have 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.

/

NAME OF ITTEE ,

How often
it meefs

No. of
participants

. . \ '

Types of

participants
(parents,

teachers,
etc.)

Description
of duties
(if not clear

from title)

.

.

.

.

,.

. ,

.

it,.

,

k

.

.

.

.

.

.-- ----

.

.

.

.

....0

: ,
,
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.

s

A
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.

e
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t
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t

t
.
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t
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.
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rQ

,,
14. Has your school applied .ny special district furtds for,

instructional purpose ring_the last two years?

Yeses No

IF YES: Hel. li many times have you applied? ,

Please list the application for which you ..re zived

such funds,' and the approximate amount $,Cho 1
received.. -

Pur ose of/A ceived

15. Does you.r-School receive,s-r55ta federal'or state fun\ ds, such
.

as...Miller-Unruh or,Iitle 'III funds, for educational program?
___.....-

;'

-----------Yes No .. .

,/(`.

/
-/-- .

Please explain the ature of the 'program or programs
briefly, and g1v- the approximate amount of the
special fgnds

,p

- Source ,Approximate
(State or 'Amount of

ram Federal) Special Fund§

lir

4

o;

ft,
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.

Selected Questions from the Superintendent Interview

6. In general, how frequently do you evaluate how well or poorly
principals are performing as school admicplstrators.

a).Mere frequently than once a year

b) Once a year

c) Once every two yeais

d) Once every three to five years

le) Other (Please 'specify)

7. ,As "owlow?Iin order o,,eValuate an'y member of your staff,/it is
necessary to'develop ctitd4ia br standards of evaluation and also
to gather information on the perforMance of/the staff member being
evaluated.

a. What criteria or standards have been set to determine how well
or poorly principals are performing as school administrators?

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

97
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Superintendent Interview

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

INTERVIEWER: HAND OUT SCALE 1

,--1

r-4 .1-1

CO 4-1

C
L W
M =

t-4
L tr4
OC
Z i-4

,-1

r-1>,L4 Z
L W
...a Z
to r.-1

.1-1 W
c"4 C
tn 1.--+

r4

r4 r4
W LL C
M W .

3.4 Z
or r-1

'V 440 CE )--1

r4

L
C
or

Z

WI
W C> i-t

1-4

r4 L
W C
5 0.)
03 Z
$4 r-4
1.1 4-4
X C
4: i.-.4

a.

.

Salaries and fringe
benefits

b. .Teaching conditions,,such
as class size and extra
duties

.

c. Curriculum decisions

d. Decisions on professional
staff assignments -...1r

e. Decisions on the way pupils
are assigned or grouped

. .

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

a) ntremely influential

b) Veryinfluential

c) M9derately influential

d) /Slightly influential

e) Not at all influential

9
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Superintendent Interview

7
Finally, I would like to ask you 3 questions concerning the way
which you see your own role as superintendent.," A ,/

ft

29. First, we would like to know how,you see your own role regarding
educational change within your district. PleaSe rate yourself
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.

1-Almost no time

2

. 3

4

5-A great deal of time

90
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Appendix C

COMPARATIVE DATA FROM TEACHERS

S

A separate research group within the Environment for Teaching Program-.
of SCRDT drew a subsample of sixteen schools in'order to conduct an
intensive study involving data from teachers and stude s. As a result,
the responses of principals to some interview questions can be compared
with the responses of teachers to similar questions as means of vali-
dating the responsevof principals. The teacher data a e from question-
naires. Since the research purposes were different th questions were
not exactly the same, .nor were the procedures,used in data reduction
exactly the same. Therefore, the comparisons are only approximations.

Teachers in the subsample indicated whether or not they worked in
collaboration with other teachers.- The percentage of teachers in etch

,
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
were assigned to each school on the basis of informati,on obtained from
principals. The tabulation shows the percentage of t?achers in each
school of each type who had some kind of joint responsibility for students.

Type 0 .Type 1 Type 2 Type 3 Type 4
(3 schools) (3,schools) (4 schools) (2 schools) (4 schools)

17.77 36.8% 62.57 44.4% \ 90.9%
0.0- 12..5 50.0 10.0 v60.0'
0.0. 0. 25.0 53.8

10.0 31.3

100
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