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due to the variety of’individuals and fu

[

~ .. * A Study.of Ggal Preferences o ‘ ) )
’ o - ' arding an Energy’'Crisis Contingency Plan;, ' -
NI

" The School W1thout Schools Program ‘ .

\

Complex organizdtions, such as schools, normally have multiple goals

-

and the gnvironment.

4

organizations often prioritize thede multiple goals,

ones needed for immediate urganizational survival.

L4

" and dissimilarity in goal' o

When forced to adapt to

4

\

fluctuations 1n the environment

-

Lack of goal consensus

Ek@ntation may prove dysfunctional during“such periods

concentrating on the basic

.

when an integrate

d effort is essential for coping with env1ronmental change.

-

.

Cdnsensus on goal priorities ‘is therefore highly desirable.

/ ~

L2y L

n the United States during the

The fuel shortage expef/enced by schools

{

nctionsdn Both the organizational system ,

-

\

-«

g

{am

1

]

fl ctuation'in the organizational enyi:g%ment.

A3

winter of l977 is an examo}e

-

“‘assignments.

meéting teaohers collected ass1gnments,

L4

v

' Attendance at this weekly meeting wab hmndatory

reviewed materials.and distribu>ed new

Between these

veekly meetings,) students werc e ected.'to watch and/or listen to educational”
. N - y . g ( W . .

o

,,9; . The School without SchoolsProgram in Columbus, Ohio was one attempt to cohe
" wi;h this change. }{({ - i . ” h - s
échool without Séhgols‘?rogram © )
& The Schoéls withou Schools (SW }rogram was the response of the Cqumbus
School Digtrict to an 85%: curtailmen(iin natural-gas supplies which forced many
;f)hio ,sachools to close for four weeks - I‘ebruary 7 'to March 7, 1977e The SWS
v orogram operated for three weeks, the fourth week being accounted for by a’
_ rescheduled spring vacation.4 .
) ‘ ,/ 'During the three weehs, Columﬂbs students, numbering over 95,000, attended
Z// classes once a week-on a,rotating basis in buildlngs heat;d by alternative fuel .
:?HA‘ sounces. Twénty-nine out of the 160 distrfct buildings-were used. At th1s wéekly



“da11y and weekly annouficements of SWS éct1v1t1es. The zent
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program ,prodpced by Colu(,us teachers and eired over local radip and television

Students were)\irected to read the extra c1assrdom supplement pub-

i W oY [
A '

li%héd daily, for elementary and secondary schools in the Columbus Dispatch, the
- t -
lqcal newspaper. Students Were)also expected to attend speFial fiagd trips or

classes organized b?’their teachers gnd held in local commuhity facilities.

Classes met in librarie§ museums, United Way agencies, loch manufacturers,
' 5 . L} . . Al N
theaters, etc.” . y .

e

e SR G

»

o The local media - newspapers, television, ‘and radio stltions - carried

al administration

» ®
puhlished a resource manual ’for all administrators and teachers which listed

alternative facilities in the community, procedures for estazlishing field trips,

plus periodic updates on activity schédules.6 An 0pen_lette%‘from the superin-,

I

tendent urged<parents and students to cooperate in the SWS prbgram.

.. -

-

1be necessary not only from community members, but also from al} school person-

. (
el - board of \education members, administrators, and teachers;at a11‘leles.
. \ .

t Y ;
Agreement on program goals and priorities would seem to be an,ingredientﬂof

. .
- - 4 ¢

such cooperation. ' oo ‘ o . AN

A ",

Objectives . ‘ ‘ . . N/
Objectives - ,,

.

The primary purpose of thig exploratory study was tc examiqe the goal

preferences of educational g;:ups typically having diverse goal orientatiénS‘

board of education members, administrators, “and teachers. A second purpose was
to determine the acceptance’ of SW§ goals "and methods in smaller school districts

in the metropdlitan Columbus area., Spec1f1cally this study focuséd on tha )

> * 7/
P

following questionS‘ ~ . oo

v . - *
Fe ~, N

1. Do board members, administrators;, "and teachers differ in L

their preferred goals for a School withdut School type
program? . . 7 3y
> L

.
- - R . PR
.

-

) 4
. i . * - - a
® . * ‘ * )

.

H or such a program to operatesuccessfull however, full ooperation would s
P y > %

——
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. . 4. 2. What ditensions underlie these differences in goal
. preferences and ‘are these dimensions consistent across
. local school systems?
- .
\ 3. What .demographic variables, if any, are related to dif-
¢ ferences in goal preferences? . \‘
*
4, What relatiohship exists between goal preferences and
" "antjcipated, goal success? Between goal preferences
\ and perceived importance° , - -
K * AY
S. _What barriers might prevent successful adOption "of3this i ' J
‘a N program in" smallei school districts? ~
~ ’ S
[ 3 ~ ? N
METHOD
o . - .
Sample ) . v?

\ ]

Three school dégfricts bordering the Columbus School District (Districts

PR

A, é} and. C) supplyéﬂjfosters of  personnel and board of education members "from .

<

. which the sample ‘was drawn All board of educatio fiembers, centra1 aaministrators,
. )

nd building pr1ncipals from the three districts wsre included in the sample
A proportionate sample of elementary, middle school and senior high school
teachers was randomly selected in each of the three districts Approximately

4

fifty ind1v1dualspwere sampled ani surveyed in each district for a total of

150osubjects. Lo

M y
Eighty-one suéhects ‘responded to the survey.questionnaire, with 77 usable

questionnaires be1ng\returnedx\zThe final sample consisted of 7 board of education

T

~ . .members, 21 administrators, “40- ‘f#_hers, and 9 area Specialists Over half of *

i

. O -
the wespondents were male (56%), i Qgheir twenties or thirties with elevencyears
teaching experience, se;én of which B
- 547 had earned a masters dégree

The districts had coped W1th the gas‘%hortage by implementing a variety of
N
programs District A, with aquoximately 524 0 students, ogerated a “school,

R o el
family education program" similar to the SWS pkogram. Only 1 of its 7 school

&/ b




School without Schools -
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builiings could be used for classes,. The four buildings of’ District B7 with '\\‘ 1
- “ ¢ \
. appr imately 1700 students, had heating systems wh1ch could be sw1tched from o J

natural gas to altJrnative fhels Two of the buildings were conVerted to-alter-

- » M

native fuel. District B rema1ned opeé by sh1fting to split sessions schedule. ’ ) /s

\ .

District C, with approximately 4700 students, closed all 9 buildings conducting

\
a home-study program based on 1nd1v1dua1,study packets and using available
N\ " ‘7,8 . . " : L .
‘ alternative locations. . _ . .
: . . . ¢+ ‘ v te .
Procedure . Lo ‘ NP
e /

.
e —————
-~ @ - -~ ‘.

A questionnaire was distributed to subjects through the three school

t - . BN . . . . 5 .
thall .systems: at the end of the school year. Follow-up questionnairesswere '

-

: mailed‘to subjects’ homes. The low response rate, 54%, was probably due to the

~

- ’

-

. s y . P .
f@ timing,'schools having just closed for summer vacation. iR o

The questionnaire contained a list of lS'emergenCy program goals, some
!
derived from publicized goals ofi the Columbus SWS program, others resulting

s

N\
from conversations with parents and teache‘s ? The fifteén goals are® 1isted in’

/ ‘ . - ~ |
N preference Subjects also rated each goa1 gn its relative 1mpor§bnce and chance -
[ 4

& TABLE ;. Subjects were 1nstructéd to rank the’ goa1s in terms of their 1ndfbidual

, of sucérss on a Likert sCale (7%Sigh 1=Low). Sub ects supplied the following

I

demographic data: age, sex, total yearé teachi g experience, years with the
present~district, position {board of education, administration, etc.), 'Q@xel

. : building in which employed. In additlonsubJects indicated their willingneés

. L
- to c0nduct a SWS type program in their own districts and suggested potential \ P

e DRI 3N

. barrigrs to the successful adoption or completion of a SWS fype' emergency
~N . b . . . o

AN r : . L] ’\
\Program. e
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L

1.

\2‘

4,

5. \To increase teacher and student awareness of .commynity learning resources
‘ ¢

3.- To‘déVelop student- ;

. .
- ¥ -
< . - ( S ‘ ) ’
' & ~ TABLE I _
O 4 Fifteen Emergency Program Goals . .
- .
To allow seniors to graduate on'time Y

*

To allow teachers to experiment with new learning environments

Lt

|
11ls in self-directed study

: . ¢ . _
To help provide supervigjion forychildren of working mothers
4 -

6.  To show that schoolsecan ‘functién in time of Eris;s A
: . . / , .
7. To avoid maké-up days in the séﬁool céiendég 4 '
8 ’ To allow more individualized ‘instruction ' :'
9.. To insure continuance ¥n federal funding/subs1d1es
10.. To keep‘students busy while sqpools close ( '
11. To involve péreﬁts more i; th;‘edqutioﬁél ekperi&ncé ’
12. o demonsbéate the importance of continugéd education
13. To preven£ possible increage; in_juvenile crime -
14. To provide continuous employment for teachers | .
;15. To allow students to keep up with _the basic areas of ;;ﬁd;ﬂh’
-v \ ¢
B ; R
| 2
. . ‘ ‘ )
t‘. 7‘,." b .
- : 7/

\

Al
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Data Analysis . ) . n T .

. An internal analysis of the preference. data was performed using the MDPREF
AN «

computer program develéped by Carroll and Chang 10 This non-parametric pulti

dimensiqnal scali program utili?es a p01nt vector model whereby)stimuli, in this

@ v

. ) ' 11

_ case goals, are represehted "as p01nts and subJects as- vectors in a common space.

-

Preference rankings for each indivrdgal are recaptured by projecting stimulus
t

o
.

points ‘dn-~subject vectors. The data is Judged ‘to £it the scaling model if the

- »
~ "

projected preferences,correlate significantly with the originals preference data
for each subject. Basically it is a mﬁlti-dimens;pnal version of the unfolding

' “ v "\“ h . .
model, the idgal pointﬂfor each subject being at?}he tip of the sgubject vec or.12

Because the MDPREF program sets a maximum of 70° ubjects for each analysis, .

seven sub jects grere randomly deleted from the sample. Thé>pre£erenée data for

© the total samp (n—70) ‘were analyzed to determine the underlying dimensions.

AY

Separate analyses of each district’ (n =22, ng =23, n.= 25) were'performed to in-
\

.vestigate cons1stency of dimensions across {istricts. - Two and three dimenslonql
- .

.
-

a~ .

. \
on each dimension and multi-dimensional plots,locating subjects and stimuli in

the common ‘space. , i .
. ' ’ k

To assist in the identdfication of underlying dimensions, median ratings

otr goal importance- and potential goal success were correlated separately with

-

goal coordinates on each of the underlyigg dimensions (n=15) ., Consistency of .
preferences across'districts wds ‘examined by corre1at1ng the goal coordlnates
¥

between all district pairs. Differences between prefererices of board, of education
éggmbersf central administrators, building administrators, classroom teachers artd
. " . L
other educational staff (e.g, reading specialists) were studied by eKamining the
J ’
distribution of subjecgs in the dimensional space. Chi-square tests yere

- : 3~
3 ‘ .

solutions were obtained. Output included matriees of goal and subject eoordinates

-
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N \

N , ) . . - ;

W b - ¢ ;o .
employed to detect ﬁbssible agsociations, between system position and dimensidnal

+ position. Finally subJects position Qn.each of the underlying dimensions _wag

* A
' regressed o demographic variables, to aid‘interpretatxon of subJect preferences. !

.

N N . . ) ' ,&
f - J 4 . s o«
A © -, , RESULTS = . ~ -
Underlying Dimensions& T '.\ﬂ T N
TN
et Two and three dimenéional'sclutions were obtained for the tctal sample

. ‘ \t 2 ‘ ! ‘
(n=70), reTpectively accounting for '55% and 63% of*the variance‘in preference.\ A

" Since only two*of the three dimensions were interpretable, the two dimensional ~

>, X
solutions was retained Spearman rank/ correlationk between sub ject original

v -
.

. s
preferences and prOJections on theé fitvred vectorg indicated the data fit the
" scaling model, 64 of the 7 orrglations being significant at the 05 level or
¢Co . . ¢
. better. Mean correlation coeffipient was .73. - - ot
- . . 6.

Having examined the appropFiateness of the scaling model thd dimensionality
B * ‘ < -y o
of goal\ireferences was analyzéd. Figure 1 illustrates the two dimensiomnal plot :

v

4

s fo stimulus p01nts (go2ls) thimensioﬁ*l.(thc'horizontal axis) seems to be ‘an
ideal dimensggn, goals such as keeping up W1th hasics,’ self directed student *

“stuin graduation on, time, parental involvemen being raqked as more ideal than’

(N

. goals such.as continued employmelt_for teacher , prevention of juvenile crime, ,
. . )

-
-—

h -~

etc; This ideal dimension accountedlior 45% jof the subject variance.

. Dimension 2 (the vertical axis) was lesd clearl identified: Since goals
. P , 3 N ¢ ~ .
such assgraduation as scheduled, maintenance of schOOl calendar, continued teacher
employment ranked highest on this dimensibn, and 'goals such ds experimental learning
- r ‘ \ M
. - jenvironments, mBre individualized instruction, i creaspd community awareness

. ) =

B

{

ranked lowest, this dimension may ba labeled an essential priority gimension.’

i e .

Goals high on dimen51on 2 Y/;e practical essential for the maintenance of norm%l

, -

patterns\of 1ife. 6oals low on d1mension 2 were less.essential extras that might
= e . : f 3

result from a/sws type program. . .

—_— ke
- ’

7 . . » . . <

)

. . v
| ° ' ’ ( <
- - 4 , »
» * K ‘ . . .

«
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"~ TABLE II presents Spearman rank correlations of dimenslon coordinates with E
- . W © . R
' :median importance and success ratings for the fifteen goals. The significant . P
[ . . - .

-4 »

T, correlation of goal importance w1th goa1 1ocatlon(on the'ideal dimension (r=.99) .

.supports the identification of dimenslon ‘1. Ideal goa1s obviously would be , R
- 7 rated as more important .  No s1gn1ficanf re1at10nsh1p was observed between goal )
f
. g, Lol
- importance. ard the priority dimension (d1men31on 2. 'In contrast, goal"Success - ;
—K‘ *

v
- -

“\f bOtential was signif-1¢ant1y correlated with the priority dimensfon (x= 56) : :

_but-not- with the ideai dimension. Goals high 1n essent1aL priority were per-

- . ,4'\ \ ' |

ceived as having a higher chance of success. 'As expected dimension 1’(-idea1) , . i}

). " L . . - ' ‘.

o and dimensiom, 2 (priorlty) Were not significantly -corxje‘late,d, a function of the,

v . .- C A

- - . . v ' ‘ ' Lt —— T |
scaling solution. - _ - . N l

» . - . « N & . A [ .'-

d

' To determine 1f these underlying dimensions were consistent] across'distric'ts,

. . o

‘a two—d1mens1on;1 solution was obtaine-d for each distri,ct. Figure 2 presents the L
v 13 '

" pistrict A solution; Figur;3 District B, and Figure by District C.. A yigual ",;*
(14 / , !

compapi’s\on of goal prefcrences suggesb that COnsensus exists on the ideal rankinga Co 1

>
P .

o of the 15?&%?1‘101‘1‘:}' dimen?‘lon (dimension 2), however, consens,us ’ ‘
. ~ ¢ -
- : 'exilsts more for goals po ¢i\on\ed at the ex-tremes of, thgipriority :dimension with - N
b ’ - “ A LY ~ .

\\_\‘ more discrepancy OCcurring for less clear-cut goals.located at the midd.T.e of the L.

dimension. ) « - : . L2 el - Y

kY ' . i
' -
—

~ " To confirm this visual comparlcd,n, interdlstrict~ Spearman rank correlatlonsw

43‘ ) -

were COmPUted for each d1mensidn (N=15) . ﬁble III-A presents these “4nter- R
¥

) district cors'elations'for Dimensmn 1 (idea .' e d'istr_tcts demonstrate- high L )
> 'agreement on the 1dea1 goal 451*)eference,l the medlan correlation being 95, oo .. -
' 4 . ’
. (p$.0013. Inter-district cor relators on Dimen31on 2 (prlority) are resented . g
? in Table III-B. As v:‘tsu 1\comparlson 1nd1cated less agreement ex1sts across' ' ;
'\disixi&ts on the seco\nd”dimension. Solutions for Dl.;tl'lcts B\‘Q (x=. 56) .l.' - g
. : . . Do " ‘
v - , .. | \.7. S ‘ ’ ,-. . 1, “ ‘ . o =~ ¢ N
> ( ' . .'.Z .o ., T 12 ;' . ' : ) , R '__: _\‘ ‘
. .as -, . - :‘ . L? .
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Spearman Rank Correlation Matrix of o
. Perceiyed Goal Importance, .Perceived
. Goal Success, Goal Position, on Dimension 1 N
' and ‘Goal Position on Dimensional 2 (N=15) ,
Importance Success Dimension-1 Dim‘ension 2
Importance’ B .2273 . 9884%* .1180
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’ ’ TABLE III-A
[ N “ - v ‘ '
' | Spearman Rank Correlations of District
> - . Goal Solptio’ns on Dimension 1 (N=15)
g / A B C
. "
© A S .96% - .89%
- N
B- ' -——— o S .95%
G
'Cv - 1%#{» S memme . R
A \ - ?J
. - *(p £.001) gl
K . zn"’r :. \ et
TABLE III4B N &
~ - ’ . “; 2 6 M
. Spearman Rank Correlations of District
. Goal Solutions on Dimension 2 (N=15).
. ; . _
. A “ B c
A PR .19 *.435%
.B L] ---u?__ ,\;z t -t om ‘56**
~ i ' ’
c %] - SNy -
v‘ .*‘ lo
. *(p &.05) g
’ %% (p 25 O ‘ S
R0 oy -
) 7
&~
- Y 3
..
“

X
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utilizing tbe total sample solution (N= 70) for remaining data analysis.
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~ed

- . P . ¢ .
-~ - r " TN

and Districts A and C (r=.43) were significantly eorrelated; however’, solutions

> « - ‘ Ie -

'.:‘, -
for Districts A and B showed little agreement (r=.19). Diggrict consensus on

the two dimens1ons collectively was interpreted as sufficient "however, to justify

3
Y

&

/’ -

'1abe1ed és classroom teachers according to principal grade level affiliation.

- s . ]
Subject Preferences - . . \\ . \

1}
.

The position of subject vectors in the two dimensional spacé was examined

to determine if board of education members, adm1n1stratofs, and classroom -

»
N

teachers and area spec:j?lsts varigd in goal preferences and their.underl ng -

- e,

dimensions. Figure 5 illustrates the distribution of board of education membegs,
-~ , ‘

centra1 administrators, and bu11d1ng principals; Figure 6 the distxibution of;
. 4 J\ )
e1ementary, m1dd1e school and high school teachers. Area spe‘galists were .

Figures 5.and 6 demonstrate that stb jects+did not differ greatly in preferring '
. . y Y , ’ o +
the more ideal goals-over the less ideal goals, all but one being located in the ',

ideal half of the dimensional plot. Subjects were, Hiowever, differentially
) - -

distributed over the priority d1mensions. -

~

)In Figure S board of education members and cent%%l administration members

-

consistently appear in the high ideal- -high priority quadrant while building

1

pr1nc1pa1s cluster in the high ideal-low prior ty q drant. ‘Figurg 6 suggests
" &

that e1ementary middle school and high school teachers do not differ greatly ;

Y . ' *

'in'goal preferences, being distributed over both the upper and lower ieft'hand

.

» »'A o B . ,
quadrants. A comparison of‘Figure.S and JFigure 6 indiéates however, that class-~
”~ .

room teachers may‘differ from building principals, with more classroom teachers

. ,

hav1§ﬂ?h1gh ideal-high priorlty preferences than pr1nc1pals‘§§ Jt - T
1 . y

. to . %
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- To test these differentes, chi- squane tests of asSociation were performed

<

\Subjects appearing inethe ‘upper left hand quadrant were cldssified as high priority,
AN thOSe appearlng #n the, lowér 1eft hand quadrant as low priority. The chi- Square
> a '

analyses confirmed he asso aLion bétween position and priorityqﬁ& 1nd1cated T

‘o E
’
4 »

in Table Iv. Board of eduoation members and central adminlstratots were higher
L}

’
in practical prior1t1es .th- n building pr1n€1pa1s (chi- square— 46, pL . 02)

. v -
' Classroom teachers were also higher in practical priority than building ptincipals '
& " " ’ .
, (chiﬁsquare=4.00, p £.05). Further analysis however, revealéd no 31gnif1cant JR . £

‘4 ™4 i . d s '
relatTonship between subject ideal-priority preferences and other individual

'

2. . . . e - . v
differences (i.e., age, sex, years of teaching expefience, years in present

district, and education). . . . -

- L \
* Barrilrs _ i . o - "
.- f TN ) ’ ~. s,
Fifty-six percent of the subJects expressed willingness to try a SWS typeL
program if their districts werc forced to close again; 17% were undecided and °* .
< . ® - .
19% were unw1111ng to adopt.the piogram Several potential barriers to imple-

A menting the SWG’program were repeatedly listed, d@ follows: i) lack of financial

resoﬁrces, 2) 1ack of scthl and/or commun1t3 fﬁcilities heated by altgrnative

-

v}__:7 fuel, 3) lack, of public transportation, espec1a11y 'in rural areas, 4) 1ack of

’

- D

ik-parental cooperation, '5) 1§ck of media programs - focusing ‘on spec1f1c district

L3

-

needs (SWS monopolized‘the airwaves, so neighboring schools.had to adapt these N
. ‘ B ,

programs to their respective curricular needs, 6) lack of, adequate commuhication

e L G
) among ° s;hool personnel agd betw®en personnel and parents. . .

P

Sub jects obServed :that SWS programs should not be substmtutes fo lanning. /4

L4 -

Extended calendar years or revised calendars with planned wintex shutd ns vere

. ) ] . . . . . .
seen as superior to SWS typé\programs, by"some, the advantage being gh% continuity-

N ’ ) - \ 2
of instruction absent in SWS type programsn' Opinions on the value of the SWS type

. ° o ) \

S . . L
' ﬁ . . . e . ‘
. .
) - . . .
~ 26 - -/\ . ‘
. . A \
- ° -

Fa'




TABLE IV

—_

. Chi-Square V#ues to Test Differential

Location of Educatdrs on Dimension 2 (Priorityj*

¥ ’ ¢ -

-

’ Boafd of‘Education &
Central Administrators v

’

Building Principdls

L2

Building Principals -

o

Classroom Teachers

~~

’

,DIMENSION 2 .

High Priority

Low Priority

[

27

N(corrected for continuity)

\*Expected values for each cill enclosed in barentheseg.

.

9° e 3
’ . 12
(5.5 ~ (6.5) ,
3 , 11 14
{6.5) (7.5) :
12 14 N=26
. ° x2=5.463 p .02 '
& (corrected for cqntinuity)
' )
- /
D;MENSION 2
High Priority . Low Priority -
¢ "
) “3 1 14
(6..7) e (7.2)
T 25, 19 b4
(21.2) g (22.5%" «
28 R 30" N=58
4. 2 1
~x=4.00; p .09 -

V4
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“o~ .

. . ,
program ranged from 'a waste of .time," "more' sensational than educational,"
. . .

to a highly successful program. Several subjects noted that although there . .

- . v

woold be no barriers to implementing a SWS type program, its potential for

-
¥
. success was questionable. ) / P D -

DISCUSSION

[ —_— -

l ’ ¥ . S .

This study has not attempted to evaluate the effectiveness of SWS type
.. e
programs. |Instead it has focused on one of the potential barriers to success - T
’ d

" lack of go?l consensus among educators. Two underlying dimensions of educational

-

goal preferences were jdentified - an ideal dimension and a priority dimension.

Goals high on the ideal dimension were perceived as more important but having little
! C e s . ’

chance %f:success. Goals high on the priority dimensjion were viewed as less

| ) -

important but having a higher chance of success In a SWS type program.
. LN e

N

Individual districts consistently ranked goals sich as development of

student skills in self-directed study. and prouvision-of more individualized in-

. struction as ideal goals for SWS type programs. Goals such as supefvising

o
“

children of working parents and preventing increase in juvenile crime were' con-.

-

sistently ranked low on this dimension. _
~ T . ks
. » ®.

Far less consensus existed on the priority of goals across districts.
B : e
Districts did agree on the high priority for the system to pfovide basic instruction,

]

[

allow seniors to gradua e 6h time, avoid make-up days and provide employment for

teachers. Discrepancies ocw rred in radking goals of middle and 1ow prioritles,

< - . v .
L

*such as developing student self-direction-.and fostering parental involvement.

Since perceived goal success and goal priority wete 81gnificant1y related,

prioritiéé for' individual districts‘would/logically vary depending on the deter- -

* minants of success in each district (e.g. facilities, community_characteris;icoi/
. »

“transportation, student population, etc.).
- ' ’/\'.
e 28

r4
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Similar patterns of dimension consensus were observed for educators as a,
-

whole. Educators in the three districts surveyed concur on the degree of importance

. ’ ¢

. ‘and ideal educatignal value of the goals enumerdted for the SWS program. Experi-
° o N * " . . .
mental learning environments and increased parental involvement are more important

_gbals than keeping students busy or providing free babysitting services to
° 4

2

‘working parents. Obviously educators_ would hope thar temporary emergency pro-*

- —

grams might acheive the moré'ideal educational goals.

Some discrepancy‘ex1sts as ,to priority level that should be assigned to- >

.

'these,goals. Most educators agreed that maintaining basic skill levels shou1d
L]
4 be the top priority. Board of education members(and central administrators,'
’ kd .

however, tend’to focus on priorities essential for maintaining as normal an

educational routine as possible. Short term goals, «such as'allowing seniors to

-

graduate on time, or av01d1ng extension of the.s¢hool year into the summer months, -

. ’
are stressed more than long term goals-such as increasing individualized instruction
, )

. 4
or experimenting with ney learning environments. In contrast building principals

emphasize'the ideal more than'the practical essentials, that is, goals which,havéf

long term impact such as increased community awareness, self-study skills. ‘

7 Classroom teachers differ from building principals by demonstrating less group

.

focus, some stressing the basic essentials, others 1eaning towards thé\educational

[
A

extras. L ] . . - .

5
-

; As the data suggests, goal preference is largely a function of educational
\ . .
position and role. Top decision makers are concerned with issues that affect the

total system. They appear more responsive to public concerns. Goals that have

o .
- )

g " the highest chancé of success are preferred temporary programs being de51gned

v » .

primarily as maintenance programs and” not innovative programs. On the other

hand bwilding principals are responsible fé} maintainings daily educational

1 - '3 \
.

act1V1ties, locating a1ternat1ve meeting péaces, etc. They search for creative

N
.-

U«. ‘. 2 . . . \
ERIC - a a
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altérnatives to standard education. Perhaps they

“

3
[

stress the ideal educational

priorities -since these are the key to temporary programs being educationally

-~

innovative as well as administratively successful,

Although classroom teachers, the people who actuilly make the program o )

-

)

N 4 N

N .

work, vary in their preferences, they are less concerned with the educational

. priorities, when compared to building/principals.

/,

Most of the comments questioning

_the value of SWS type programs wére made by classroom teachers. Since all districts

“
@

had conducted-some type of temporary program, all

..

problems associated with accomplishing more ideal,

teachers had experienced the

innovative goals. Perhaps thi
glg‘ chap €

N " v
is why more teachers leaned towards the more administrative, essenqlgl priorities

o

that had a higher perceived chance of success.

p—
=~

» o

N

These diffetences in goal prioritiks among educator groups were anticipated.

As Miller, Madden, and K1nchelor observe, the three levels of edugcational or- .

ganization - the board 1eve1 the admlnxstrator level,, and the 1nstructlona1 level

, 5 ~

&

all have different expertise and diffetent functions .in the educational organlzation.

Each level sets different goals., The board and to a lesser degree, the administration

v .

level goals reflect the needs of the_ community and |

1eve1 goals are expressed more in terms of educati

of the present study confirm these level differenc

.

porary organizational goals as we11. Board memb

concentrate on commpnity demands while -building pr;

\
societal demands. Instructional
onal outcomes. 13 The f1nd1ngs

es and suggest they hold for tem-

ers and central administrators

~ A

incipals focus on instructional

-
.

outcomes. The on1y source of conflict exists at\the teacher fevel teacher priorities

.- -

ranging from societal concerns to instructional concerns. Since teachers must

4 +

implement temporary programs,sthis potent1a1 conflict must be considered by program

L]

planners. . g
KT '-H*l/l

(3
~

Goa1 consehsus does seem to ex1st, at least among educators. 'While priorities

]

2,

may differ,’ most educators stress the importance o

i §

' , V4

: .30

.

of maintaining basic skill 1eve1s.

L
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¢ A

’

Priorities reflect more the function of the /position, the duties assighed
3 P i, 1 g ’

rather than conflict over importance of goals. Idéal educational priorities
are realistically assessed as having less chance of success,otheir being per-

.
. .

haps too many barriers such.as inadquate transportation,‘ladk of alternative

facilities and’pérental apathy. Extended-calendar year s®dnd impro&ed planning
- »

>

are suggested alternatives for succeeding with more education-related, long
term outcgmes. . ' ( - '

B . + »

]
7
, o

T - >

3
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