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Abstract

Results from a multistate study illustrate a new perspective on district

instructional leadership, a perspective that moves beyond the autonomy-control
dichotomy. This study also shows that general claims about ééééﬁiﬁg and
policy may not apply to policies about academic content. For fourch-grade

mathematics, districts seem to have vague intentions to direct instructional

content but no strategy for doiﬁg so. Districts do not develop teachers’

capacities for making content choices, but neither do they make systematic use
of the tools available to persuade teachers to adopt district content
priorities. Few districts deserve criticism for oppressive contént control,

but few seriously support teacher autonomy .



INSTRUCTIONAL LEADERSHIP AT THE DISTRICT LEVEL:
A CLOSER LOOK AT AUTONCMY AND CONTROL

. Robert E. Floden, Andrew €. Porter, Linda E. Alford,
Donald J. Freeman, Susan Irwin, William H. Schmidt, & John R. Schwilles

Academic content is a cornerstone of school instruction. Although this
fact has been neglected, it is returning to guide research, practice. and
policy. Scholars emphasize the importance of academic content (ﬁﬁéﬁmann,

1984; Schwille et al.; 1983: Sﬁaiﬁan, 1986), proposals for school reform

prominently feature éééé;gihening the curriculum (e.g., Adler, 1982); and

state and local educational policies highlight content issues. The call for
improved academic content is not new: content is a perennial issue. For
éié&pie, ai one time the fé&é?éi government ﬁbﬁéa to iﬁﬁié;ent "innovative"
curricula ih Séﬂb&lé; Rééentiy ihé fédéréi gbﬁéfﬁ;éﬁi has returned much
éducatibhél éééﬁéﬁéibiii&y to the state and local levels, an& tﬁe bﬁéﬁ is for
more attention to traditional academic subjects.

Regardless of the &iféééién of curriculum reform é; Ehe level at ﬁ%icﬁ

policies are set, past studies have clearly shown that change works through or

around teachers: If teachers' central role in implementation is neglected,

. *Robert Floden is a senior researcher with the €ontent Determinarnts
Project and professor of teacher education at Michigan State University.
Andrew Porter, coordinator of the project and co-director of the Institute for
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attempts to reform schools wiil likely fail (Elmore 1983; McLaughlin & Marsh,
1978). Their direct instructional contact with students gives teachérs one
key to change; The consequences of content-related policies depend on rela-
tionships Betﬁeén policies and teachers;

No simple link connects a poiicy with what teachers think and do, nor do
the reiati'o"nships run Bﬁiy in one direction from a content policy to teachers.
Teachers work as part of a complex organization. Various oréanizational
structures and activities (e.g., the "egg-crate” style of school érchitecture
the existence of pull out programs for compensatory educatxon) may influence
teachers decisions, likewise what teachers do (or even what they might do)
constitutes part of the system and influences other actors (e. g ; school
administrators) in the system (Cohen 1982);

These complex, variable, and ambiguous relationships preclude simple
formulas either for shaping school practice to fit policy or for forming
policies that bulld on ceachers’ icnowlédge ;ﬁé values. Nevertheless, rééééf&ﬁ

Jung, 1980; Wise 1979) for example, has contested eoaﬁaa conceptions, such
as the idea that the gféhéh of fedéral educational policy reduces the power of

Studies of téaching and Eaiiéy; however, seldom focus on academic con-
tent. Many claims (e g ; that teaching is overdetermined by multiple, con-

flicting policies) do not distinguish among types of policies or focus on

poltcies about the means of teaching partIcular student groups (e. g , the
handicapped) General statements about policiés and their effects aai seem

plausible but a focused look at content policies may aiso reveal surprises.



Close study of content policies and teachers' content decisions réquirés
focusing on particular content, narrowing both the range of academic subjects
and the faﬁgé of grade levels. A séa&y encompassing the fuii school curricu-
lum would likely resuit only in broad generalities. In the work reported
here; we focus on fourth-grade mathematicsr an area which includes content
typically seen as crucial for all pupils (e g ; wESié number muitipiication);
as well as content not taught to all children (e g., geometric concepts)
éuftﬁer studies might compare this context for studying content policies with
other instructionai areas (é;g;; spéciai education; Advanced Placement
physics), or witﬂ decisions that cross curricular areas (e.g., putting main-
streaming together with the desire to have first-rate school 5réhé§é§é).

We restrict attention to the impact of district policies on teachers.

This relationship is of evident importance but can profit from elaboration.

Its study provides a new appreciation of the ways teachers and policymakers
Jointly influence instructional content. Hnderstanding this impact is impor-
tant, especially as it is the center of many people s attention

Our focus should not hoWever be read as an endorsement of a Strong
hierarchical model of content selection. Altﬁougﬁ it is beyond the scope of
our study, the influence of téachéfs and teacﬁing practice on state and local
content poiicy also needs examination. Knowledge is distributed througnout
the educational system It is unclear who could best make which decisions or
even what "best" would mean in this context. Our focus permits detailed
examination of policy impact, but policy impact is only part of a network of
influence and action.

We focus on district péiicy. Federal policy has received most attention
in the past; but restrictions in the Federal educational role and increased
interest in local policy suggest stu&§ing policies closer to teachers: In
other papers we consider state content policies (échwiile et al.,; tn press)
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shipiibftén used to explain achievements at the school level. By eiaboracing
this concept and extending it to cover distrie: policies, we are able to move
beyond the autonomy-control dichotomy often used to discuss the impact of
policy on teachers. Ve use éééaiés from a multistate sample to iiiustrate

our new perspective on district instructional leadership The picture of
district 1eadership that emerges is one of distrxcts with a vague intention to
direct instructional content but without any considered strategy for doing so.
Districts do not leave teachers to their own devices but neither do they make
systematic use of the tools available to persuade teachers to adopt patterns
of content decision making. They rely neither on the carrot and the stick nor
on developing teachers' capacities for making responsible choices. Tg high-
iiéht the advantages of our séféséééiee; we begin hj réconsiaééiag a perspec-

tive often used to analyse the full range of educational policies.

Central Control vs. Teacher Auéaaééyi A False—Dienotomy

Reccgnition of teachers' importance in educational reform has led s some
researchers (e.g., Eimoré; 1983; Fenstermacher & Amaréi— 19835 to criticize
existlng pollcies that dictate and constrain and to advocate changing to
policxes that would liberate teachers to make their own choices. The contrast
is often cast (e.g., Shuluan, 1983) as a tension betwesn control and autonomy.
On the one hand; ébVéfﬁﬁéﬁt and school administrators want some control over
classroom instruction, so that they can put general plans for school c “ricu-
1&5 into practice and see that teachers are u using the most effective instruc-

individual éé&ééﬁéé; they are in the best position to make adjustments to fit
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particular situations. Both approaches are compiicated The teaching force
ié enormous--2.% million teachers--and encompasses comparably enormous dlver-
sity in the knowledge; skills, and dispositions required for Eéaching any
curriculum. Most of the research literature is critical of efforts to control
teachers éﬁéaﬁgﬁ top-down central poiiciesf yéé solutions suggested fbr educa-
tional éfébiems typically include ééiéﬁgéﬁéﬁing central control and limiting
teacher choice.

The aiciiataﬁiy of control and autonomy is obscured By the complex and
uncertain éfgaaiéaéimi character of school systems. On the one ha'n&—
teachers are portrayed as constrained by omnipresent mandates for action. On
the other hand, the formal séﬁaai hierarchy seems to have littie power to
control téaehéfs' éééiéﬁé (e.g., Elmore, 1983; Weick; 1976). Not only can
teachers escape most supervision by simply closing their classroom doors, but
the reward structure of most school systems also gives little power to
principals or central staff (Lortie; 1975; Ross, 1980; Sarason 1971).

BecauSe pay and promotion are not the primary sources of teachers' job satis-
faction and because management structure of schools is loose, téachers‘
dominant goals are seldom those of the organization (Feiman-Nemser & Floden,
1985; Lipsky, 1980).

Moreover, some researchers have suggéested that the welter of confiicuing
mandates has the ironic effect of promoting teacher autonomy. Since following
all such directives is impossible teachers gain autonomy through being forced
to choose which mandates to follow and how strictly they should be interpreted
(Schwille et ai.; 1983; Shulman, 1983).

What ¢ emerges is a bleak picture réiiéyﬁaﬁéfs produce an ever increasing

number of mandates, but have little success in getting them carried out. Teach-

ers feel oppressed by the mandates, but do not follow them; €ontradictory

ot
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directives thrust autonomy on teachers, who lack the time, resources, and

institutionai support necessary to use that autonomy responsibly

Eiﬁiéiiiﬁgesaueétianai éfféetivéﬁééé

reQuire explanation; Some schools are able to devote txme to the curriculum
in ways that further student learning. ﬁhat happens in these schools to make
that §é§§i51é?

Two characteristics are often named in explanations of why some schools
are unusually effective (e g ; Purkey & Smith i§§§j The first is that the
school principa1 is an instructional leader. The second ié that teachers and
administrators agree about the school's educationmal goals. These two charac-
teristics provide a new angle on the roles of teachers and ooiiéyﬁékéés in
instructional imﬁfavéiééé; In these effective schoois, teachers retain a key
position in instructional improvemént. Teachers agree on what content is most
iﬁpéiéaﬁé for students to learn, or at least they agree on a set of objectives

or a test that implicitly defines their instruct;onai éoais But a @éiiay-

The recognition that both teachers aﬁ& ﬁrinoipai are important forées us
to reject the dichotomy between control and autonomy. The instructional
leader is doing something that promotés a commonality of purpose; which sug-
gests central direction. But teachers are not caving in they are working
ééé&i& goais théy énéorse. The key to resolving the control -autonomy dichot-
omy is seeing that, in situations where teachers are comvinced that a policy
has merit, compliance is consistent with professional autonomy. The question
ts not how central authorities can control teachers or how teachers can be

allowed to do their own thing, but how "pulicies can be mandated in a manmer



allies rather than as unwiiiing subordinates grudgingiy éonceding to their

lack of power" (Shulmun, 1983, p. 492).

We focus on instructional 1eadership at the district ievel, although our
framework for thinking about 1eadership could be apéiiéé to the sChool or

1
state leVel as well: Previnus discussions of autonomy and control suggest

two contrasting ways of thinking about district instructional ieadership ané
app*oach would remove central controls and give teachers the additional knowl-
edge, skills, and dispositions necessary for professioral autonomy Another
approach would ¢ontinue central decision making but work to persuade teachers
of the legitimacy of thoSe decision§, The emphas1s on pérsuasion is sIgnifi-
cant: Attempts to control without persuasion are forms of institutional coer:
eion; not leadership.

Teacher autonomy requires more than an absence of central directives
Making individual instructional choices witnout adequate knowledge and under-
standing to support those choices is being arbitrary, not automomous (§triicé,
1982). If teachers are to act with professional autonomy, they must develop
stronger understandings of subject matter, students, and the purposes of
schooiing (ﬁuchmann 1984, lééé)' This is a major undertaking, requiring
substantial district commitment t to inservice education and commensurate
teacher commitment to serious study Accomplisﬁing both reduires a leader who
can effectiveiy communicate the value of enhancing the education of teachers
to many groups including the teachers themselves fhé chances of suecess,
even with an effective 1&;&&% are uncléar, since the effects of systematic

efforts to support autonomous teacher content decisions are seéldom studied.

~
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gaining teache:s' commitment. Few studies have considered what school dis-
tricts might do to persuade tezchers of the appropriateness of district con-
tent policies: Studies of policies from an administrative perspective have

described how policies that ignore teachers can go astray (e:g., Weatherly,

1979). Both types of studies éékﬁé&iéégé or ;aéééfi the importance of gaining
teacher support, but r:ither has investigated how that is being done or might
be done.

such questions as:
Are districts providing strong; conflicting mandates (as critics of

Are districts trying to support autonomy?

What are districts doing to provide leadership that gains the active
cooperaticn of teachers?

A Framework for Studying District Instructional Leadership

Teachers make a variety of decisions about content: how much time will

to whom they will be taught, when and how long each topic will be taught, and

ESG well Eafniéé are to be learned. Taken collectively, these teacher
decisions define a student's opportunity to learn, especially for school-based
subjéct matter such as mathematics (Carroll; 1963).

decisions of individual teachers. At the extremes; districts may either

(a) try to influence those decisions to fit centrally determined priorities,

or (b) provide the education; support; and freedom teachers need to make
autonomous professionai content decisions. To find out what districts are

8 13



doing to promote autonomy; one could examine the extent and nature of inser
vice education in the district, and the extent to which districts forego

policies that would direct teachers' contént decisions (e.g., specific
instructional objectives, mandated textbooks).

Districts trying to influence teachers' content decisions have several
policy tools at their disposal. Districts can direct ill teachers to use a
single textbook series, for example, or can prescribe instructional objectives

for all teachers. Policies can be used in concert with each other to address
several content decisions and to éiﬁé each policy greater weight. For
example; a set of district objectives tells the teacher what topics ought to

be taught. If each objective is accompanied by a mastery test, the teacher is
also provided guidance on how well the topics are to be learned. Some states

and some districts provide gﬁi&éiiﬁéé on how much timé to spend each week on
mathematics. Schools may press for whole-group or for individualized instruc-

tion and this in turn affects decisions about content taught to each student.

One can imagine three different abproaéhes a district might take to
getting teachers' cooperation. One approach would be simply to create and

make known policies, without ébing anything further to see that éﬁéy are

carried out. Such schoci sysiém§ would ﬁrbbébly tend Eé be "loosely C6upié&"
Séééﬁiééiions (Weick, ié?é); where policies set at one level of the organiza-
Eion would not Bé réfiéété& in éééiéiéhs made ai other iévéis. The research
literature on schools as organizations (e.g., March, 1978; Meyer & Rowan,
ié?é) suggests that this may be the modal pattern. It would be going too far,
however, to suggest that all districts fit this model. District decisions may

also be carriéd out at the classroom iévei; sucﬁ "tight" conﬁiiﬁg may even be
commonplace in some districts (LaMahieu, 1984; Resnick & Resnick, 1985).

The districts that try to ﬁéké tﬁéié policies more than mere "paper
policies" may éither take a "carrot and stick" approach or may try to take

1
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actions that would enlist teachers' support. The first approach matches the
inage of districts where teachers are beleaguered by mandates from on high:
the second matches the image of teachers participating in or persuaded by the
districts’ iéadershiﬁ.

Extending previcus analyses of educational policies (particularly Spady &
Mitchell, 1979), we suggest that four attributes capture important differences
in the ways districts attempt to influence teachers' content decisions:
ééﬁéiéééSéy; prescriptiveness, power, and autﬁbrity; By making policies con-

scriptive of specific content teachers should teach (to particular children,
for a particular length of time, etc.), districts provide clarity about what

éﬁéi wish to be done. This clarity would Eé imﬁbrtéht whether districts iry
to force changes or to gain teachers' willing support. Districts trying to
influence By mandate would back 561iéiéé Giéﬁ power Eo reward or pénaiizé.
Districts trying to persuade teachers to follow their leadership would try to
support policies by drawing on sources of éutﬁority.

Eonsisiency and préécriﬁtivénéss are both characteristics of the content

essages in policies. What are teachers asked to do? Consistency refers to
similarities in content Eéésagés across ﬁbiiciég and to ways différént
ﬁéiiciés reinforce each other. For éiéﬁﬁié; thé content of district tests wmay
or may not métcﬁ topics specified by instructional 6bjectives. PrescribtiVEi
ness refers to how explicit and specific a policy is in telling teachers what
action the district desires. For example, there would be little prescriptive-
ness in prbvi&iﬁg téécﬁéfé with copies of a &iééfiéé-é&optéd textbook without
éﬁi&éﬁéé ;ﬁaﬁé ﬁé& ié ;ﬁéﬁi& be used. It would be more §ré§¢ribtiﬁé to é&ﬁiée
teachers to follow the textbook closely, so that students across the district

face a common curriculum.

5
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A ﬁéiiéi may gain authority tﬁiaﬁgﬁ Ssﬁééi to law or rule, ébhéiétéﬁéy
with social norms, agreement with relevant expert knowledge, or §Gﬁ§8i£ from
charismatic individuals (Spady & Mitchell, 1979). Policies have power when

ﬁhéy are tied to rewards éndrsaﬁcﬁiohé. Types of rewards and sanctions
paraiiel ty§é§ of éﬁtﬁority.z This framework of policy attributes is a béééﬁ-
tially powerful way of describing district policies. By considering the
actions districts typically take to influence content; the content decisions
tééchéré make; and the attributes &hﬁt may lead to géé&ééi policy influence,
one can reexamine district actions and their likely consequences. Do dis-
tricts actively seek to direct curriculum? Do they support and encourage
individual &éachérs to make such decisions for themSeivés? Or is the content

of elementary-school mathematics instruction left to take care of itself?

A Survey of District Efforts

To illustrate ﬁhié framework; we consider a survey of eiiétiég ﬁééééices.
Aiéhough suppiéméﬁté& Ey an éﬁéi&éis of state §oiiéies; the §ﬁi§é& itself
focused on wﬂét tndividual districts were dbing that might affect teachers'
decisions about instructional contént. As im our other studiés of teachers'

content decision making, we focused on a particular curriculum area--fourth.
grade mathématics--rather than isking general questions about school curricu-
lum. The survey was administered during the spring of 1982, just prior to the
wave of reports advocating changss in public education. Thus, the results of
this survey prbvide a baseline for considering the effects of that increased
public attention. In addition, because previous research has neglected
district-level curriculum paiiéy; these baseline data are the Béginniﬁgé of an
hnderstanding of policy operation at the local level.

The survey vas administered in five states (California, Florida,
Hicﬁiéﬁﬁ, New York. and South Carolina); chosen to ;epresent variation in

it e
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types éf policies; overall strength of policies; and school ﬁbpuiation
§éf¥éé;3 In each state, at least a 58 sample of districts (not less than 20
districts nor more than 30 districts per state) was selected using a probabil-
ity-proportionate: to-student-enrol iment sampling dééign;4 that is; a district
with a pupil enrollment of 100,000 was 100 times as likely to be chosen for
our survey as a district with an enrollment of 1,000, Such & sample is "seif

ﬁéiéBEihg“ for statements about the number of students affected by a particu-
lar policy. For example, if 40% of the districts in our Michigan sample have
a méndaté& text; 40% is also an unbiased estimaté of the percent of students

in Michigan using a mandated text.

Questionnaire items were written to gather ihformation about the
character and perceived effects of district policies that might influence
teachers' content decisions. The district policies included (a) administra.
tion and review of district:level tests, (b) district mathematics objectives
éf curriculum guides, (c) mandated textbooks and fééommendatibné for textbook

use, (d) recommendations for amount of time allocated to mathematics instruc-

tion, and (e) teacher inservice or professional development opportunities
¢(which EEQEE nfluence what Eeachéré want or feel ﬁiéﬁéféa to éeach). For
ééiicies on objectivés, tests, and téitBbéké, idéééions were asked about
perceived effects and about attributes of consistency; préscriptiveness,
authority, and power:

Questionnaires were sent to (a5 tﬁe district éﬁiiiéﬁium director (or
mathematics coordinator if the aiééfiéf Eé& Sne) and (b) the principéi and one
fourth:grade teacher in randomly chesen elementary schools (up to eight per
diééfiéﬁ); The iuestions were assigned to respondent gfoﬁﬁé based on judg-
ments of which group or groups were in the best position to provide the

information and on considerations of minimizing the response burden for any

-
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one group. Two drafts of each questionnaire were pilot tested with small sets
of Michiéan teachers, principals, and curricuium directors:

A single packet of materials was maileéd to the hoiiding secretary in each
school in the sample. In a cover letter, we asked the secretary to distribute
the enclosed folders to the principal and to the fourth-grade teacher ar the
school who had the most seniority in the district. Each folder contained a
cover letter to the teacher or principal a copy of the appropriate question-
naire, and a postage-paid return envelope. Comparable folders wére prepared
and mailed directly to the curriculum director in each district. After
follow- -up mailings and phone calls, the overall response rate was 63%:
Befihing a usable district respohse as returned questionnaires from the

curriculum director, two principals, and two teachers, the district response

rate was over 90%:

Are Districts Trying to Support Teachep Autonomy?

If districts were maﬁiﬁé a serious attempt to SEaﬁaéé teacher autonomy,
they would have substantial amounts of ingéwiéé education (e.g., more tﬁ&ﬁ
five days per year) and would encourage (or at least allow) teachers to come
to their own decisions about mathematics instructional objectives, about a
mathematics textbook, and about the amount of time devoted to mathematics.
Both characteristics are required to support autonomy. Providing insezvice
education without encouraging independent teacher decisions migﬁt be little
more than an additional explanation of policy. For example sﬁhstantiai time
might be devoted to explaining how teachers should use a new textbook.
Freedom of decision without inservice education may lead to autonomy or may
lead ié;éiy to content based on whim or personal preference (Buchmann, 1986) .

in any case, none of the districts in our sample seriously a“tempt to promote

autonomy.
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Cn average, districts require less than two days of inservice beyond the
That is far from the amount of education required to ensure that teachers have
a strong basis for content decisions. All but one of the districts in our

sample have either a set of district objectives or a mandated teiéﬁéék; and
that unusual district has both a district testing program and a minimum time
requirement for fourth-grade mathematics. Districts do not appear to be
iﬁééntionaiiy delegating respohéiﬁiiiéy for content decisions to individual
teachers. Strong attéﬁﬁté to éﬁﬁééft teacher autonomy were rare even before
the present reform efforts, which often increase attempts to maintain central

district control of curriculum.

Do Districts Mandate and Enforce Tight Instructional Control?

Given that districts do not fit the mogGol of instructional iéaaéfship
tﬁrbugﬁ promotion of ﬁ;bfessionai autonomy, do they deserve the criticism that
tﬁéy are f&ff:ing teachers to follow district directives about ins'tru'ctib'riél
content? Do teachers feel pressed by a large number of often inconsistent
orders about mathematics content? We draw on three parts of our survey to
check whether these common criticisms apply to district policies for elemen-
tﬁfy Eiiﬁéﬁiiiés coutent. If not, this would show that general claims about
the impact of policy on teachers should not be generalized to specific policy
areas. It would raise auéééiéﬁé about which specific poiicy areas do deserve
the criticism.

First, e consider whether teachers feel ééﬁﬁéiié& to follow district
curriculum policies. Do they believe that they would be punished in some w&y
if they do not comply? Do they perhaps believe that the district would reward
behavioral compliance, putting teachers in a situation im which they might
feel pressuré to go along with policies even Eﬁaugh they do not agree with
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them? Second, we consider whether teachers feel that policies suggest incom-
patible directives for content decisions. Is it true that policies mzke
C6nfiiétih§ ééﬁéﬁ&é; creating situations in which teachers must choose for

themselves which to follow?

Patterns of District curriculun Policy

We begin the Sﬁiiyéié by describing which curriculum ﬁ&iicies are most
frequently used by districts, and in what configurations. For this descrip-
tion, we rely on curriculum directors’ responses. Overall, districts reported
ﬁ&ﬁing heavy use of testing programs and objectives Witﬁ only moderate
emphasis on time and texts. In four out of the Five states, more than 90% of
the curriculum directors surveycd reported district testing; the low value
(508) for the fifth state, South Carolina, may be explained by the recent
increase in staté testing. éiﬁiiéfiy; most students in every state were in
districts with curriculum objectives; in three out of five §£;Ees, more than
90% of résﬁéﬁdiﬁg districts had objéctives, and the lowest figure (for
Michigan) was over 70%.

Fewer districts appear to use textbook adoptionliréquirihé that the same
textbook be used Ey all teachers at a particular grade level or that books

from a Sihgié series be used in all éiéméﬁtéiy grades--as a means to influenc
instructional content. Across all Five states, about 70% of students are in
districts which mandate particular textbooks. The highest usage was reported

in Michigan, where 77% of sampled districts have textbook adoption. Only

about half of all districts surveyed ha me guidelines, even though oppor-
Eﬁﬁiéi to learn has become widely ééééﬁte a primé determinant of school
iearning.

Is there any evidence that districts use policies in concert with one
another? Do, for example, these various policies fall on an ordered scale,
15
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with districts using a single initiative (such as sbjectives) to indicate a
minifum attempt to control instructional contént and additig one policy after
another if they wish to exercise tighter control? OF are there obvious clus.
ters of policies? Do ijeétiVéé and district Eésts, for example, form a unit
that districts a&bﬁt or Go without? If such patterns existed, they would
produce associations iﬁbﬁé some pairs of policies.

The survey results, however, show no statistically significant associa-
tion between having oné of these policies and having any other policy. Chi-
squared tests for association do not indicate statistically gignifiéant (even
Direct examination of cross-tabulations of different ﬁ&iiéiéé shows this same

lack of association. For exampie, among districts with a district-wide test,

90% had district méthéhatiés objectives, ﬁiéiﬁaiiy the same fraction as among
districts without a test (858). Or, among districts with objectives; 59% had
recommended time for teaching mathematics, and among districts without objec-
tives, 558 had such a policy--virtually the same §i6§6§ii6h; In other words,
districts with one type of policy seem no more likely (than districts without
that policy) to have other policies.

Rather than deciding to set central instructional goals and then trying
to communicate those gbaié through all available means, districts tend to make
decisions that do not lead to aﬁy clear pattern of curriculum ﬁbiiéiés; This

seems to support the view that policies aré added piecemeal; Eféifiﬁé the
&ﬁhgef that the total set of policies will confront teachers with a welter of
incompatible directives (Wise, 1979). Below, we will examine whether that
The piecemeal addition of policies may reflect a reactive approach to
policymaking, adding a policy if someone suggests it, but not thinking about
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cooperation in, for eiaﬁpie havirg particular topics taught to all

students. The pi=cemeal addition might however simply reflect the variety
in local situations that districts have faced over time. It ﬁight even
reflect a partially conscious intention to create an ambiguous policy environ-
ment in which teachers with initiative could find ways to make their own
décisions. As we iéirﬁ more about the parciéuiéis of district content

policies; new questions emerge.

For the policy areas of objectives, testing, and Eéxibooks teachers
surveyed were agﬁéé a set of nine questions; which assessed their beliefs
about whether individual district policies had particular attributes of
authority and power; curriculum directors were asked similar iuestions about
oh&ectiVEs. Survey items described the presence of a type of authority or
power and asked the teachers whether they agreed that the type of authority or
pouer was associated with that policy in their district, using a five-point
scale (strongly agree, agree, no opinion, disagree, strongly disagree). The
responses for teachers in a district were averaged to get a rating on the
degree to which the poliry was seen as haviﬁi that type of authority or power
in the district. Here we consider power, responses to questions about use of
authority will be discussed when we consider district leadership that tries to
persuade teachers. Power was assessed by ésiihg teachers whether those who
faiiawé& the poiicy were rewarded and whether those who did not would iikeiy
be penalized.

In the fiye states studied few districts tended to use appeais to power.
Teachers do not generally believe that they will be either rewarded for teach-
ing the content indicated by district policies or punished for failing to

teach that content (see Tables 1 and 2). A substantial ﬁajority of aistricts
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fell into the "disagree” half of the scale, with about one-fourth in the
"5isagree to strongly &isagféé“ Eiféééfy. Teachers seéém to perceive the likeli-
hood of rewards less than the chance of penalty; iess than 15% of the dis-
tricts fall into the "agree" half of the scale for rewards. In contrast, almost
30% of the districts are on the "agree" side for penalties associated with not
following district objéctives;

Table 1

Teachers Likely to Be Rewarded fééﬁﬁﬁ&ééihg Content
) Suggested by Policy 2

Strongly Agree  Agree to No Opinion Disagree to
to Agree No Opinion to Disagree Strongly Disagree

Objectives 0.5% 7.4% 52.6% 39.5%
Test 2.3% 11.8% 49.4% 36.5%
Textbook 0.7% 6.1% 52.7% 40.5%
Table 2
Teachers Eikely EéiﬁégéenéliZéd for Not Choosing Content
Suggested by Policya
Policy Strongly Agree  Agree to No Opinion Disagree to
to Agree No Opinion to Disagreé Strongly Disagree
Objectives 1.6% 27.9% 53.2% 17.3%
Test 2.8% 19.1% 52.2% 25.9%
Textbook 1.3% 10.8% 61.5% 26.4%
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Still, for every policy, a substantial majority disagree with the
presence of any use of ﬁaﬁer. The stereotype that teachers feel forced to
teach particular content by their district may accurately describe some dis.
éfiéfé, but it is clearly not the Eéaé.6 The absénce of use of power is not
surprising; school administrators lack powér resources. For example, salary
schedules are determined chiefly by seniority in most districts. This lack of
choice about the exercise of power makes district efforts to give autﬁéfiéi to

their ﬁéiiéiés especially important.

Are Teachers Faced With Incompatible District Demands?

A second criticism of district practice is that district demands con-
flict, hence are impossible to carry out. We have shown that "demands" may
often be too strong a term; we now consider whether teachers sense incompati-

bility among mathematics content policies. The previcus éﬁéiYsis has
suggested that districts put instructional policies together piecemeal, making
incompatibilities, or at least inconsistencies, seem likely. The survey
afforded éémparison of topic emphases iﬁShé some pairs of policies. For

topics on which emphasis seemed likely to vary (problem solving; metric
neasurement, and pibEéBiiiEi and statistics), curriculum difectcrs were asi'ced
whether these topics were used for textbook selection and whether they were
ﬁ;ié of general district content éfi&fiéies. Consistency would be indicsted
if districts used Bigh ﬁfiéfiéy topics, but not low bfiafify éépics, in text-
book selection.

The couparison between degree of emphasis in these areas is displayed in
Table 3. The main diagonal for each of the topics indicates the highest
can51steﬁéyi the ﬁépéf-right and lower-left corners show inconsistency. For
each of these thrée topics; more than half the districts with mahdaté& text-

books reported having attached the same importance to the tobié in the
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textbook selection process as they gave it generally. This comparison of

topic emphasis suggests ééﬁéfil consistency in topic emphasis across content

poiiéy areas;

Table 3
Curriculum Directors' Reports of Consistency Between Importancé of Topic
in District and Importance of Topic in Textbook Selection
____Importancé in District 2
Topic iﬁﬂsfféhcerin Little or no éﬁié,,, 7 ﬁijpr
text selection importance importance importance
Problem solving
& applications
Little or no 1 0 1
importance
Some 0 12 17
importance
Major 0 3 46
importance
Metric measuremeént
Little or no 15 13 1
importance
Sotie 5 2 4
importance
Major 2 6 5
importance
Probability &
statistics
Little or no 3 7 1
importance
Some 0 40 7
importance
Major 0 5 16
importance
a
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A substantial fraction of the districts attaching major importance to one
of these topics do not give the topic major importance when selecting a
mathematics text. One-third of the 24 districts attaching major importance to
probability and statistics; for example, did not say that emphasis on those
topics was of major importance in séleéting the textbook. Yet this Eopic is
not covered in all elementary-school mathematics textbooks: It may be, how-

ever, that some or all of these districcs provide probability and statistics
instruction through sﬁppiementary commercial materials or through materials
prépared by tne districe.

cohsisééﬁéy was also assessed by questions about overail correspondence
among policies. For districts with both a district test and district
ﬁatﬁematics objectiVes— teachers and curriculum directors were asked whether
the tests provided a good measures of student performance on the oojectives
Curriculum directors were also asked whether coverage of district objectives
played an important part in the selection of téxtbooks .

Again most districts seem characterized by consistency, not confiict,
among their mathematics content policies. Aﬁoné districts with both tests and
objectives, over 85% of the curriculum directors believed that their district-
wide tests provided a good measure of student pérformance on district
mathematics opjectiﬁes. In thesé districts, most teachers, who proﬁaply have
less reason for exaggerating the rationality of such district decisions.
agreed. In over 85% of the districts with both opjectives and tests half or

more of thie responding teachers believed there was a good content match

between the éaag in over half the districts, everz responding teacher agreed.

curriculum directors reportéd that whether the series adequately covered

topics in the district objectives was of major importance in sélecting the

21 26



serfes; only 7% said it was of little importance. Principals perceived even

greaﬁé; consistency--no ré5§6hdih§ ﬁéiﬁéiﬁéi in any of these districts said
that adequaté coverage of district éﬁjéctives was of little importance in text
selection. (We did not ask teachers this question.)

The picture that emerges contradicts the stereotypic picture of teachers
confronted with incompatible demands, at least within their decisions about
elementary-school mathematics content. While there were no clear §§E5é§ﬁ§ of
ﬁﬁitiﬁié ﬁBliéég Béiﬁé used in c°n3unction with one EESéﬁéf, neither was there
evidence that policy formulation is so disjointed that it results in con-
flicts. Teachers and principals seem to believe that the district instruc-
tional policies reinforce one another:

This result is ﬁﬁiiiihg; given analyses that have shown inconsistencies
between viffﬁiiij all combinations of ﬁatﬁéﬁétiéé textbooks and standardized
tests (e.g., Freeman et al., i§é§)’; One possible explanation is that teachers
do not think that a district standardized testing program or the mandated use
of a particular textbook iépfesents any clear message about the content
decisions they should make. For example, the test is typically thought of as
a sample of the domain Béihg téStéaj ééiéBB&Eé; in contrast, usually include
more content than a teacher will be able to teach in & yéar. Moreover,
teachiers may not be clear whether the district's selection of a test or text

represents a suggestion for what to teach or is based on some other rationale,

for example, the dééiré to obtain a volume &iscount. Another possible expla-
nation is that the content messages have been poorly communicated or are so
general that teachers are unaware of what content is tested or how a text is
to be used.

Whatever the axplanation, this analysis shows that the image of districts
making multiple, conflicting demands oi teachers does mot carry through to
content policies in métbématics; Within this realm, it is a myth, perhaps
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created to strengthen the argument For teacher autonomy. Most districts do
not demand that teachers make any p;rticﬁlar content decisions, and the
requests that aré made seem to be coﬁsistent, rather than cohfiictiﬁé;

This result raises the question of wherée inconsistenciss among policies
arise. Do most teachers believe that their districts present a consistent
picture of content priorities across the academic curriculum? Do all district
policies, for example, give the same message about the relative weight given
mathematics and social studies? Op do conflicting demands only arise between
content pbiicies and other poiicies? Consistency within mathematics content

policies raises questions about broad generalizations of policy incompat-

ibility.

Components of District Leadership

Eériier, we irgued the potential édﬁaﬁtéées of district instructional
leadership through persuasion (rather than coercion). Since districts
apparently intend some central control over content decisions, and since they
éppéréntly are not eiercisiﬁg control chrough the use of power, the possi;
bility remains that they are already acting to exercise influence by gaining
teachers' willing cooperatioii. Our framework provides a means for eiéﬁiﬁing
what districts are doing to gain that cooperation, and what more they
might do.

District instructional leadership may be tBodght of as having three
parts: establishing goals, clearly communicating those goals to teachers, and
gaining teachers' support for those goals. The first part will not be con-
sidered here. We mention it, however, because its importance is often
neglected. Districts gain little if teachers follow common patterns of con-
tent decisions,; but those patterns have little educational or social value.

For the present, we will assume that the district decisions about what content
2
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teachers Séght to teach (to whom; for How iéﬁg. etc.) are defensible, and we
will concentraté on what districts do to ééé teachers to act accordingly.
Clear communication of what content decisions the district thinks
teachers should make is a ﬁééessary prerequisite to ihfiuénéihg teachers’
decisions. If teachers do not understand how the district thinks they should
&&E%ﬁisH&Rcﬁmé&t&m&dﬁéa&&@w;wéwuiwkncuu
communication in terms of the ééﬁéiéféﬁéy and prescriptiveness of content

messages; as well as the variety of policies used.

Consistency Again

We noted above that most districts seem consistent in the content
ﬁééséges sent to teachers. Textbooks arr often chosen to match district
content priorities; tﬁé textbooks are thought to do a good jbb of covering
district objectives: and, testing programs are likewise belisved to provide
édéqﬁééé assessment of district obiéCtivéé. Tﬁié c6§§i§ééﬁé§ should contrib:-
ute to the ciarity with which diStfiéts tell their teachers what content
decisions they support. Certainly, if districts gave conflicting messages,
teachers would have no chance of endorsing district policy. The next logical
iﬁééiiéﬁ is whether these consistent content més5é§é§ are §§ééif1c enough to

suggest anything about particular content decisions.

Prescriptiveness

Prescriptiveness includes both (a) béiﬁé ;sééifié about what content
should be caugﬁc to whom and to what standards of achievement and (b) stating
éiﬁiiéiéiy that the particular contént décisions are expected and not inten-
tionally left to the teachers' &is&retioh; An illustration of how prescrip-
tiveness might be determined extends to the examination of consistency between

district ijectivéé and mandated textbooks. Rather than leave teachers
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uncertain about which parts of the textbook teachers should be téacﬁiﬁg (Eé
whom, etc.), the district could prescribe use of specific sections of the
textbook with specific groups of students. If the textbook and objectives
poiiciés were to be Eansistehc, these préééiiﬁéi&ﬁé would mafch thé district
objectives. Such a prescriptive policy would additionally make clear that the
choice of the textbook was intended to carry a choicé of specific content.

In the survey, curriculum directors were asked whether their distriCt
provided a list of assignments that identified texthook or workbook lessons
for each objective--one method of indicating which parts of the text teachers
should make sure to teach. As indicated above, almost ail districts appeared
to have chosen texts consistent with their oijjéctiVéé; But only about half
the sampled districts with objéctivés had taken this further, prescriptive
step.

Prescriptiveness might ;iﬁiléiiy be examined for objectives and tests,

Do districts point out that éépics not included on the éééf, but listed among
the objectives, remain important to teach? Or do they indicate that, aithougﬁ
only a éiﬁsié of the desired topics can be included on any one test; the
district expects teachers to give éiﬁéi weight to instruction on other dis-
trict 'oi:jé'ctii'reg? The ﬁiéééfiptiveness seen for texts and objectives suggests
that; although almost every district tests topics in its objectives, far fewer
an make those policies préécriptivé; iﬁ&iéiéing what contént decisions they
hope to encourage with these tests and objectives. Minimum time guidelines
provide another éiiﬁﬁié. This policy is clearly prescriptive, but is used in
only about half the districts in our sample.

This brief analysis of policy prescriptiveness suggests one explanation
for the loose cauﬁiiag that often characterizes school systems. Teachers may

make decisions that appear to depart from district policy because they do not
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Enow whether a particular decision is or is not consistent with district
policy ("Am I supposed to teach every topic in the book?") or because they
cannot tell whether the district is providing options to be used at the
tezchers’' discretion or strong suggestions for desired practice ("Isn't it
all right if I use old texts still available in my building?"). Part of

exercising leadership is 1ettin§ others know that you aré trying to lead them.

Use of Multiple Policies

Teachers think they are more lilcely to change their content decisions
when the same content message is communicated ir a greater number of ways, for
example, having the same topié tn both objectives and texts rather “han aafy
in objectives (Floden, Porter, Schmidt, Freeman, & Schwille, 1981). 1If dis-
tricts want to provide instructional leadership, they should take advantage of
the several means available to communicate their content messages. We showed
above that, whereas virtual ly all districts have at least one poiicy with
implications for content decisions, the patterns of use do not suggest that
districts attempt to usé multiple policies to éet their message across. The
patterns of policy use suggest that policies are adopted individually (perhaps
because of a general feeling that such a policy is desirable), rather than as

These examinations of co’n?siétéﬁéy and préééfiptiveness indicéte that few
districts are attempting to provide leadership in content decision maklng
While districts do not support teacher autonomy in content decisions neither
do tﬁey provide clear and specific suggestions for instructional content
through the full range of instructional poiicy areas,

It may be that districts consider each policy area separately, rather
than considering them as different aspects of leadership in content decision
making; that is, a district may decide that teachers should aim their
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instruction at improviﬁg performance on a particular test but not see any
connéection to textbook péiicies or poiiCies on instructional time. if dis-
tricts do take that one-policy-at-a-time approacl, one can still ask what they
do to get teachers to adopt any particular goal. We showed earlier that they
do not typically use carrots and sticks (powér). We turn now to considering
what distriéts might do and have done to gain teachers’ willing coopération

with individual content policies.

Supporting Policies With Authority

To gain teachers' wiliing cooperation, districts must persuade teachers
that there are good reasons for the distriét policies. Looking at the attri-
butes of énthority associéted with a p&rtioular policy is a productive way to
conslder what districts are doing, and what they might do. To review our
earlier dist!nction between power and authc-ity; a policy has power if
teachers feeI they would be rewarded or punished depending on whether or not
they went along; a wolicy has authority if teachers feel that good reasons
(besides expectations of reward and punishment) support the policy. This
représents a shift from go‘ng along with a policy because they feel compelled
tc do so to implementing a policy because they have been convinced that it is
a good policy.

As mentioned in the discussion of powér, teachers sﬁryéyed were a xed a
set of questions that assessed their beiiefs about whether district policies
(objectives, testing, and textbooks) had pa ticular attributes of authority,
curriculum directors were asked similar questicns about objectives.

The survey disEingdished four types of authbriéyi éppééi to law, consis-
tency with social norms, agreement with expert knowledge, and support from a
charismatic individual. For these ﬁaiiéies, appeal to law meant that the
teachers believed they had a legal obligation to comply with the ﬁéiiéy;

27

32

\,.J !




Social norms were considered in terms of parent or community support for the

policy, in terms of consistency with what teachers had been teaching, and in

terms of agreement with what teachers thought should be taught. Agresment

with expert knowledge meant adequate involvement of individuals ﬁitﬁ subject
matter expertise (in this case expertise in mathematics education) and ade-
quate invbiﬁéﬁéﬁé of Eéiéﬁéfs, who have expertise in classroom instruction.
Finally, charismatic authority was assessed by asking whether the policy had
advocates with the kind of personality needed to get it accepted by teachers.
The survey questions Eaa the same format as the quéstions about the use of
power to support district policies.

Across &iéfiiéés; teachers believed that district policies drew on each
source of iuthﬁrity to some extent. The results for various sources of
authority are presented in Tables 4 through 10. Oversll, theseé tables show
that most districts are doing more than simply diCtAting policies. They are
éiéb taking steps to give policies autﬁbrity.7 Except for the policy of
district testing, involving teachers themselves (a form of expert éutﬁbfity)
was the most widely and visibly used means of giving these policies authority
(see Table 6). Consideration should be given to that discrepancy for testing
5§6gi£&is; It may é)é due to appropriate considerations about teachers' exper-
tise in achievement teétiﬁg; but it Eﬁy alsc be due to features of school
organization (e.g.. a separate testing and evaluation unit). This indication
that teacher involvement is usea to confer authority is supported by the
extensive use of policies that match content teachers think ought to be taught

(a form of social édéﬁ&fify) as shown in Table 10.
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Table 4
a

Presence of LEGAL AUTHORITY Aﬁ&ﬁé Districts With a Pdliéy

?oiicy §trongiy Aéiéé Agree to No Oégéiéﬁ Disagree to

to Agree No Opinion to Disagree Strongly Disagree

Objectives 24 2% 51.1% 20.5% 4.2%
Test 18.6% 49 .43% 27.5% 4.5%

Textbook 18.9§ 53.4% 25.7% 2.0%

Table 5

Presence of CHARISMATIC AUTHORITY kﬁdnggﬁiétriCts With a Policy

Poliéy Strongly ﬁgiéé . Agree to ,Norgéiﬁion Disagree to .
to Agree No Opinion to Disagree Strongly Disagree

Objectives 11.6% 62.6% 25.3% 0.5%
Test 11.2% 48 3% 35.4% 5.1%

Textbook 7.4% 66.2% 25.0% 1.4%

Table 6

Presence of AUTHORITY FROM ADEQUATE TEACHER INVOLVEMENT Among Districts

With a Policy 2

Policy Strongly Agree Agree to No Opinion Disagree to
to Agree  No Opinion to Disagree Strongly Disagree

Objectives 46.3% 45.3% 8.4% 0.0%
Test 16 .9% 41.0% 32.6% 9.5%
Textbook 56.1% 33:1% 6.8% 4. 0%

a ] - S
Expressed as Percentage of districts with policy of this type.
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Table 7

Presence of AUTHORII¥ FROM ADEQUATE INVOEVEMENIAOFAMAIHEMATICS

EDUCATION EXPERTS Among Districts With a- Poliqy

Policy Strongly 5éiéé _ Agree to Nc Opinion Disagree to
to Agree No Opinion to Disagree Strongiy Dlsagree

Objectives 35.8% 53.95 14.2% 1.1%

Test 21.9% 50.0% 21 .4% 6.7%
Textbook 25.7% 53.4% 18.9% 2.0%
Table 8

Presence of—SOCIAL AUTHORITY gfarents/Community Leadexs are Pleased)

Among Districts With a Policy 2

Policy SEE&E@i& Agree  Agree to No OQ;Qion Disagree to

to Agree No Opinion to Disagree Strongly Disagree

Objectives 13.1% 75.3% 11.6% 0.0%

Test 11.8% 67.4% 19.7% 1.1%

Textbook 10:1% 80.4% 9.5% O.bé
Table 9

Policy Designed toeMAICH WHAT TEACHERS WERE ALREADY Doing

Pélié§ Strongly Agree Agree to No Opinion Disagree to

to Agree No Oﬁtﬁion to Disagree Strongly Disagfee

Obiectives 6.3% 58.4% 33.7% 1.6%
Test 4. 5% 46.6% 40.5% 8.4%
Textbook 5.4% 53.4% 40 5% 0.7%
— T o

Expressed as & percentage of districts with policy of this type.
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Table 10

z o ol - Ll IITLITo L L a
Policy MATCHES CONTENT TEACHERS THINK OUGHT TO BE TAUGHT
Policy Stféﬁgif Agree  Agree to No Oﬁiﬁié; H?iﬁagree”to
to Agree  No Opinion to Disagree Strongly Disagree
Objectives 50.0% 46.3% 3.7% 0.0%
Test 25.9% 49.4% 21.9% 2.8%
Textbook 37.8% 54.7% €.1% 1:4%

3 Expressed as percentage of districts with policy of this type.

Involvement of mathematics education éxper:s (another way of lending
éxpert authority) is the second most widely used type of éﬁéﬁéfiﬁy (see Table
7). While this may suggest that districts are providing leadership by drawing
on the support of content experts, it may also suggest that districts are
delegating leadership responsibility te ¢ tside consultants. That latter
possibility may lead to héii-gﬁﬁported decisions about the direction in which
the district should gb; but the removal of résﬁéﬁéiﬁiiiéy from full-time
district staff may also bé an explanation for the apparenﬁ lack of
coordination of policies seen earlier. Other forms of authofiﬁy are all used
ﬁo a lésser extent:

These data suggest that many districts take some steps to gain teachers'
support for their policies. But much more could be done, both to add

additional authority to individual policies and to coordinate policies so that

they combine to provide a clear and authbritétivé message about the content
decisions teachers should make . Tﬁé literature on school principals shows
that such strong leadership has a strong effect when it is present, which it
seldom is. More could be done at the district level as well. The iﬁéstion of
effects deserves empirical test.
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Concliision

The call for educational improvement has been loudly répéété& by govern-
ment officials, educatoxs, and parents. A central feature of many recommenda-
tions is chénging what 1is Eéﬁghé; most recently em§535121h§ traditional
acacemic topics for all students. Regardless of the direction of reform,
school districts seem eager to make changes, but uncertain about how they can
be carried out.

The success of curriculum reforms depends on the content decisions
teachers maié in their individual classrooms. The crucial aaééfiané to ask
are ones ebout the Eéiaticnship between possible policies and probable teacher
decisions. Scholars and practitioners sfien forget about the inSluence that
teachers’ decisions; and prevaiiiag Eéééﬁing practize, can and should have on
their poii'ciéé. But the relationship they do think about--the impact of
policies on teachers--also deserves réconsideration.

The ééhciariy literature on teaching and policy criticizes districts for
oppressive control and advocates a radical shift toward teaches autonomy .

This literature covers the whole range of policies, without considering the
pbssiﬁility of aifféféﬁces between, for éiéﬁpié, academic é&htent and other
ﬁ&liéj areas. Our examination of éleﬁéﬁéééy-géhéoi mathematics content
policies finds few districts that deserve such criticism and few that have the
inservice education Bﬁagets and capacitiés requirec for giviﬁé substantive
preparation for teacher autonomy.

The remaining alternatives represent a continuum from exercising strong
phrase thrown into educational debates, with paricular reference to

ﬁfincipais. This concept needs to be explored, so that it is not seen simply
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as charismatic presence, as authoritarian control, or as efficient management .
This paper begins such discussion aind research.

A charitable view of most districts' policies would be that they repre-
sent a ééﬁfafoﬁiéé between teachers' desires to make their own decisions and
the districts' desire for a common curriculus. But this view will not stand
up to scrutiny. In the absence of both strong 1e§&e§§ﬁip ané¢ support for
well-grounded professionail autonomy, content decisions are left to chance and
whim.

Abdicating reépthioility for content selection Eé} be a functional
feSponse to the variééy EBEoﬁpESsed by American é&ﬁéiéion. No one, neither
teachers, édﬁihiéﬁféfoié; nor ﬁoiitidiéhs; tries to carry through a uniform
plan for curriculum, perhaps because ali Eééognize the absence of consensus
about the ﬁurposes of Americar. §éﬁ&61§. Perhaps chance and Qﬂiﬁ are an appro-
ﬁfiate means for ensuring diversity.

The centraiity of academic content to school instruction, however makes
this a dangerous position. Divef§ity is iﬁoortant, but sc is selection.
Teachers and policymakers Botﬁ have important roles in content decisions, and
enhancing their 1nsigﬁt into the network of relationships between content
policy and teachtng may improve instruction. But improvement will not be
easy. Getting agreemént on academic content and putting those agreements into
practice are two of the most difficult educational tasks. Tﬁe} are also two

of the mostt important.
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Footnotes
1. S , _ o
-There may be advantages to locating leadership at the district lavel.

Many principals lack the knowledge and vision required to exercise instruc.-
tional leadership (Floden et al., 1984). Principals are not necessarily
trained in curriculum. They may therefore find it difficult to make sound
judgments_about what content should be taught. The problem of locating enough

individuals with the time; knowledge; and vision to provide adequate leader-

ship may be reduced by moving leadership to the district level. Large dis-
tricts have subject matter coordinators with training and_experience in ,
particular subject areas. Even smaller districts. are likely to have a central
administrator for whom curriculum is an area of special preparation and
responsibility.

2

_Support for these suggestions comes from a combination of common sense;

sociological theory, and empirical studies of teachers' content decisions. 1In

this paper we will not examine the individual contributions of each of these
factors. (For such an analysis, see Porter et al., 1983:) Instead, we
describe this set of factors as a framework for considering what districts
have been doing to cortrol school curriculum and illustrate the description
with an empirical analysis.

3 o . S
These states were also used in a concurrent study of differences among
state curriculum policies and practices (Schwille et al., in press):.  That

study covered the five states surveyed, plus Indiana and Ohio.  These seven

states were chosen in three stages. In the first stage; a literature review,
drawing on published and unpiiblished sources, was used to construct a 50-state

profile of specified policies, such as state assessment and textbook adoption,
This profile was supplemented with structured interviews of 22 experts in such
areas as mathematics education; politics of education, and éducational test-
ing. These experts were asked to nominate states with specified attributes,
such as unusual activity in less well-known policy areas, including grade-to-

grade promotions, ability grouping, and emphasis on special topics in
mathematics; In the second ..age we selected 20 states and within each state
interviewed a state mathematics specialist (or other person primarily respon-
sible for mathematics education). The data gathered on these 20 states were

used in the third stage to make a final selection.

(California, Florida, and New York were selected for having a variety of

seemingly strong policies. These three states were consistently nominated by
our expert informants and have been frequent objects of attention in the
earlier literature. South Carolina was chosen becuse its apparently strong

policies were generally of recent origin and still under development. Ohio
and Indiana were selected because; on first acquaintance, they appeared to
have relatively weak policies with much responsibility delegated to districts.
Michigan was included as yet a third weak policy state and one in which we

would gain a better understanding of the state context within which_our other
studier of teacher content decisions have been conducted. _For_the survey, we
decided to avoid including three Midwestern states with weak policies:

Because of our special interest in Michigan; we decided to include it; but to
exclude Indiana and Ohio.

4. -- S T Tl , - - - -
Because we wished to survey at least two fourth-grade teachers and two

prindipals in each district, districts with only a single elementary school
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were elininated from the sample. Since such districcs represent a relatively

smail fraction of the school age population within any of these states, we
ignore this restriction of the sample when interpretating survey responses.

dividing the number of districts whose rating feil on the border between two

intervals equally between the intervals.

___The district ratings were grouped into four intervals of equal width,

the various types of authority. and: power. A two-factor solution yielded two
main orthogonal factors that clearly separate power questions and most ,,
authority questions, with legal authority loaded on both. These two_ factors.
accounted for about one-third of the total variance. The question (linked to

' social authority) about whether policies were set up to match what teachers
were already doing defined a third factor. In solutions which allow for

greater numbers of factors, matching what teachers are already doing appeared

as_a_ separate factor; and garen;/cbﬁmﬁhity,§&Ei§factibn was grouped with cover:

age of vhat teachers want taught (both versions of social authority). The

results of théééﬁanaIers are generally consistent with the major theoretical

distinctions we have drawn bétﬁééh,ﬁb@éiiand,authbrityjﬁiﬁdiamong types of

authority (especially between soctal authority and other types of authority).

... -Here and elsevhere in the paper, tests for statistically significant
differences among policy areas are not made because to do so would have
required limiting the sample only to districts having all policies.

7 I L

__The data reported in this section are based on responses from teachers
For district objectives only, comparable data were also available from the
curriculum directors. The correlation between teachers and curriculum
directors for these quéstions were modest (in the .25 to .30 range), and on

average the curriculum directors saw the authority of their policies as
greater than did the teachers in their districe.
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