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Evaluation Processes and Student Disengagement from High School

There has long been considerabie interest in securing student
participation in school. This is particularly true at the high school
level whére the problems that result when stﬁdenié &8 not participate
actively in the program of the school become quite visible. Réééﬁfi§
the attention oi résearchers and poiicy makers has focused on three
ménifestations of lack of student involvement in the school program:
apathy or low level participation; violence and vandalism or
participétibﬁ in negative activities, and absenteeism or non-
participation.

Aithough often cited as a probiem by edutators; apathy or low
level student pérticipétion has not received a great deal of attention
from réééaf;ﬂéré. Thé studies that have focused on the level of
student éffort in &chool SuggeSt that the prbbiem of low level effort
is pervasivé. For éxémpié, in a study By ﬁassey, écott, and Dornbusch
(1575) fewer than 45% of the White students reported a high level of
égfort in écﬁobi; and minority group students were even iess iikeiy to
be devoting a high leével of effort to school tasks:

| The most visible prbbiems of lack of student participation in
school are discussed undér the rubrics of student violence and
vandalism. In recent years educators, legislators, and the public at
iargé have bécome incréééingiy concerned with the high levels of crime
and deiinquéncy associated with studeénts in American schools.

(McPartland and McDill, 1977) This problem has been most clearly

documented in the NIE Safe School Study (National Institute of .

Edhéatibn, 1978) where 12% of thé éécondéry school teachers reported
that they were threatened with injury By students at school, and 48%

of the teachers reported that some student has insulted them or made
. - / .
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obscene gEStures to them within the last month.

Aithbugh the probiem of student non—péfticipatiqn or absenteeism
has been with us as long as we have had compulsory schooling
(Everhart, 1977), the situation seems to have grown worée in recent
years. Absenteeism i& seen by school administrators as their major
éiécipiiné problem. (Dike, 1978) High schools across the nation
typically réport absenteeism rates ranging from 15% to 25%.
(Birman and Natriello, 1980)

In thé presént study, these common probléms of apathy, violénce
and vandalism, and absenteeism are treated as indicators of a more
general concept of student disengagement. Student disengagement is
used to refer to the extent to which students refrain from

As used here, the concept of disengagmeent aiéfe;s from more general
eStréngéﬁent phenomena (ééémén, 1959) in that it is téékiépécifit.
That is, while terms like alienafion have been used to refer to an
éét;éhgément from a social collective or organization; disengagement
refers to an estrangement from or lack of participatioh in certain
tasks associated with a social collective or organization such as a
with the school éé.g. academic fasks35 but not disengagement from other
tasks (e.g. extracurricular activities).

A number of potential causes have been offered to explain the
estrangement of students from school. Researchers have examined
student origins, school policies and procedures; the school
enviropment, the community environment, and anticipated student
futures as potential sources of student alienation. (McPartland and
McbPili, 1977) In the present study attentiom is directed to school

policies and procedures, particularly practices for the evaluation of
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rewards for desired behaviors, placing costs on misbehavior; and
providing access for students in school decisionvaRiﬁg procedures
will be most successful in reducing delinquency.

Spady (1974) points to the importance of the institutional
Arrangemeénts of schools and in particular to the perceived
illegitimacy of the evaluation and reward structure of the school inm -
any éxpiénation of student éisruption; For example, hé cites the
“prémium pacéd on thé student's ability either to_gghieve fixed
staﬁaaras of pérfdtméﬁté tindér time constraints or to meet and surpdss
standards deteérmined By the performance levels of others" as aspects
of the iiiegitimécy of the school evaluation system.

Réferriﬁg to Hé:tbnié (1957) analysis of the ways in which
individuals aaapt to alienation from a given gocial structure, Spady
notes that students iﬁ such situations méy respbﬁd with reBeiiion;
protest, apatﬁy, or withdrawal. Evidence in support of his
interpretétion comes from the Safé échooi étudy. Anaiysié of the data
from a national Samﬁié of sctools révealed that both the extent to
which school péréoﬁnéi devote effort to 20verning>students and
éﬁfbrcing school rulés and réguiétibns and the degree of fairmess in
§chool rules and in the administratiop of the rules are megatively
related to the level of violénce in thé school. (National Institute of
Zducation, 1978) The implication is that to minimize such négative

(Gottfredsom and Daiger; 1979) -
: J
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The current study examines the rélationship between problems im
the evaluation and éuthbrity system of high schools and the three
indicators of student disengagement. Theé indicators of student
diséngagément are féiriy well rétogniZéd and understood as pervasive

problems. The diménsions of évaluation and authority systems that may

affect the extent to which students become disengaged are less well

récognized and understood and réquiré a more formal theoretical
analysis. . ,'; L
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
The present study is an.appiication of tha thébry of evaluation
and authority deVelopéa By Dornbusch and Scott (1975). The theory
addresses the relationship between features of evaluation and

authority systems and individual disengagement. More
%ﬁééifiééii&; the theory presents two concepts; incompatibility
nd instability, whi-w are used to describe authority systems in

' orgaTizations:

Authority System Incompatibility

First, the theory assumes that the organizational participants being.
evaluated place some value on the performance evaluations they

receive:; A second assumption asserts that participants establish an

"acceptance level" or minimum level of a performance evaluation that
is satisfactory to the performer. The theory furthér assumés that
participants will attempt to maintain evaluations of their performancé
at a level that is acceptable to them: .

Acceptance levels plays a central role in developing the cocnept
of authority system incompatibility. According to the theory; an
duthority system exhibits incompatibility when it prevents performers
from maintaining evaluations of their performance at or above their

acceptance level. Thus authority system incompatibility involves the

- o
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receipt of evaluations by a performer below acceptance level and the
perception that it is the authority system itsaiflthat keeps the
performer from attaining evaluations at or above acceptance level.
Incompatibility is a property of the authority system; it is mot a
characteristic of the performer. -incompatibiiity entails problems in
the éuthbrity system that would affect aay individual performer who
had at least the samé acceptance level.

Dorfibusch and Scott (1975) déVéibp é'typoiogy of authbrity system
incompatibilities by considering the requireménts of the simplest case
of a ébmpatible authority system. firét, the pérformér would receive
an unambiguous task assignmént which did not confliect with other
assignments received for the same or similar tasks. Sécond, thé
performer's activities would affect the values of the relevant
properties for performances and outcomés on which the performer would
be evaluated. Third, the sample taken of the performer's work would
provide valid information as to the values actually achieved in the
full performance. Fourth, thé standards for evaluation woiild be set
appropriately so that the performer could éxpéct to récéive
evaluations at the acceptance level By édjuétihé the level of effort.
The four types of authority systém incompatibility discussed by
these requirements for a compatible authority systém.

The first type of incompatibility identified by the theory is
termed "contradictory evaluations." Contradictory evaluations occur
when performers are put in a situation where the receipt of ome
receiving énoﬁher evaliation below a level acceptable to them. Such
contradictory evaluatious may occur when performers receive

{
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conflicting standards, when conflicting properties of tasks are used

&6 the basis for evaluation, and whén conflicting samples of

_performance are the basis for evaluation.

Uncontrollable evaluations are a gécond source of authority

" system incompatibility. Unéontrdllébié evaluations occur when

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

performers receive evaluatidné Beiow a level acceptable to them for
performances or outcom~s they do not control. Such uncontrollable

S oo
evaluations arise when there is a coordination failure in the,
organizational control system, when performeérs are working
interdependently on tasks, and when tasks are active or unpredictable.

occurs when performers receive evaluations below a level acceptable to

‘them because they are unable to predict accurately the relationship

between attributes of their performances and the level of evaluations
they 'rééé’ﬁ'é; Hﬁﬁféaiétébie evaluation® may occur when performers
misunderstand task éiibéatiahs, when they misunderstand the criteria
used for evaluation; and when the samples of performances and outcomes

used for purposes of evaluation are nonrépfesentativé.

A condition of unattainable evaluations; thé fourth type of
incompatibility, arises when the standardsiUééd to evaluate performers
are so high that they cainot achieve evaluations at a level acceptable

to them. Performers are subjected to unattainable evaluations when
the standards used to evaluate them are inappropriately. high, when

spadv (1974). . G B
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Authority System Instability

According to the théory, authority systems £re unstable to the
change are internal when thé? are geérnerated by the operation of the
authority system itself rather than by 8 source external to the
éhfﬁbfity system and its participants.

Scott, et al. (1967) argue that incompatibility is a sufficient
condition for instability of authority systems. When participants are
subjected to iﬁéompatifility in authority systems, they are likely to
be frustrated and under temsion. To cope wWith such tension they may

v

adopt one or more “coping responses” in an attempt to resolve the
incompatibility. Each of these "eoping responses” is considered to be

" an indicator of the presence of inétability.

Dornbusch and Scott (1975) note threé gemeral ways in which
participants attempt to cope with incompatibility in an authority
system: First, performers may lower the level of performance they
deem acceptable: Second, pérfofmers may create éreEBUres for change
in the organization by expressing dissatisfaction, communicating
dissatisfaction to others in the brganiZation; suggesting changes to

others in the organization,; or refusing to comply with those in

- authority in the organization. Third, performers may attempt to

O

ERIC
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These three reactions parallel the three fqrmé of student
jisengagment discussed earlier: apathy; violence and vandalism, and
absenteeism.

greater the level of incompatibility §§§é§iéﬁéed>by performers in
organizations, the greater the level of authority system instability.
This hypbthesié was tested in the current study of evaluation and

G




Evaluation and Disengagement 8

disengagémént from high school.
DESIGN OF THE STUDY

The study was designed to provide student self-report data om the
levels of éﬁthdrit? system incompatibiiityjEerrienCed by students in
high school as well as data on the levels of the various indicators of
authority system inétaﬁiiity. The theory of evaluation and authority
suggests, first, that incompatibilities in authority systems are
fairly common in organizations such as schools, and, second, that they
lead to instability. \ |
Samgié-:

The study was conducted in the four senior high schools of a

large suburban school district in a major métropolitarn area in the

midwest. The district which spent §2052}92 per pupil during the 1979-
1980 school year, is generally considered among the bést in the area.
The overwhelming majority of students i9 the four high schools are
White. Thé mean SAT math and verbal scorses in each school are above
the national average, and over two-thirds of the students at each
school have made plans to continué with théir sducatiod beyond high
school.

The student survey was administered to a random sample of 5% of

the students at each high school. The final sample of 293 students

containg 291 Students from the original sample and 2 Students drawn

from a randomly selected list pf alternates.

The Studént Survey

| A student survey was dévéiopéd to as5&85 the extent to which
students experienced incompatibilities in the authority system of the
school and the rélationship be:ween such incompatibilitiés and student

disengagement. A structured intérviéew dealing with the

incompatibilities likely to arise in school authority §yétéh§ was

. el Tl lwZ Tl R
developed: This interview form was pilot tegtgd using elxﬁy students
; ’ ' iy i
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from two of the four high schools in the Spring of 1980. The results
of the pilot tests (Natriello and Scott, 1981) Ied to the development
of a preliminary student survey which, after further pilot testing;
was refined to the form ugéd fpr the present study.

The student survey §é§ administered in the Sprimg of 1981. The
survey contained five sections and took approximately 45 minutes to
complete. Items from two sections are used in the present amalyses;
the entire instrument is described elsewhere (Natriello; 1982

were available to answer questions that arose about the interpretation

of certain items. Since the survey h%d been extensively pretested and
S b o o N

re-worded using language familiar to thé students, there were few

questions: Each student compléting a survey received a $10 gift

certificate. ‘

Measures of Incompatibility

L o T . - - e
Attempting to assess the extent to which students 1m high schootils

experience incompatibility in the authofity eystem highlights the fact

that high school studénts, in contrast to individuals in most

and evaluators. The typical students in the four high schools had at

jeast six different teachers who might evaluate academic work in
class: 1In addition, the high school students were supervised by

whom they were not currently taking courses. Students who
who evaluated their performance and behavior in these activities:
Because of the multiple supervisors who exércised authority over
i n i N T
students in the high schools, it was necessary to direct the 1ltems on
the survey to incompatibility in the evaluation and authority systeus

- .

gt
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of specific classes: Students were asked to report how freguently
they experienced various instances of incompatibility in the
evaluation and authority system for academic work in each of their
cirrent classes. The eleven items related to eleven instances of

-
ot

incompatibility appear in the center column of Table 1 organized
, [

according to the typology developed by Dormbusch and Scott. For each

item students were asked how frequently they experienced the
incompatibility so that they received evaluations below a level which

\
The eleven itemé for inmcompatibility inm the authority system for
1, .
academic performance were iged to create summary measures of
incompatibility for academic tasks. If any of the eleven
incompatibilities for academic tasks was reported as occuring at least
WSometimes", the summary measure for incomptibility im the authority
system for academic tasks was coded to indicate the presemce of
of incompatibility. In addition to the summary measure for the
presence of incompatibility used here, measures were comstructed for
the mumber of imstances of incompatibility and the relative frequenmcy
of incompatibility. These other measures produce results similar to

areas corresponding to the three forms of student. disengagement noted

earlier: apathy; violence and vandalism, and absenteeism: These; of

"course, correspond to the three forms of instability specified by the

theory: lowered acceptance level; dissatisfaction, and withdrawal.

sessed thréu§§ two items

ha .
“ . e

[]]

Apathy or lowered acceptance level was a

e
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5 the survey which asked students to report what they would comsider
> satisfactory report card. On oné item students were asked to
indicate what they would consider a satisfactory academic grade in
cach of their classes. On a second item students were asked to
indicate what they would consider a satisfactory citizenship grade in
cach of their classes: Responses to the questions were the grades
used by the school district: "A", "B", "EM, "D, of "M for academic
grades and "0"; "", "I", and "G" for citizemship grades: If students
reporfed that chey would be satisfied with a "¢" or lower for am
academic grade or am "S" or lower for a citizemship grade im a
particular class; there were classified as lowering their acceptance
level.

Four items on the studemt survey were used to comstruct a summary
were asked to report how often they a) disturbed the teacher and

disrupted the class, b) complained to the teacher about an assignment

in class, c) complained about the class to other students; and d)

Day", "Almost Every Day", "Few Times a Week", "Once a Week"; "Few
Tizes a Month", "Once a Month", '"Few Times a Year", and "Never". The
Sutmary measure was constructed so that students who engaged in any of

negative activities. Obviously, the concept of student engagement in

 negative activities as measured here differs from the broader set of

behaviors that fit under the rubric of violence and vandalism: The
more limited set of behaviors imdicated here’éﬁoﬁi& be more ii§é1§ to
occur among &tudents in thé présent sample and should alsoc be more
likely to be related to the incompatibility in the authority system:
More severe forms of violedce and vandalism probably stem from

lo
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Five items from the sEudent survey were used for the measure of
non-participation or withdrawal fro@ classes. Students were asked how
often they: a) cut class, b) would like to cut class, c) wished they
could drop'the class, d) would schedule a doctor's appointment during
the claes, and e) would come to class late on purpose. Once again, a
summary measure was constructed by coding as not participating those
students who reported dbing any of thése four things moré than "6ncé a
Month".

In addition to theéé méasures of instability, we used two
measures of student effort developed Sy Massey, Scott, and Dornbusch
(1975) for their study of students in urban high schools. Three items
on the survey were used to create a measure of lowered effort-
engagement. FEach item asked students to report on the frequency with
which they engaged in relatively csoncrete behaviors related to effort
in a class. Students were asked how often they came to class
unprepared; how often their mind wandered in class; and how often they
actively participated in class. A summary scale indicated the
lowering of student effort om school tasks according to these rather
objective indicators.

Three additional items on the gu:&ey vere used to create a
measure of lowered self-assessment of effort. These more subjective
items asked students to report oi how hard they worked in each of
their classes; on how how hard they tried to get a better grade when
they received a poor grade; and on how hard they tried to do better
indicated the lowering of student self-assessment of effort on school
tasks:

A1l data for the present study come from the student surveys.

Admittedly,; these student ﬁéfééﬁtibﬁé tell us ?i%? about the gemeral

ERIC ~ | N
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"sbjective" nature of the evaluation systems than they do about the
systems as experienced by the individual students. Nevertheless; we
by the students are most likely to have consequences for their level
of disengagement from the schools:

~ RESULTS

Since this part of the theory of evaluation and authority had not
previously been applied to schools; a first iﬁéstiéﬁ for the analysis
concerned éhe levels of incompatibilities experienced by students.
Table 1 shows the average levels of incompatibilities reported by the
students in the four high schools. Table 1 presents the average
proportions of students reporting that they experienced
incompatibility im the evaluation and authorify system for academic

work at least "Sometimes" in classes.

Insert Table 1 About Here

reported instance is that relating to the active or unpredictable

nature of academic tasks. Over 40% of the students reported that they

dissatisfied despite working hard in a class: Applying effort to
these tasks did mot predictably result in satisfactory evaluations:
Over 30% of the students sere dissatisfied, on average, with
evaluations due to inappropriately high standards, and
misunderstanding the criteria by which they were to be evaluated: The
high ﬁfdﬁbitioh of students réﬁortihg inappropriatéiy high standards
or problems with the évaluation of active or unpredictable tasks

suggests that teachers aré not entirely successful in teaching at a
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level of difficulty appropriate for students of differing abilities:
The problem of misunderstanding the criteria suggests that for some
ctudents teachers do mot make it sufficiently clear exactly what is
important in & class.

ﬁeéfi§ thirty percent of the students, on the average, reported

that they received é?élﬁétioﬁé low éﬁougﬁ #o make them dissatisfied
assignment. The fact that, in any given class, nearly one-third of
the students experience this problem,'spéakg to the prevalence of
problems linked to fime limits on assignmenté and tests.

Almost one—fourth of the students reported that the tests and
assignments given in a class aiah‘t measure what théy had learned:

The non-representative samples led to students récéiving evaluations
below their acceptamce level.

.6n average, about onme-sixth of the students received evaluations
below their acceptance level due to misunderstandings of allocations:
Théie students were unaware of assignments or tests until it was too
late. Nearly ome-sixth of the students réﬁor;éd that working in a
group in a class led to Eﬁé receipt of evaihéfibné low enough to make
acceptable: Im view of the relatively limited use of group work Im
most classrooms, this figures suggests ti\iat developing a soundly b’as.'ea
system for evaiﬁéfiﬁé student performance ié oné of the problems to Be<7/

addressed by a teacher wishing to increase the amount of group work im e
a plan of inmstructionm: " | _ /
An average of 10%Z of the students réportéd experiencing an
evaluation below their acceptance level due to a coordination failure in
the control system:. These students found themselves being |
evaluated on academic Wbrk.;iffl which they had nofhiﬁg to do. A

similar proportion of studemts reported comflict between the criteria for

Rl N T
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evaluation used by school staff and the criteria used by their peers.
Only slightly more than 3% of the students found themselves in a
gituations where they had to displease one school supervisor in order to

please anmother school supervisor.

IncomQﬁtiBiiifi;éﬁéfiﬁétéﬁiiiti
The theory of evaluation and authority asserts that
s B

N

v

iﬁéompatibii%;§ in an authority éystem will lead to greater
iﬁstability.< Table 2 presénts thé résults of am analysis of the

7
relationship Egtweén the presénce of incompatibility im thé class
authority systéﬁ\f6r\ataaé;ic work and thé indicators of instability

or student disengagement. ; ;

authority system and the three indicators of authority system

instability are comsistent with the predictions of the theory of

evaluation and authority. Firstg there is a positive relationship
between incompatibility and lower student accéptancé levels. Students
who report experiencing incompatibility are more likely also to report
being satisfied with a less than optimum grade.

incompatibility and student engagement in megative activities.
Students who experience incompatibility in the authority system for

17
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there is strong eviderce that incompatibility in the authority system
for student academic work leads to student disengagement from class.

A word of céﬁfidn is in order. In the absence of experimental
confirmation of the finaingé_in this survey study, the direction of
causation between incompatibility and éisengagement is.nbf totally
certain:. The thedry of évaluation and authority BUZZEELS Eﬁai

The results of the analysis of the relationship between
iéééﬁﬁiﬁiﬁiiigy and the two measures of student effort reveal a
provocative pattern.. On the one hand, there is a strong pos%tive
relationship between incompatibility in the authority system’for
academic Eéékg\ina lowered student effort—engagement in class.
siaaéaég who experience ihcbmpatibiiity are more iikeiy to describe

effort: On.the other band, there is a négative relationship between
1ncompat1b111ty and lowered student self-assessment of effort. Put
more directly, students who experience incompatibility are more likely
to beiiéyé that they are putting forth more effort.
DISCUSSION

The levels of incompatibilities reported by the students inm the
four high schoo iél in the present study suggest that Spady's:(1974)
advice to pay closer attention to the processes by which student
performance is evaluated in schools is well taken. Moreover, the
typology of authority system incompatibilities déVéioped-by Dornbusch
and Scott (1975) through studies of various orgénizations can be

\_ profitabiy appiied to schools. The théory of evaluation and authority

/,

not only highlights what are llkely to be common problems in school

eQéJuatlons systems, but also prov1des a strategy by which: to develop
indicﬁtors of those problems. The items oni the student survey dealing
Q with auﬁhorlty system 1ncompat1b111ty produc ed -a detailed portrait of

ERIC o5 -
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some of the common problems experienced by students.
incompatibility im the authority systems for academic tasks leads to

authority system instability as evidenced by: apathy, engagement in
negative activities; and withdrawal. Students who perceive the
systems for the evaluatiom of their academic performance in class as
acceptance levels, engage in ﬁegative activities, and withdraw from
pérticipétibn in class activities. The present study thus provides
confirmation for the argument made in the thEOry of evéiuation and
authority that incompatibiiity leads to instability.

ﬁbrépvér, thé éfféctg of incompatibiiity in the authority system
for aca&émit,tééké on thé indicators of student effort suggest a
provocative explanation for student apathy. Students who experience
high iéVéié of incompatibilities in the aiithority system for academic
work in their classes not only set their sights lower and engage in
fewer behaviors indicative of effo:t; they also feel as if they are
working harder and putting forth more effort: These students are
workihg less and fééiing it more! |

With this pattern in mind, it i§ easy to see how such students
may become caught in a aownwara spiral. Cotnfronted ;ith evaluation
éxpectations and find themgelves striving for much \ieés desirable
outcomes. hnas1e to see a cléar and powerful réiat;onship between
their efforts and the éVaiuétioné_bf thoéé éffbrts,‘they reduce their
efforts and become inured to the evaluations they receive. riqgiiy;
because very little of their work is conmected té any valuéd outcome,
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the small bit of effort they do put forth assumes gréat proportions in

their thinking. - -
heir thinking 1-3
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Table 1

Average Percentages of Students Reportlng that they Experlenced

Incompatlbllltv in the Authortty System for Academic Work at Least
"Sometimes” in Class

Types of Incompatlbllltxes and _ Avéragé

Items from the Student Survey 7 ' _Percentages
Type I: Contradictory Evaluations
A. Conflicting Criteria

How often do you find that you ate supervised by more 3.4%

thaid one person in a class and in order to please one

Superv1sor you have to dlsplease the other?

Your course wozk may be evaluated by both teachers and

other students. How often do you find that in order

to please one you have to displease the other? 9.52
B. Conflicting Properties

How often do you recelve an a881gnment that has to be

a good Job and 50 you receive evaluations low enough
to make you dissatisfied? - 29.5%

c. Confifcting Aiibcations

How often do you recelve 80 many 3391gnments in a

class that you can't do a good job and complete them

all and s0 you réceive evaluations low enough to make
you dissatisfied? 24.8%

Type II: Jncontrollable Evaluations
A. Coordination Failure in the Control System

How often do you find that you are evaluatedion

something you had noth1ng to do with and so you

receive evaluations low enough to make you

dissatisfied? 10.6%
\

B. Interdependence of Performers
. \
Vhen you are worklng in groups 1n class how often do

A. Misunderstandings of Allocations

How often do you find that you didnm't kmow about &n

assignment or a test unt11 it i& too 1ate and ‘so you : )
/ receive evaluatlons low enough to make you dissatisfied? 18.7%

) ’ g;,'
QO ’ . . > AT
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B. MlSunderstandlngs of €riteria-

Sometimes students don't know what a teachers considers
important on an assignment or a test and so they receive
evaluations low enough to make them dissatisfied. How -
often does this sort of thlng happen to you? ' 31.5%

C. Nonrepresentative Samples ,

How often do you find that the tests and aSSLgnments a

teachers gIVes really don't measure the things ¥you have

learned and B0 you receive evaluations low enough to

make you dissatisfied? 24 4%
Type IV: Unattainable Evaluations
A. Inappropriately High Standards

How often do you fxnd that the course work assxgned to

you in your classes is just too difficult for you to do

and 86 you receive evaluations low enough to make you R
dissatisfied? 34.22

B. Active Tasks

How often do you find yourself workxng hard in a class

but still not able to do as well as you would like and

go you receive evaluations low enough to make you o
dlssatlsfled’ . 41.1%

Table 2

System for Academic Work to the Presence of Student Dlsengagement

Average Average
Proportion of Proportion of
ingoyggg;hle Compatible
Authority Authority
e Systems Systems
Form of Avg. Avg. Showing Showing
Dlsengagement N Gamma - Disengagement Disengagement
Lowered
Acceptance o N o
. Level . 264 .36 .82 .67
Negative Acts 269 .58 .68 , .35
Withdrawal 269 .29 .49 .34
Lowered
Effort o o - :
Engagement 268 .50 ' 79 .56
Lbﬁéred
Self-Asséss~ - B .
ment of 265 -.29 .36 . 51

Effort

¢
0o
[,




Evaluation and Disengagémént 20
REFERENCES N

Birman, B. and G. Natriello. : o
1980 "Perspectives on Absenteeism in. ngh Schools: Multiple

Explanations for an Epidemic," in R. Rubel, ed., School
Crime and Violence: Lexington, Mass.: Heath

Dornbusch S. M.iand W. R. Scott. o ] B
1975 Evaluation and the Exercise of Authorlty. San Francisco:

Jossey-Bass.

Duke, D.L.
1978 "How Administrators View the crisis in School Disciplime."

Phi Delta Kappan (January) 325-330.

Everhart, R. , )
1977 "From Universalism to Usurpation: An Essay on the

Antecedents to Compuisory School Attendance Leglslation.

Review of Educational Research (Summer):499-530.

Massey, G., M. Scott, and S.M. Dormbusch:

1975 "Racism Wlthout Racists: instxtutlonal Racism in Urban

Schools," The Black Schotar {November):3-12.

'McPartland J. and E. McDill, (eds.)

1977 Violénce in Schools. Lexington, Mass.: Heath.

National Institute of Educatiom. -
1978 Violent schools-Safe Schools: The Safe School Study

‘Report to the Congress. Washington, D:C:: U.S.
GoVérnmént Printing Office.

.Natriello, G. and P. Scott.
"Secondary School Evaluation Systems and Student

Disengagement." Los Angeles: Paper Presented at the

Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research
Association.

Natriello, G. »
1982 Organlzatlonal Evaluation Systems and Student

Diséngagement in Secondary Schools. St. Louis: Final

Report to the Natiomal Institute of Educatlon.

Scott; W. R., S M. Dornbusch, B.G.7§9§ghxng, and J.D. Lalng., .
1967 - "Organizational Evaluation and Authority." Administrative

Science Quarterly (Jume):93-117.
Seeman, M.
1959 | "On the Meaning of Alienation.
Review (December):783-791.

" American Sociological

spady; W.
1974 "The Authority System of the School and Student Unrest:

A Theoretical Explanatlon;" in €.W. Gordon, ed., Uses

of the Sociclogy of Education. Chicago: University of
Chicago Press.

Ko}
o



