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. TASK INTERDEPENDENCE, COMMUNICATION, ARD TEAM MANAGEMENT
AMONG ELEMENTARY SCHOOL TEACHERS-

Kennéth Duckworth and Thomas Jovick

1. Introduction
. 'This-paper is concerneo with th{.evolution,of nork'relationships among
elémentary- school teachersl ’For,soéz time, the alleged’isolation of such
teachers, each in her:or his selfﬁcontained classroom; has”been regarded as_
‘a problen by students of the professlon and of the Organlzatlon of public
_edUcatlon. Jackson (1968) was amblvalent about the lack of sophrstlcatlon
Jin teachers! work conceptlons, which he attrlbuted.to the1r spendlng most

. ¢
of their worklng lives in. the exc1u51ve company of chlldrén. Lortle (1969)

argued th@t teachers were handlcapped in their endeavor to_ Uprofesslonallze"

» 14 1 7
the1r occupation--and tgns 1mproVe their worklng condltlons and 1nf1uence in

{\local settlngs--by the lack of an artlculated and developedwéo&e of teachln@

ractice, enforced by colleglal evaluatlon. Flnally, proponents of e1aborate,'

l

ften.school-w1de; 1nstructr9na1 innovations have had to contend w1th the {t'.

. s

. absence of powerful h1erarch1cal control mechanrsms 1h schools with wh1ch
' v. 7 AY . .

thelrsprograms could Be 1mp}emented "Faculty reslstance" to change hag

Y 'Y —

proved conslderable 1h some situations (e.g., Gross, Glaqulnta, and Berhste

1971; Wolcott, 1977), Wh1ch has remlnded students of 1nnovatlon of the

r
RCINY e

necessity for teacher/partlclpatlon in the plannlng of change (e g» Pullan

°
&
; ot "°

1972). Organlzatlonal theory concernlng the "f1t" between Varlous task para- *

.y
."., s #R

neters and coordlnatlon structures (Ihompson, 1968 Perrow, 1970) however, .'

’ ~ 3 Ve ®

I3 + v

The implicit contrast. with doctors and’ lawyers seems 1€ss - cogent
,today, after doubt has been dast on those profe551ons' 'self-qontrol ",

, e
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:’ * B . o '
‘ ! -~ ! . ‘:
suggests that not only the problem of change‘ but d}so the large element of.
umpredlctablllty anﬁ intuitive - response in teachlnv would indicate the need

for 4'decentralized control system. Hence teacher participation should-ékteﬁd
A Y

to ongoing management of complex,lnstrUctlohal'programs by small work groups,

of teachers. These con§iderations indicate a need to understand conditions
) -"
under which teacners develop a more active collegial culture,
/ A .
The focus of this paper is different from that of .other presentations

M .

i
1n this symposlum, all of which alsb originate from the prOJect Management

'Impllcatlons of Team Teaching (MITT) at the Unlver51ty of Oregon Charters'

. Sy

paper»has addressed the problem of changes 1n teacher 1nflhence, autonomy* and

job ,atlsfactlon deriving from part1c1pat1on in a team-teaching 1nnovat10n.

\ v o

He has beén concerned to distinguish characterlstlcs of a selected group 6f .

3

experlmental schools from laoosely-matched control schools, but pot- to delve

N

-

1nto dlfferences w1th1n the group of experlmental schools. Packard and

b -

-

Jov1ck's paper, on the ‘other hand, has tra1ned its 51ghts on_ the éxperlmental

B}

schools' and has sought ‘to ddentlfy pre-1mplementat10n factors affect1ng the

extent of" 1mplementat10n of the Ind1V1dually-Gu1ded Educatlon/Mhltl—Unlt' if

¢ .

School (IGE/MUS) 1nnovat10n. The present analysis also restricts its

attention to the experimental‘schools and inquires dnto the course of\imple—

me?tatlon without respect to prior cond1t10ns,l Rather, we seek to understand.how

s - ~ v
small work groups of teachers«-the "unlts"--evolve over- tlme, partlcu-

-larly with regard to collegial interaction and management of Wbrk.
The thinking;behind this analysis has benefited\from the work of the

Environment for Teaching.Project at Stanford (Cohen, et 21, 1976). In
. : ‘ {

o i

~ *
. This paper was presented at the Symposium on "Govérnance and Collab- .

_orative Teaching in Elementary Schools' (Session 26. 08) at the Annual Meeting

uof AERA, Toronto, 1978,

&~ v : - .
J o ] - , - .
Ty . ' £ v - . %
. . . »
. !
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h communlcatlon and unfluence has suggested the general framework for. the

. »
‘however, because not all-of Bredo's variables haug been m.
: - rl . .. ". -
" Oregon project. Where, there ds‘overlap, furthermore, different indicatuts
. ‘ »)

- often have been employed.* Finally, the present study is aimeo at,identifying
‘a path model with érossisectional data, | ' .

catlon» and- team management The 1nterpenetraﬁ:on of teachers' work is 3. prevalent

) feature.of IGE/MUS. Such instructional arrangements produce task- 1nterdepen-

I el R R T

B TN R R TR T T T TR
« £ - d

: |
. . o . LR ) J 3
particular .Eric Bredp's (1977) analysis ofateam factors affecting‘colleginl

. - [ - h ol

present analysis. This 1s not\1ntended to be a rep11catlon of Bredo's study,

-~ . .
' R <

causal relationships evident in’a longitudinal data set.rather than refining_'

We will concentrdte on the effects of task 1nterd°pendence on communl- :

4 ’

5
' » e

dence and“generate cests in uncertainty and mtual 1nter£erence among-teachers/g*
¢ ' ' ‘ e
posing contingencies for one another. Organlzatlohal tH ory, developed'ln

’

March and Simon (1958) and Thompson (1968) predlcts that c 1natlon struc—

2
_114

tures will emerge to reduce these cosgf. At the very 51mp1est 1nterdependent -

3 - A

dctors will have ‘to cammunicate with oné another about work problems.of/mutual ;
. Q - E

L - . . ? —x_!ﬁ . ] W-
concern: : ' - Do : . o ;
» - . ‘
Hypothesrs 1, Teachér communication about work will increase as

& functhn of the 1eve1 of task 1nterdependence among teachers,

-

) N - . 4 N
. ‘ . . . .
* v. N , - ¢

-

e

Such communlcatlon, of course, 1s ‘often thought to prov1de a m111eu f?r pro-

]

fessional grpwth and hence is relevant ta. the eoncerns mentloned at the’ outset

)
» ~

*For example; we have not measured open. space architecture (not-a wide-
spread phenomenon in.the MITT $ample}, team policies, team hierarchy, or team
colleg1a1 1nfiuence.' Furthermore, our measures of joimt tegchlng, cross« P
grouplng, and communlcatlon are’ drfferentB?rom'Bredo s. .

’ v
I}
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of this,paperﬁpdA second'Sort éf coordination is collegial governance of work.
: condltlons. Ve hope here to shed some llght on the- puzzllng\dzscrepancy ‘hoted-
" # &in Packard and Jovick's paper with respect to -the relatlonshlp between the f
) 1nstructlona1.and managerlal components of IGE/MUS Thesé ‘two phenomena

. - N “ -

L . seemed to come into positive association only during the setond year -of imple-

v~ e
menuatioéfp—gdglng the f1rst year, each seemed to expand at the erpense of
. ’ - N \/
the other. Whatever may haVe been true of schoolwide characterlstlcs, thrs
seems 1mprobab1e in thé realm of team (x.e., unlt) management«of work

-

conditions and team-level task interdependence. Tedm management is a more

'
direct coordlnatlon response to task 1nterdependence than is school—w1de
colleg1a1 decision making in general (whlch presumahly 1s affected by non-

-

rnstructlonal factors such as pr1nc1pa1 leadershlp style and communlty

. 3
environment). Hence .team management, like work-related commnnlcatlon,‘ought

-~ "

. . - . -

to be affected by , the level of task 1nterdependence. . . ;

- YA ' 'S . . *

Hypothesls 2. Tean management will 1ncrease as a’ function of T~

_the level of task interdependence ‘among team members. “ A

.

' These two hypotheses constitnte the structure of the ensu;ng'anATysis:
. t- ‘
1t should be noted, however,‘that nothlhg has been sa1d about the reverse

h ]
‘\ L4 -~ ~ ., »

influence of colleg1a1 1nteractlon and governance on task 1nterdependence.

LR L] P

, Y In part thls reflects the authors'bellef that the re-arrangement of teachlng

, *

. work is suff1c1ent1y arduous as . not to be predlctable simply from teacher oL

-
.

, 1nteractrpn and dec1slon-mak1ng pract1ces. All the un1ts'1n this analysis

~ - 3 . R

presumably ‘encountered the same stimulus to_work re—armangement in decidlng

to dﬁopt IGE7MUS Subsequent'fluctuation in task {nterdependence.might'bé'

- Il

4N .seen.as thé gradua; unfoldlng or gradual failure of 1ntentlons present at

.-
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. -the outset. ~However; a contingency theory of coordination’ would benefit from
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o - intertiegendent rélationships--especially in schools where ‘there are no hard
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II. Measuring: the Unit

/

The data base for this paper is the same as reported in Charters (1978)

and Packard and Jov1ck (1978): 1nd1v1dua1 teachers' responses to a varlety

vl X . .
of 1nstrum?nts administered by‘the MITT PrOJect at five different t1mes-~"waves"'-
\ Ho r~

over three school years. éelectlon of schools and general data collect1

\

techniques have been descr1bed elsewhere (Packard, et al, 1976). For the .

’ 1

analysis of relationships over time between task interdependence and communi- @

. .
-

cation and team maﬁagementlghowever, these’responses are aégregated to the

level of the formal work unit created ih the schools impiementing IGE/MﬁS.

The unit was chosen rather than, the schbol because the great’majornty of
i .

task-lnterdependent relatlonshlpg occurred w1th1n rather than agcross unit

I d ' -

membershlp 11nes.l The unit was chosen rather than the individual - teacher W

or,teacher pair pecause un1t structure had greater stab111ty across the time

. ¢

period stud1ed than did internal membership’ and 11alsons. There was consid-

erable turnover of personnel from year to yedr and con51derab1e shifting of

* \

pa1rw1se-re1at10nsh1ps. We adopted the heuristic assumptlon that the uwit
\‘J

provided a vehicle for:fontlnulty in teacher collaboratlon .
Focusing on the unit llmlts .the analysls to, the 16 "experimental”
schools* there was no analogous substructure in the control Schools. Furtherr“

more, we had to exclude T1 data (pre—lmplementatlon sprlng) from the analy51s,

because units were not in existence at that t1me \' -

-
. -

_In addition, to these limitations, three of the 16 schools became ineli-
a5

gibTe for consideratlonsln an analysis of the data from T2 to TS because

two of them d15501ved the unit structure durlng the second _year of implementatlon

B T
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R

and the §h1rd failed to turn in task 1nterdeBendenee data. .

is rediged to 13 schpals measured on the follow1ng schedule.

Hence the sample .

.

)

'

' Second Year of. Inplementatlon

First Year of Implementation

Fall 1974,

Spring 1975,

AN

T2

&

>

grade respons ibility. .

itemize posslble outhmes of test1ng~each of "the two hypotheses preSented

Fall 1975

T4

.

» -

Spring 1976*

%

-~

£

T5

.
-

. 1 o .
* These 13 schools.cemprised a total of 55 units*, varying widely in size and

u

g
Before describing spec1f1c measures and analyses conducted, et us

earlier Mrth four waves of data.

”

.

3

L3

< 9

\

’

L4 .
L}

~one might find no re1atiqhships, either withifi or across waﬁes,

-

1eadlng to a reJectlon of the hypotheses ¢

one might find re1at10nsh1ps within wave but not across ‘waves,
¢ ————— e ettt .

Neld ‘ ‘ , . /

-Depending on the strength, consisténcy, and pattern.of theSe

T It

¥

relationships, the ﬁyﬁotheses might not ke disconfirmed.

- could be surmised that variables were so ‘responsive tgQ.each other

. - ’

as to produce effects virtually immediately, rather than,  require

‘a slx-month(or mdre) perlod to generate lagged effects.

However, -

-

°

-there would be no wdrrant fof inferrrn

S

irection of causality. )

LI

o 7 °

- o

 earlie)

’

because
fewer un

part o

e number of units ;s reduced from 55 to 53 durlng the second year,
yne school consolidated some of its-units, -Although there are 2 °
ts, one of the consolidated upits is' an exact combination of ‘two
its; in 10ng1tud1na1 analyses, it is ‘treated as. the: later counter-
each of those two units, produclng an'N of 54 rather thap 53.

bl A - - -,
.

w7

)

otre might'find‘the lagged ‘effects predicted, confirming,the hypgfhese;f
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P i

<y g . . N 7 o g
. & * . N
- R .‘ .

of students in common as the 'bottom line'" of task ‘interdependence. If oné's.

and ihgicating that cross-sectional relationships should be inter- ,°
i ’ ' . ‘ . . ! : VS -
preted as the effect of task interdependence on .communication and

o

’ ‘v
.

: . team management,: ' ©s . o . -
. td)‘ finally,"one might find lagged effects from-the "dependent' variable
+_ on_the "independent" variable instead of or in addition to the

M . By - Y

predicted effects. This possibility is one‘not‘usually entertained

~ . L

deliberately, yet not to consider such eff&cts with the data avail- .
A3 . N . 'S .

.dble would be to over-simplify and possibly‘distort the real relation--

\ -

ships among the variables under coQiiaération. . :
We will proceed by investigating each of these possibilities in-turn- |,
with the variables designated by ach of the two hypotheses. Emphasis will

— .o .
"be-on testing the impact of’ task interdependence on communication and manage- -

v Waw

ment. (outcome "c''), howeﬁé&,’in 1in€ with the hypotheses offered. '
> - o " .
’ P ) R N

» . - oo

P
. - .

‘ { ‘ - . . N .

B .

Measurement of Task Interdependeﬁce. Elementary school teachens} wofk con-

sists largely of providing instruction™to %pecif@c:sxudénts in a range of .o

subjects, The staff of the MITT‘Projeét dec{ded\gp focus on the instruction
\} — ‘

[

‘ .

own students receive instruction from another teacher, tiBt teacher poses con-
{‘ ' " T ‘ LY N 5
tingencies forone's own work, At the simplest, one must schédule the pattern

2

‘of student exchanges, Hence we have constructed afl index of scheduling inter-
} —r . ‘e -
' . ( . - R
.* Beyond the problems of time and 'space of instruction, however
depence - yo ﬁ P £l ) pac ; ‘ » ho ,

2 r

*fhis differs.from "throughput interdependence', elsewhere described iﬁJ
MITT reports, in that throughput interdependence is limited to teachers who ,
divide subject-matter responsibilities to some. degree, whereas "scheduling '
interdependence' refers to all instdnces of student exchange, )

- P4 . ’ Lt . -




- .

it is also possible that ome's téachapg may depend upon what '(as well as
where and' when it haﬁpens)ethe other teacher does with the bhaged students,
P . N :

This is much more likely td occur when both teachers are instructing .o
» ) s . ! . 3

. b4 * .
cormon’ students in one or more common subjects. One cannot begin a new-
.lesson without finding out ‘what the other teacher covered and how well the
’ . » - 0' ) - * 5 i - . / °,
. student did. This invelves a higher-level of interdependence, which we call

: N\
instructional interdegehdence. We treat instructional 1nterdependence as a

special .case of scheduling 1nterdbpendence. ¢ v

~

»
- v ~
.
N

As is described elsewhere (Packard, et.al, 1976), teachers kept instruc-

»
.

tionai logs for a two-week.pefiod at each datd c¢ollection time. From thede . N\

- . . 4 ¥
. . - - - A - 3 ‘
. logs, we were able to 1dent1fy reclprocallyddocumented pairs of teachers with

- +

schedu11ngJJﬁerdependence bonds and among these,nthose with. 1nstruct10na1

'S - N &

1nterdependence bonds. Wlth th;s‘lnfbrmatlon, we computed a score for each * ._

s
- .
o ! # . °

unltcreflectlng the number_,f 1ntra unit pairs Gwe’1gnor;9 the few cross- « .

’ 0 L] - .

un&t palrs) as a proportlon he number of p0551b1e pa Ts “in the unit given’

\

\ D
LI o N
—~ =

the number of logs.retu;néd. Two scores were asicgned to, Qach uhlt fbr\Q%ch

wave: . . . .
Diffusipn of = Numhg; of pairs with schedulln terdependence . ¢
Scheduling - L n(n-1) L
. Interdependence S a‘ L e 2 .
» . . : ’
e Diffusion of ‘ Number of‘palrs with instructional 1nterdependence
v/‘ . > ' <
7 Instructional . ) n(n-1)
] Interdependence : L2
. ' A ) ) 2 ~
> yhere' n =-number of logs returned by unit members in each data collection,
1 - : v W
We cMose this ratlo rather than the simple number of“palrs because un1ts : e’

‘varied in size,from two ‘to eight parsons (although 3- or 4—person units consti-’

) “ ’

. 7

- ~ - .




: ° -

, L |
tuted from 69% to 80% of the sample, depending on the wave) and a single ‘ i

. 1nterdependent pa1r has d:.fferent mgmficance in a 3-person unit than in .
: . o
——— 1Y -

<, /a 6-person un_1t. These scorés ranged from "o," 1nd1cat1n’g no 1nterdependence, e
7 t

N . ;
0 . .
¢ k4 ) ’

- -, dependen:e bonds. < R ' )

s .
-

o "," indicating that the unit, .was_completely in;er‘connected with inter- "

< .

. P . y s ‘ ) e
In ad‘dJ. ion to these measures of the rela?ﬁlve extensity of task 1nter-
]

- .

X -. dependénce‘in each unit, it was possible to obtain an additlonal piece of
v . . °

1nformatlon about each unit concern1ng the amb1t1,ousness or 1ntens1tz of the ]
S S 6 4
. 1nstruct10na1 1nterdependence occur1ng. ‘For each unit, we computed the ave ge

e

- -

~J‘:'requency with which’ teachers in 1nstruct10na11y-1nterdependent palrs posed

cont1ngenc1es for each> other. At the teache;'_-pa1r_1ev‘e1, this score had a -

- .

5 : low value of S P in_dicating that. .a teacher instructed the cammon stu-

s N . - . B
Rt N NERVFAN . = » - . i
~ N - e, 4 N - . ’ {e - ’

.dents only once and in only ‘one subject during the two-week pexiod l'ogged. ‘ )

‘ "
s

The h1gh value was "50," indicating that a teacher instructed the. commen .- ,

q«g
.- . = v -

- _f.
PR . M . , L

2 students in- f1ve $ub3 ects every ‘day. ﬁ, A

- -
‘ PR

e T - = “The formula for the unit index was as follows: - o A :

et Intensity of Instruc~ = Sum of frequency scores for each pa1r .. L
4 --tional Interdependence Number of 1nstruct1onally-mterdependent pairs Y

L]

- -

L - It should be noted that th1s score does not "descnbe" the‘tﬁmt as a
LA ) S
- whole as dosthe d1ffus1on scores but rather 'éharactenzes the phenomenon .
. ing within - it d 1 :E n1t with some mstruc-
- occurring within the unit, It is conrpute “only- for u s
within

R , -
N .~ - - v

t1ona1 1nterdependence which, it will be seen, is less than half the totdl

’ - 4

- s o, R - R ! -
'

' ) * - . . T
] 7 number of units, : o ) . - S

C . . R - -

. o Detalls of the scor1ng of teacher pa1rs areggﬁen 1n Packard, et alp
. (1976), appendnc> , .
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- " . Measurement of Communication, For each unit, we wanted to know ‘how wide~

. . " spread communication was and how ?4Z;;Z;:1y it occurred, Teachers responded /

\

in each-data collection to a question about their communication with other "

.

. . - -
teachers in the sghool concerning classrqom matters--to be called "classroom

i N - v

A communication' hereafter.*' From this data, we counted the number of

Lot
’

rec¢iprocally-nominated pairs of teachers communicating in each unit, which

\ we tern diffusian of classroom communication in the unit. The formula is:. *
- . o,

.

o - Diffusion of = ‘Number of ‘pairs in communication. .
- Classroom Communication .  n(n-1) | -
v ~ 2 . ,~'

} "~
. wnere n = number of valid questionnaire responses 'in each unit, A
~ . . >

¢ . '
% This score ranges from "0" to "1", like diffusion of task interdepen- -

'\) Lt h \ . : . ' ‘ A,
. . dence scores. VAT

.
-
\

. In addition, the average ffequency of communication was computed from

teacher pa1r secores assigned values of "1"'(week1y or les§3,l"2" (seml- L. b
%f‘ weekly), or "S" (dally) Aga1n, as with 1nten51ty of* 1nstruct10na1 inter- -
. . A e
. - dependence. this 1$'computed over communxcatlng pa1/~/yn1y (although in, -0

.- thlS case, all units had some c1assroonvabmmun1cat1on) L

Frequency of = Sum of frequenqy of scores for each pair f_ T
Classroom Communication Nuimber of pairs in commpnication - »~

N
- . v -

w,' ’ 4 . N b ”
.

< - . e @ . -
- LSS ( . * \ \ . N .t
, ' Measurement of Team Management. Whereag the above ' variables, are measured

* . with indiEesldefived from the same basic data as school-level indices of task .

- .3 AY
- B . 7’ L s

. Also obtained was 1nformatlon about their communication concerning

oo schoolwide affalrs and. non—work-concerns. We 1limit our .analysis to communi.-
cation about classroom matters in order tb minimize school~ .level and friendship -
effects. T

.
v

ERIC. | |
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"Summary. ’

’

. employ teachers® responses to a different item on' the questionnaire,

_ The following list displays this situation. -

-~

-12-
i . X .{. .

. .
vt - Ld

,
l ) ‘ ..

. e :;ntefaependence and communication discussed in Charters' and Packard and

Jovick's pépef&, the "collegial deciéion-making" score described in Packard _

and Jovick-was based on data not amenable to distinctions among units in the

]
-

o e - . ‘ ' '
same school., For our governance variable--team management--we therefore

.
/ i
>

Teachers were given-ia list of five school management functions:
. . U . . 0

supé?&ising aides, supervising new teachsrs, scheduling special-subject
R
teachers, grouplng students for 1n$truct10n, and determlnlng teachmg schedulea.

—

They were. askqd where the respon51b111ty for each fhnttlon 1ay--w1th the

=
princyggl, a committee, unit leaders, the unlt as a whole, or 1nd1v1dua1 ;
f

teachers,_ For each teacher; the ‘proportion of functlons was ‘Computed ij

154

which the unit. .as a vhole was_ 1nd1cated as respon51b1e. This pfbportion

was averaged over all memberS\of the unit to prov1de a measure of joint

management respon51b111ty. This _score could vary froﬁ/zanTzB AL

|3 'U .

from no functions eXerc1sed jointly to all functions exerc1sed 301nt1y. r

i.e;,,

. _.

B s . X : ~-: -
. o

- . W < [3 .

We are now equipped with four measurements, at six-month intervals, .
. ' > * .

- e

of unit-specific values on each of the variables designated by~¢ﬁe hypotheses.
. ‘ .. . ‘ Sy
. L. a ‘ ‘ /'7‘

Variables . Indices _’ . .

e ettt

Task Interdependence Diffusion of’Schqduling Interdependence
. o - Diffusion of Instructional Interdependence
. { o7 Intensity of Instructional .Interdependence.

-r

, ‘Communication . Diffusion of Classrooy Communication-
% ’ Frequéncy -of Classroom Communidhtion
Team ’lilanagemen't Joint Management Responsibility .
4 . .
. ™ N N
L °
- - - >

e ‘ .
N

>
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I

_predlcted that the level of work-related communication in a unlt would be a ~

’ . | : .
-yariables as measured. ' °

’ -

Effects of Task Interdependence on Conmunlcatlon and Team Management

.. i - .

A, Task Interdependence and Communlcatlon. The first hypothesis
7; s (6

This hypothesis

1

posltive functlon of the level of task 1nterdependence.

was tested with the three measures of 1nterdependence and two measures of «

classroom communication described above. Before.presenting the results of °

» . . * -7 ’\'. 2 ' 4 .
that analysis, however, we will provide a statistic;i profile of these

) ’ Y ) X ' B
Table 1 shows the means and standard dev1at10ns far the flve measures

Yy v
o,

RV
at each of the four data collectlon t1mes.9 The data show\that scheduling
. o R
1nterdependence was, considerably rore diffused throughout units than was
“ N Y
instructional interdependence. Moreover, schedu11ng 1nterdependencé bécame

“ %

. more prevalent 1n the second year of 1mp1ementat19n--e g., x = ,61 at T4 vs;

f '

= ,54 at -T2--whereas instructional 1nterdependence showed no increase and

‘perhaps declined-a bjt from the first to the second year.f

\
tlonal 1nterdependence did not spread; 1t did become, on the average,rmore

- . PR

[rak .,1

-

ambitious.\Jhe sample mean of 1ntens1ty of 1nstruct10na1 1nterdependence - ;fv

K™

o~

exh1b1ts a constant (1f modest) increase from waueqto wave. One may speculate

from;th1s evidence that a1though un1ts tended to opt for cross- Subject student

éxchance Vs, samersubject student exchange, those unlts susta1n1ng sane-

LI B

s

) subJect student exchange did inten51fy such arrangements over time.

-~

\ - Pl fae

Appendlx A shows‘ the distribugion of unit scores on each of the. . .~
dlffu51on measures, By TS, almost half of the units were completely inter-
conneoted with scheduling 1nterdependence bonds, whereas more than half had
no 1nstruct10na1 interdependence bonds, .

-

S
)
.

Yet, if'instruc; .

W

- X s
NN




. . quency of classroom communication,

Re 2, . o~ .
. N s : ’ "h *
. P, P D -
", e, : e \ ' 4
- . . \f‘ % . .
"\ . °s " e ———— Sl einbaindeh i Jm . - R
. . 'fi;?§blg 1 About Here °., i : .
o ——— e e e m m 0n 5 0m om of D .

) *..' . N . . “"‘ ‘\
- The, wave-to-wave autocorrdations-for’ gach measure are displayed in .
: . A

‘Appendixlﬁ.* In general; §ghéduling intg;depéndénpe exhibited the most

‘auto-predictability from wave fqhwave, especially within each year (T2 to
. . L ¢
T3, T4 to T3). Regarding instructional interdependence, diffusion was: -

“a ¢ .

Modestly predictable from one wave to another, whereas intensity was

H

predictable ohly'kithin year, suggestiﬁg a higher’ vulnerabjlity to unit

membership turnover and specific pairings. vt B
L3 , ) N i . . ) . L
i The data oh communication, which Hypothesis 1 predicts should display .

¢

.

wave to wave tham interdependence scoxes.

As” the figures in Table 1-indicate,
- . . R - s
‘thé,diffusion of classroom communication . is nearly total from the outset

@

. (e.g. » X = .91 at T2) and shows no

Evideﬂtly most communication channels im\units are in use, . although such = '

g -

use‘gay be infrequent (i.e., less thap- eekl§)¢*?* The meaéure’of the fféﬁ

- S

on the other' hand, does show an increase

3 - IS

“

the effects of task interdependence, exhibit éven less- sample-wide phange from. ",

Tk o . - .
It';hould'be noted that the measu
of -instructional interdependence were St

res of béth, diffusion and intensity
rongly skewed in a’ positive direction.

A 16g transformation has been applied -to each of these variables before

including them in multivariate analyses
done to assumptions of normakity of dist

<

**We must accofdiﬁgly adppt'a different perspective

in order to reduce the violence
ribution. ‘
~ 13 T

. .
on this variable

-

than the one given to diffusion of task’in
it-is the absence of bonds that is notewort
dence, we reifark the presence:of bonds, Pe

terdependence, With communication,

hy, whereas with task interdepen-

~ rathex common, and problems a;ise from its lapse.

* Jek

*
Appendix A shows

rhaps collegial interaction is

. . . t, o s
the,distribution of unit responses. The percentage .

-~ " CoE A

of units co

I

letel

interconnected with classroom conmunication bonds declines
from-74% at T2 to 64% at. TS5, despite the stability of the mean. .
X : O <
on P. 15: . : .

/.

< .

Table 1 appears

.
A ]
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; 7 a6. - ' ‘
f . - h . ‘ ' ' ~: ‘ -

5.. . v from T2 to T4, aIthgpgh T3 and TS5 measures are nearly identical and somewhat -

’ . -~ below the T4 figures, -Evidently, fall of th%ﬁiecond yeaf is§the highpoint. The

N '

mean values indicate that the average freQuen%? of teacher-teacher communl-

4

catlon is about halfWay between sem1 weeklﬂ%ﬂ?) ang da11y (55 e

Auto-correlatlonal datas for communlcatlon measures are presented in

X
- Appendix B.* The frequency oftclassroom communlcatlon is hlghly pred%ctable .
. ’ v

T  from wave to wave, especially within year (11ke schedullng 1nterdepéndence).

Dlﬁfuslon of communlcatlon, however, becomes unpredlctable in the second’

v ’ «

year; espec1a11y from T4 to TS5, EV1dent1y somethlng else is affecting T5

scores. We might expect task interdependence effects to show up ‘here if anyWhere;

otherwise, such instability in the diffusion of communicat{on score might g
. : : o . LT Ty

indicate unréliability in the measure. . ., 5

~N . . < .

With multiple measures of both task interdependence and c1assroom
’ ¢ N s
commnnlcatlon, the questlon naturally arlses,whether the measures are tapplng o

< N3

. 4 the same phenomenon. -As Table 2 shows,athe two d1ffusron’measures of task - .

- -

e 1nterdependence are moderajgly correlated., - G1ven that ak} 1nstrUCtlona11y-
Interdependent pa1rs are*also scored as interdependent w1th regard to
srhedu11ng, the correlatipn is’ rather _weak, EV1dent1y the /forces which

4 | ~

produce instructional 1nterdependence are d1stinct from those producing

-, <, By
sche lingﬂinterdependence:‘ (The latter 1s(perhaps 1ess partlcular t6 the
. . ] . . . . , ’.“__.("" rlr 5
X L ' r~ - 3 . iy ‘ e
o S o . R . ¥ - ' -

-

* s . s
The diffusion of classroom vsommunication, as might be surmised from
such a' high mean, is strongly skewed in a'negative d}rectlon. ‘Here also a

-

’ log transformatlon has been applied for multivarl te analyses,
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L betwefn the variables., Table 3 displays the Pearson correlatlon coefficzents

IGE/MUS 1nnovation ) Mofe‘surprising is'that there is a negative re1ation-‘

ship between the“diffu51on and 1ntensity of instructional 1nterdependence.
. Cgpe |

.
Widespread 1nstructibna1 1nterdependence is apparently characterized by

many pairs W1th 1nfrequent student&exchange, whereas highly-lnterdependent

' .
g: ~

teacher pairs tend to function in units without extensive 1nterdependence. e

,r:',s.)" -

. “This isan interesfin anomaiy'in the data and will be kept in mind whi
g i P!

i

.

r
. O ERE N

iﬁterpreting the effectS)of task 1nterdependence on other variables. The
. N - Q 4
two- measures of ‘communication, f1na11y, are’ weakly related during“the first

year but, not. thereafter. Ev1dent1y something acts to disturh this relationl
' . * . -

I3

ship in the second year.’

The first step, in testing the hypothe51zed effect of task 1nterde-

pendence on cohmunication is to inspect the crossJ%ectional relationships v
« hNd

relevant to this purpose. - o - I ) g S Bt

e v [ AN
. T SRS SR S ' I
‘ Table 3 About Here ' ;
L Eieiaiendetaieitit v i : .
- N ) 4 . . . ] . ) °.
’ The coefficients show that scheduling interdependence is more consis-~? .

- ' - s

tently related to communication than is instructional interdependence, ' The

diffusion of scheduling interdependence is positively aSSociated with the

. . 3y . .

diffusion of classroom communication in the seco‘a,year (T4 and T5) and with

the frequency of classroom communiction at T2 as well, In contrast the diffu-

51on of 1nstructiona1 1nterdependence is p051t1ve1y assoc1ated with communication
/ <

4

(both frequency and diffu51on) only at T4. : ' S

2 SN

3

2Table 2'appears on p. 18 -* - \ ,
3. :
« .Table 3 appears om p. 19 ) 20 ) )
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N ' The relationship between intensity of instructional interdependence
; . e . .

and communication appears to be the weakest of all. .Therge is no relation-
. \ ’ R e PA . .. .

ship~to diffusion of ¢communication and a (positive) relationship to i"'r_equency'
- - .t . !

- - of connnunication only¥ at T3 (the size of that coefficient is deceptive; with

£ ) V
S the number,of ynits reduced to 26, higher coefficients are to be expe(;ted--
. _ b 4 \A ,
P the 51<rnif1c.ance level is only p € .01). . " .

.- ' .._-._. B
> [

. ' > With cross sect:.onal results, one is not usually ’J'O.Stlfled in :m,ferring .
=3 4 o -
' . causality: “One can merely say that two phe;lom a can be expected to co-vary

L F - Co 1. R " -

in strength. In this case, one _might want to limit interpretatién to the .

) /l . statement that, by the second\ear of 1mp1ementation, {mits with “more ~
. ‘ diffuse scheduling 1nterdependence ar likely to exhibit more 1nclusive
"a ‘ claSsroom communication networks‘r and to use these networks more frequently P
1 &‘o’ ‘ than are units with less diffuse schedulingﬁinterdependence. The next‘step :"
. . - is to. emp1A0y the opportunity of longitudinal data to .detect lagged effects h ;
O PR

T
of ope variable measured at an earlier time on another medsufed at a later. - |
2 LA
) -

- © ., time. The technique used is multiple regressmn-, with the dependent ‘variable 3

.
- .

& - regressed first on its, earlier value and’then on the earlier value of the
.independent variable. This techniqﬁe was applied to 'all p0551b1e wave—to-—
wave combinations of meiasures of task 1nterdependence and communication,
‘.;,L. ' alt'ﬁough primary,&attention was given to the more.-easny-interpretable w1th1n-

' year effects (e.g., T2 to. T3). Table 4. :reports the few lafrged eFfects which .

WeT ey discovered. dnasmuch as these é?ects are positive, they support the

hypothesis that)communic_’tion increases in response to task interdependence. .

Ed
.

Table 4 appears on,page 2l . .

- - . -
.
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' - Table 4. Regression of Classroom Communication
. - on Task Interdependence. . :
e Cumu- ;

. ‘ . lative .
Criterion -  Time Prediftor Time  Beta R° - B’ af. f
Diffusion of T5 Diffusion of T4 .07 - <00 0.00 1/
Communication .Communication )

~ " , N s 4 . - ,
- Diffusion of T4 L6 .20 12.50** 1/50
. Scheduling )
A * Interdeperndence
— e e g ety = D e ‘
Diffusioh of T9 _Diffusion of Tl .08 .07 1,73 1/23- -
Communication Communication Lot
Diffusion of  Th 47 3L 7.68% | 1/22
. Scheduling ’ ‘
< Interdependence
- - g
fntensity of T T _.28 238 2.37 iEl.-;('Zl_
R . Instructional ) o
- ! . Interdependence - - .

T A . , TN
Frequency of TS Frequency of T4 56 W47 45,23%% 1751
Communication Communication : ) . “

R ”~ . .
. Diffusion of T4 24 .51 4,08 /50
' o . Scheduling £
Interdependence
s 9 . ’
-Significance key: *ip £.05; ** p< .01 .- . - \
i S = i
\ \ R NS ’
- e .
] .
- “ N
. 24 .c ’ A

-

\

N

9
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"dictioﬁ equation, added effects of instructional interdependence are insigni-

although here the added effect iS'zgegative ; because of its interest, and

. .
. . - . . . .
N

As one can see, the lagged effects are on T5 commuqiSation variables,
- s . AV 4

(It will be remembered-that these were not significantly correlated with

eath other.*) Apparently, the level of diffusion of.scheduling interdepen-

. . N\
dence at the beginning of the second (T4) does. lead to increases in both

~ . ', . [

.the diffusion and frequency of communication by the end of that year (T5). ‘um °

< ’

-There are no separate effects on communication’ of diff usion of instructional
interdependence; once scheduling interdependence has been added to the pre-

2 ,

ficant.. The same is true of intensity of instructional’ interdependerice, ‘.

because the low N (26) may be mask@ﬁg its significance, this fih&ing alsq'i”,/gf

has been included in Table 4. Ithis iossible that the moxe ambitious “the
o . - 2 !

haad .

insfggptional interdependence .(of ‘a subset' of ‘the unit) the more likely,that

. ﬁgmé communication channels fall into disuse from:T4 to T5: . This is a

°

tantalizing hint that really intense task interdependence may. not only fé

limited to pairs of teachers within a unit (the real ipstfu@tional "team')

but also may weaken the cohesiveness o? the unit asjg whole. Perhaps some

-

units are too big for the imstructional collab tion intended .for them,**

» .

. . -~ ' . . ,

*Tabulation is limited o the effects of T4 on T5; although earlier.
measures of the independent variable also produced lagged effects on the
dependent variables at T5, it seems likely those effects are spurious and due
to the strong wave-to-wave autocorrelations of the independent variable.

R . ‘-
~**The relationship of unit size to these variables is a complex one and

will be taken up in a forthcoming report. Preliminary checks failed to
support a suspicion that variable relationships difcussed in this paper are
spuriou§lby-product§ of size effects on both independent and dependent var@ables.

<
. ] -

&
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. ‘ -~ 3 N - . . .
. In general then, the first hypothesis may-~be considered to have'received

- - - -

weak support* Only T4-te-TS effects are §tatlst1ca11y significant -and only

schedullng 1nterdepehdence appears to plax‘a causal role. ‘Regardlng the lack

- t .

that first vear efforts were/falrly turbulent W1th 11tt1e coherence.

L 4

~.
*. of effects-during the first year, the authors subscribe to the interpretation |

\.‘

A lot ;'

T

of cqmmunitation then was generateg‘by-tria and error; not until-the second
> 1 ) . " LI} % «

, R o
" year did the innovation assume d stable format allowing the effects hypothe-
K sized'here'to emef%ﬁﬁﬁ s ‘ T . L
B g R - g T .

. - - - e
- -~

. - »
Efforts were made to,detect evidence of reverse causal“effeets~~i.e.;
~ A ..
of communlcatiﬂn'upon 1nterdependtnce--w1thout substant1a1 success. Only one

regression rOVed signj cant—-that’df T4 61ffuslon of communlcatlon on TS
pet P

3

4
ny
»

E

PRET T
d

~ schedullng 1nterdependence. The effect, a negative one, was stat?stlcallf

S

significant; buthexplalned only 1% of‘Varlance over and a
: bl

.

’

B@§p the 90% ‘already ¢ °

i

- explalned by the autoregre%slon term. I

‘effect too serlously

.

00 Seriously. Otherwise,\th>;e
affects task interdependence. 4o

n thisllight7’it is hag ke this

-~

ds no. eyldence that communicatlon - 0

. - b 1. .
. -
t
" l( ,* N .v“
. / ) ) .
-~ & ) ’
. .,' /‘ .
- K -
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2
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'B.._ Task Interdependence and Teanm Management . w o \\\‘ifT

The second hypothe51s predicted that team management would develop in .

3 %,

"

et
-y

d1rect ‘proportion to the 1eve1 of task 1nterdependence in unlts. Testlng

»
©

thlS hypothe51s followed the’ same procedures as the flrst hypothe51s, beglnnlng

.

'w1th an examlnatlon of the dependent Varlable; joint management-respon515111ty.

Te
. -

This measure has been described earlier as the propaitlon of five functlons
o{ team members described as exe;cised by the unit members jq}ntly.” Table 5 g

shows the mean and standard deviation for this measure at each'of the four . -

. -
f

data'collection times. Joint management responsibility appears to increase

&

from T2 to T3 only to drop back tq slightly below the T2 mark at T4 and TS,

L

The mean's value indicates that the avefage unit exercised only one function
. A R . ‘-ﬂ e Yol

out of the five (and in fact the modal resppnse was one at T2, two at T3, and

zero at T4 and T5).* . ) ) e | i
- Table 5 About Heze . ST e

L e e L L L T T Y T -
P @

301nt management respon51b111ty was least predictable from T2 to T3 butyw R
‘“w'cﬁﬁ

thereafter became a fa1r1y stable characteristlc of un1ts (see Appendlx B fbr*

'autocorrelatlons) The.T2-T3 autocorrelation was dnly .32, the lowest corre- °

.\ . - 2
lation for that time interval of all the variables under con51derazlon, suggestln-

that a subsetjof‘the'sample of units may havq been ;ésponsible for the increase
. ’ . : PR 4
at T3, ’ . ‘ LT

. . ..

- ﬁﬁe

The distribution of unit scores at each wave is- shoun in Appendix A -
The data further suggest that '"grouping students for instruction" was the
function most often assumed by the unit, w1th "determining teaching schedulesg"
and "supervising the work of aides'" the tufo’ other functions chosen frequently.
Hardly any units supervised new teachers or ‘set the schedule of special-
subJect teachers--these functions presumably were exercised by the pr1nc1pa1

¢ sTable 5 appears on pag§@25
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Table 5. Sample Means and Standard Deviations
of Team Management, for each Data Collection.

© o (N=55) . ]

5

oo T2 73 Th C

Joint Management _ ' T

Responsibility _ .32 ek ”
’ ' .16 .17 .17

.25
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y . . .
‘ As mentioned, the joint management responsibility .measure is based,

on d1fferent data than the school-level indices of colleg1a1 dec151on~mak1nc

- .

-employed by Packar? and Jovick,

Ve &

Hence we deem it necessary to establish the -

va11d1ty'of this measure in comparlson with those schooI level indices,

would expect joint management respon51b111ty to be sen51t1ve to school d1ffer— -

ences in collegial decision-making.

Tabke 6 treg;s the . school 1eve1 1ndlces

>

)

1

{1

as contextual attributes of each unit and shows a respectable level of associ-

'

ation, except at Tz." .

B il

N Table 6 About Here /

---------------- L. T N
Y

’

" Furthetmore, the relationship is stronger wjth "area 2" decisions,‘which',:

referred to management decisions similar to the item included in the joint
Do e ot e S o S e T
management re§poh51b111ty questlon,:than with "area 1" decisions, which

referred more tc 1ntra—c1assroom 1nstruct10na1 dec151ons. Schooi scores on

S ’ .

collegial dec151on-mak1ng, however, exhibited mo dec11ne from T3 to T4. c.ompa.r-m

“able to the decline in joint management respon51b111ty, wh;ch suggests that

Echool-wide collegial governance may be a more enduring phenomenon than

team management. |
"The cross- -sectional relatlonshlpsloﬁ\measures of task 1nterdependence
b ] | r i
to joint manegement “responsibility are - shown in Table 7. Given the klnds
/

N l_\w

of functlons included in the management qdéstlon, one mlght have expected the

-

‘ relaifpnshlp with schedu11ng 1nterdependence to be the strongest, but in

"«2

~fact, this becomes 51gn1f1cant onI§ at TS. On  the other hand the d1ffu51on

of instructional 1nterdependence is consistently related p051t1ve1y (1f weakly)

CTable 6. appears on page 27.

' ) . >
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. < 1]
— Joint Management Responsibility ° . ° T2 T3 T4 . TS \ "
& ) . . ) ’ ‘.' A ) ¢ . .
x Collegial Decision-Making ) AN . )
- . (Composite Index) P .08 J53exs JE5***  Slxxx )
“4% . . . - - .
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nt . N * .t

to joint management responsibility, although the TS coefficient is here the

- -
«

one lapse in statistical significance. Finally, the intensity of instructiomal

(3 . ' N N ’ h a

interdependehce»appears to have no positive relationship (rather a suggestion

of a negative one at T4) to team management, This last adds another detail
¢ A
to,the picpure‘of the divergence of ambitious instructional collaboration from

unitrwide cohesiveness. ] -

.on ‘ Table 7 About Here . :

.
v, . - etee oo —————-—...: . v

‘Moving from cross-sectional to longitudinal analysis, we regressed’
o “ . ;‘; , !
joint management responsibility‘on each of the three measures of task ’

interdependence for all p0551b1e wave combinations. There were no -

statlstlcally sagnlflcant effects. Hence, the hypothe51s was not confirmed

b){ the data. However, there were a few interesting relationships %ich

\almost reaéhed statistical siqnificance

r .

“It appears that 1nstruct10na1 1nterdependence at T2 may have an impact on

ahd these -are shown'in Table 8.

301nt managenent responsibility at T4--1 e. from the beglnnlng of the

'3

first year to the beginning of the second yedf.' The twd measures of -

- " o .
!. instructional <interdependence, however, have opposite impacts: : the

diffusion of instructional interdependence has a positive beta, whereas

the intensity of instructional interdependente has a nepative beta.*

: IR R -8 . ~
Table 8 About llere ‘ T
. TTTTRTTTIYTTTTTTT T ’
- - \ o . ﬂ‘ N P
#There is also a negative heta from T2 intensity of instructional, - .

1nterdepcndcnce to TS joint managemecnt respons1h111ty, for which the R
increment is also not significant, - . ,

?Table 7 appears on page 29. . ' : .o

8Table 8 appears on‘page 3n,

i
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\ ‘- Each Data Collection. (N=55 except where noted.) T ‘
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" Joint Management Responé%bility: T2 T3 T ° T5 ;

. T i . . '
. x Diffusion of Scheduling P ' ~ ’
.. . Interdependence .07 1k .21 27% .
x Diffusion of Instructional . . ‘ . J
Interdependence Yl

. _ * x<htensity of Instructional - . - : . .
. .. Interdependence (N=26) -

‘
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Criterion Time " Predictor Time Beta. R F. o gaf
* ‘- . M ' 8 N N .
Joint - S Joint .t o T CE2 T TLhO- (22 13.26%* 1/47
Management °~ ~ , . Management .
. Responsibility ’ Responsibility : . . b
N . M
v Diffusion of T2 .25 .28 3.83  1/46 .
. . ‘ Instructional S .
. ( Interdependence o T
:’ 1y " e ‘ \ i t . ;::
- ! \
- — — ]
Py ' 2 : f, -\\ ' =
Joint T4 Joint, T2 .35 14 326 1/20
Management Management - B o
" Responsibility’ Responsibility x - \/ . S
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. This 1ncongru1ty adds to the suyvestlon of divergence of vambitious . o .

-

. Jtask. coTIaboratlon from the general patttrn of gelatlonshlps ohta1n1n?

A ]
ot
v,

. between the diffusion of “task interdependence ard coogd1nat1Ve behaV1or.

.o The fact that the sole noteworthy relationships occurred between ’

‘. PN .

Rl QTZ and T4 is further damaging to,thb hypothesis that joint management

. »
- o r
3

R re.po nsibility would increase in response to”task interdependence. - &
. % . . ) N . i < e

1 @

4
:1‘«
3

" ~'ySuch an increase would-have been expected within a year, not across "
B MEAALLLLE .

“ \ %
o e
44> years. The rﬁferené% we draw is that the cross-sectional re1at10nsh1ps

N I\" .
Rt ‘observed between diffusion of 1nstructlona1 1nterdependence and JOlnt
- . - ) N . t
5 . management.responsibility reflect a general commitment to the IGE/MUS . -
. G - .
- : innovation rather than a causal effect of ane variable on the other. K

* : o - « ._\ -
If this is true, then the inmovation seems to hold toaether ‘better at
) N - * ” R

e the un1t 1eve1 than at the school level; Packard and Joylck report

. > . . O .

puzzllng negative relatlonshlns between the school 1eve1 1nd1ce of N v

¢ . LA
3

- the same- constructs during the first- year of 1mp1ementatlon, although ' ‘

-

e >

PRSI . . *
Y the relat1onsh1p becomes p051t1ve by'TS. They were able to draw no clear ~ )
,o.‘ . N Y B
- (' T K
L plcture of effects between ‘these tifo variables, nor does the present . -
s A

[3

« .
E paper., There were no 51an1f1cant lagged effects in e1ther direction.*

< 1 —_——

- ”

g

&

Al

. ‘
LA ’ ’ -

*There is some eV1dence of the effects of conmunicatlon on team management, .
- E however, see Appendix C

4 .

&
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effect on communication, .

h

iV. Conclusion. ..

-

liypotheses’were offered on the effects of’ task interdépendence on.
. i " b ;" . &
communication and teafm management. -Only the first hypothesis, €ffécts

~

* »

The support, moreover, is weakir T

t KO - "

on communication, has received support,

and limited to the second\yéar of implementation. Moreffects were found ', .

during the first year, although crossfsectioﬂhl correlations (Table 3) * ~

'showed that, there were associations between task interdependence and .
’ | - ) P4

*d

. compunication measures during that period. Table 9 summarizes thes -

¢ 2

information contained in Tables 3 and 4.concerning the r
. w !

L . 7

'T;hlelg About Here - L

’ -
’ . - ’
. N
> M N [
(Al Lt .

&

between schéduling interdependence and -communication. These appear

, .,". s'-~"
to be the data's answer to Hypothesis 1, and it must be noted that
this, answer minimizes the impact of the main thrusgaof'IGE/MQS}- '

3

-~

~

. S, . ' . ] . 3. t :
instructienal interdependence--on.teacher jinteraction, - e _
Pa !

It is possible, However, that the unit measures of- instructional

.
-

interdependence employed are not wel} chosen to-assess this phenoménon}s ‘

& - . .
As in Table 1, instructional interdependence
ot oo C - <

. . .
is a much less d1$fuse phenomenon than*gtassroom communication

H it'is~
not likely that variation ifi task arr@ﬁgeméngs:affecting a small subset,‘

»

in . x,

&

of unit memﬁers would predict ‘departures from total inclusiveness

-

" . . . P .
communication among'unit members. Scheduling interdependence, which

"
-
3

.
- N§ . ) o-‘ - ‘ . N ;
more often attains complete interconnection of unit members, is a better. :

candidate as a predictor of diffusion

4 »
of classroon communication, and\.

¢
one

so the ddta confirm. Returning toinstyfictional interdependence,
¢ : g

N . T

& . - B
9 { .

Yrable 9 appears on page 33;‘3 _
. é? 2}




A .
-~ ¢ ! .
- - - -k
. ~ ¢
. . . &
€ N [y ”,
, SR .
= 7 .
P - o 3 a

| . e~
. . : Table 9. S mmary Display of., = . /\ T,
> * Effects Relfevant. to Iypothesis 1: < . ;

N * ba
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would) look more for the intensity of the instructig nal 1nterdependence T

l LRPEY ko

- .

present in a un1t to boost the frequency of conmunacatlon among teachers

_. * 1involved and thus, 1nd1rect1y, "affect’ the unit mean frequency of communication

S~ likewise, * Table 3 showed that this was yenerally the case, althouOh the low

¥

N oﬁ 26 denrlved ‘the’ correlations of statlstlcal 51gn1f1cance. ' .

. ! :
. ‘ The effect of task interdependence on team mznageMent (Mypothesis .2) ’

v

prbveé §0 be insignificant. We were especially s rptised to dlscover that’

. -

e even the cross-sectional correlations inHicgted j&at whatever relationships »

night be present were largely restricted to 1nst ctional interdependence

rather than schedullng 1nterdependence. The logic ﬁresent%d above concerning

t

éhe greater likelihood of scheduling«ipferdependence affecting unit-wide
- . - bharacteristics-—offwhich team management surely is one--is challenged here.
:f‘ ' We suggested:that instnictional interdependenee and team management may

. ¢

. both reflect a common underlying commitment to IGE/MUS, whicﬁ produces the
. - (spurlous) cross-sectional correleklons. This, ﬂowexerl is a matter of
, \ 5 o speculation at presert.* r4“. C ' 3
a S - We hare attempted to link together a nhmber_of provocénge fineings

. , - . '

" concerning the divergence of intense instructional interdependence £rom”
¢ o~ B S — bl M

.v. patterns suggested by measures of the diffusion of interdependence. The.

. 'iptensity'of'instru%tional interdependence is negatively related to th
diffueion of interdependence and--occasionally-~to,both diffusion of com-

J . R

munication and team management also. There are hints of negatéce lagged
effects in both the latter cases. This evidence prompts us to suggest

.~ , that really.ambitious task cellaboration is characteristic of distinct

: . CoN
. pairs of teachers rather than the wider unit membership, although mild

A

- . *Analysis is continuing regarding posgible contextual effects of
schoolwide collegial dec151on-mak1ng on these relationships. No clear .
patterh has emerged yet. [Evidence is presented in Appendix ¢ that communi-

-“cation affects team management, although no interaction effects of
cormunication and task interdepence on team management have been discovered.

Qo .
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:, instructioﬁa{ interdependence may bgcome diffused widely tﬁroughout a unifti

t

" Horeover, intensely-interdependent pairs may well tend to '"secede' in some

< ways from the unit, If one imagines.the degree of mutual co:orientation-

A .’

- N -
and_energy expenditure generated in such pairs, one is not surprised that
there may be little interest in or tolerancé for involvement in wider

~ communication networks and team management responsibilities. It should N .
, .

be remembered that earlier studies of teaming focused on- groups defined .-

T . by existing collaboration or by architectural constrajnts; here we are

‘ ? s ) ' ’ X N .
) concernad with groups perhaps defined by administraéﬁve.fiat afd including

- virtually the whole school faculty. There may be a tensipn between spon-

taneous ''teaming' of thé former sort and the official creation of units.

In sum, unit formation and collaborative teaching admit of many

shades of distinction. It is necessary to specify the kind and extent -
) S

of teaching collaboration before predicting effects of its occurrence

on a broader range of collegial phenoména. We have fouhd scattered "

evidence that some kinds of collaboration gg_afféct collegial interaction

- 9 -
rather than an uninterpretable web 'of reciprocal relationships among
+
. these variables.

The fact remains,-howemsf, that cross-sectional associ-
4 ‘ . \ T

ations outnumber longitudinal effects, and therefore we have not clarified

x -

e ) all the eausal relations in the study. A different schedule of data collec-
- tions might well have revealed other effects--possibly recipwocal ones-- -
- ‘ . L . . . .

S masked in this an3lysis. Nevertheless, the MITT study- has allowed more

Al ‘AG

subtle analyses of thes& problems than heretofore and provides a set of

lessons which must be aﬂgbrbedlbefofe mounting a ﬁore-fine-grained (and,

s

. L3
presumably, even more expensive) #mguiry into-these important processes
- .t \ .

of teacher collaboration. B ' .

- ¢ t o
‘
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P o . " Appendix C. Team Management and Communication.

' We have investigated the effects of task interdependence on communication

.

and - team management. A third hypothesis can be entertained: communication
. ' should 1ncrea8e as a functlon of team management. .This hypothesls was not

< '
4 * ¢ v -

deemed as sensitive to the longitudinal analysls‘posslbllltles of the

present data set as the two hypotheses tested in the main text because

R !

e;;ents of teanm management on communlcatlon, 1f not taut6/egical should

1

PC

be'Virtually instantaneous. Certainly,the joing exet?ise‘of management

7 K :

responsibility implies communication. However, the data were probed

< L,
v for cross-sectional relationships, with the results shown in Table C-1.
ot N ° ' ) R 1 Y

% .
o, Table C-1. onss-sectional Correlations Between -~ -~ N

) Team Management and Communication, for Each Data ’ -
- . Collection. N=55. ' * N ¢

"

Joint Management Responsibility: , . _T2 73 M s -
- 2. ’/«.'(M ..v. ry i " X

X lefuslan ff Communlcatlon .20 e 36er 22 .
\ '/{.‘ C‘ * Ty )

‘

“)

o - - -

- x Frequency of €Communication ~ .8 17 .20" .27* : .

g S e e g
L s -,

- "
. ‘ ¥
] . - “
«
O LA
&

-, Actually, the relatlonshlps between these two. varlables are sur-
ﬁg\‘ o prlslngly weak. " Ev1dentLy, classroom communication levels are deter- .

- mined by forCes other than team management arrangements. And,‘in faét21
. . . 3;?_&‘;
there are no significant longitudinal effects of team management on class-

s >

e L. room communication., - \ .

- -

We also tested, however, for reciprocal effects of communication on °

% team management, and this proved more frujtful, In fact, we ohserve here
. . ) . ‘\

sy

-
+
o
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the sole significant lagged effect dufing théffirst yea;vof‘impiemeqtation.

.

Thﬁ diffusion of classroom communication at T2 has a positive impact on

joint nanagement resnon51b111ty at T3. Hereiis a possible explanation

for the increase 1n joint management respon51b111ty at T3 noted in Table

S. Apparently, units beginning the first yé%r of 1nn1eﬂentat10n Nlth

1nc1u51ve communlcatldﬁﬂgetworks are nore likely to increase the scope -

- -
i N ]

of team management during the course of that_ygar than are units with

gaps in their communication network.

- "

Moreover, that hoost seems to
>

>

have an enduring impact.

- _bythe

Ig.diffusibn of communication.

’ .

this effect was mediated by T3 joint manaéemént responsﬁbilit&--which,

The one other signifieant effect was produced .

B

regression of TS joint mapagement responsibility on

.

_ Subsequent investigation revealed that’

as we have just seen, increased as a function of T2 diffusion of -
When this mediating variable was added to the regression _
L »

.

*  communication.

: " equation, the direct effect of T2 diffusion of communication on TS joint

.. management responsibility disappeared.. Table C-2,  thérefore, shows only

e

the T2-to-T3 effect, o

4 . - .

4 .

> N .
-, » ~»
we)

. . Table,C-2.

"Regression of" TeamaManagement on sl s "

Clasdroom Communication.

N=55.

-+ Criterion Time

Cumuigfive\ ) e
‘p -

Predictor  Time Beta

Joint T2 L2770 .2 .6.29%

d- - ‘
Management - .

Responsibility -

. Joint T3
- Management

Responsibility

. Diffusion of T2 .32 ‘21
- ) Classroom _ ° : ] -
. » Communication C

'

« “

Significance key: * p_£ .05 , .
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* *»._ Thus, the relationship hetween team management and classroom :

communication is not only much less obvious than ériginally thought,
but thp causal flow is apparently opposite to the direction preﬁiéte?.

Although task interdependence, despite its internal heterogeneity,

can claim priority as a cause of collegial interactioﬁ) it would seem
N “
& .

that communpication affects rather than is affected by team management.

J

To repeat® the conclusion of the main text, we have the feeling that

Pl

the web of causal relations. among these phenomena is of a finer mesh

LY

thargeven the’subtleties of the MITT data set allow us to investigate

h »
. T . - s
satisfactorily. .
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