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Hie problem addressed in this study was whether middle level schools 

have adopted currently held research findings with respect to 

organizational structure and decision making processes promoted by the 

work of the Carnegie Foundation and various state agencies. Purposes 

included determining the perceptions of principals in schools utilizing 

interdisciplinary teams of teachers regarding the roles of principals and 

teachers in decision making processes, differences in campus 

performance on the Texas Assessment of Academic Skills and specific 

demographic variables in comparison to perceptions of principals in 

schools not utilizing interdisciplinary teams on these same questions. 

Of the 174 possible campuses identified by the Texas Education 

Agency within the geographic area, a random sample of 100 principals 

was sent questionnaires to complete. From this number, 57 principals 

responded to the survey. The instrument utilized was developed by the 

author. It contained thirty-nine items related to practices involving 

organizational decision making and structure. Additionally, demographic 

information was requested regarding the principal, professional 

organizational affiliations, and campus population variables by the 



questionnaire. Performance data were obtained for each campus in 

relation to that campus's comparison group from the Texas Education 

Agency. 

The study is organized into five chapters Including an 

"Introduction," a "Review of Related Literature," the "Procedures for the 

Collection of Data," the "Analysis of Data," and a "Summary." A copy of 

the instrument utilized in the study is included in the Appendix. 

The findings of the study indicate that a significant difference does 

exist between principals of schools utilizing interdisciplinary teams and 

those not utilizing the teams regarding the role of the principal and the 

role of the teachers in decision making processes. In this study, no 

significant differences were noted between performance of schools 

utilizing interdisciplinary teams and those not utilizing interdisciplinary 

teams. No significant differences were identified between any of the 

demographic variables identified and the two organizational settings. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

In the course of the last decade, significant attention has been given to 

the fundamental organizational settings of our schools and whether they best 

meet the needs of those within their walls. Not only students, but all 

individuals within the process of education have been subjected to close 

scrutiny by various commissions and research oriented organizations with 

the intent of identifying those characteristics which will, in the end, result in 

a more efficient educational system addressing the issues of education in the 

United States today. "No doubt the 1980's will be remembered as the decade 

of the school reform report" (Kretovics, Farber, and Armaline, 1991). 

Indicating a sense of frustration, a recent article in U.S. News and Wortd 

Report indicated that nearly ten years and ten billion dollars after the land-

mark report A Nation at Risk warned of the "rising tide of mediocrity" in U.S. 

education, most schools have not performed up to today's new and higher 

standards. This report indicated needs for change in the areas of content 

expectations, time, and teaching as a result of deficiencies noted in the 

public schools of the United States. 

Since the publication of that report, what has been wrong with education 

and how to approach the problems in education in the United States have 

been the topics of publication after publication. According to the article in 

U.S. News and World Report, "building the new American school is 

in vogue." Be it entrepreneurs attempting to take over public systems or 



foundations working to analyze what is wrong with American education, the 

call for change continues to be heard across the country. Change has indeed 

been slow in the evolution of the American education system. In the years 

following the publication of A Nation at Risk in April of 1983, far too many 

publications have been written concerning the appropriate change to be 

made in American education to even mention. Every facet of the educational 

process has been open for investigation that has led to proposals and 

counter proposals for change in the system. Yet in recent years, there 

appears to be a convergence of ideas which while developed quite individually 

and for different reasons, appear to be converging at one level of the 

educational system at a singular time in history. 

The organizational arrangement of grade levels has undergone 

significant change over the history of education. While many people have 

attributed various grouping patterns such as elementary schools, middle 

schools, junior high schools, and high schools to instructional need, more 

likely than not the actual arrangement could be attributed to facility 

availability as opposed to instructional need. Few would argue that the 

demise of the one room schoolhouse was more related to the need for 

additional space than the instructional need of more than thirty students in 

grades one through twelve. However, once the facility issue has been 

addressed, the organizational pattern of not only the students, but also the 

teachers should have a logical basis in formation that is founded on sound 

educational principles established after appropriate study into the 

educational process for each level of student. In the years since A Nation at 



Risk, significant study has been addressed towards middle level students 

and appropriate instructional settings for their schools. 

Probably the most significant study in recent years on middle level 

education is Turning Points: Preparing American Youth for the 21st Century 

published by the Carnegie Council on Adolescent Development in 1989. This 

report established grants for studies at the state level throughout the 

countiy. In Texas, Spotlight on the Middle, the report of the Task Force on 

Middle School Education in conjunction with Turning Points has most 

recently supplied the instructional leadership at the middle level with a new 

database of information from which to evaluate the organization of their 

respective schools. 

Among the recommendations made by these reports, students in middle 

level schools should be grouped heterogeneous^ in small communities of 

learning that reflect the total campus population. This community would 

then be matched to an interdisciplinary team of teachers rather than the 

traditional subject oriented departments found in traditional junior high 

schools. These Interdisciplinary teams would create a new organizational 

network that would enhance responsibility for student achievement at the 

classroom level. The teams would also address curricular issues by planning 

instruction cooperatively around thematic units that would increase 

integration between the various classroom settings. It would be the intent of 

this integration to involve the student in a more active role in learning and 

thereby promote the utilization of higher order thinking skills by the 

students. In analyzing this middle level restructuring initiative, it is veiy 

apparent that the organizational setting, the communication patterns, and 



the decision-making responsibilities found in traditional junior high settings 

will be significantly altered. 

Statement of the Problem 

Hie problem to be addressed is whether middle level schools have 

adopted currently held research findings with respect to organizational 

structure and decision-making processes. It is the intent of this study to 

determine the degree to which the changes in organizational structure and 

decision-making processes promoted by the work of the Carnegie Foundation 

and the various state agencies have occurred in a four county region of north 

central Texas. 

Purposes of the Study 

This study was conducted for the following purposes: 

1. Compare the perceptions of principals regarding their roles in the 

decision-making processes in middle level schools utilizing interdisciplinary 

teams as opposed to middle level schools that do not utilize that 

organizational format. 

2. Compare the perception of principals in middle level schools 

utilizing interdisciplinary teams as opposed to middle level schools that do 

not regarding the roles of teachers in the decision-making process at their 

schools. 

3. Compare the performance of middle level schools that utilize 

interdisciplinary teams and those that utilize a traditional departmentalized 

organizational setting on the Texas Assessment of Academic Skills. 

4. To obtain information concerning the differences among perceptions of 

middle level principals in the study group relative to specific biographic 



variables regarding the recommendation for organizational configuration and 

decision-making processes. 

Hypotheses 

To cany out the purposes of this study, the following hypotheses were 

tested. 

1. There will be no significant difference between middle level schools with 

the organizational configuration of middle level schools utilizing interdiscipli-

nary teams and those that do not regarding the perceptions of the 

principals and their roles in the decision-making processes of that school. 

2. There will be no significant differences between the perceptions of 

principals with respect to the decision-making roles of teachers within middle 

level schools utilizing a traditional departmentalized organizational setting 

and middle level schools utilizing an organizational setting involving 

interdisciplinary teams. 

3. There will be no significant differences between middle level schools 

utilizing a departmentalized organizational configuration and middle level 

schools utilizing interdisciplinary teams with respect to performance within 

their campus comparison group on the Texas Assessment of Academic Skills. 

4. There will be no significant difference between middle level schools 

utilizing a traditional departmentalized setting and ones utilizing 

interdisciplinary teams regarding the (a) age of the principal (b) sex of the 

principal (c) administrative experience of the principal (d) enrollment 

(e) district size (f) educational level of principal (g) grade levels served in 

building and (h) affiliation with middle level associations. 
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Definition of Terms 

For the purpose of this study, the following definitions were used. 

Middle Level School is any school within the selected area, listed in the 

Texas Education Agency School Personnel Directory, in any of a number of 

combinations of grades from grade six to grade nine. 

Principal is the chief administrator at the middle level school within the 

selected area holding professional certification as an administrator by the 

Texas Education Agency and is employed by a public independent school 

district within the selected area as the principal. 

Teacher is an individual holding a teaching certificate issued by the Texas 

Education Agency and is employed as a public school teacher in a public 

independent school district within the selected area. 

Interdisciplinary Team is a group of two or more teachers that teach 

different instructional disciplines during the instructional day but share a 

common group of students during that period within a middle level school in 

the selected area. 

Departmentalized Middle Level School is any middle level school within 

the selected area having an organizational arrangement based on specific 

academic disciplines taught throughout the course of the normal academic 

day. 

Texas Assessment of Academic Skills is a criterion referenced test 

administered to seventh grade students in middle level schools until the fall 

of 1992. Since that time, the test has been administered to students in grade 

eight during the spring semester. 

PEIMS is an information management system for the State of Texas that 

maintains extensive demographic information on individual public 



independent school districts, public schools, public school teachers, and 

public school students. 

Organizational and Decision Making Inventory for Middle Level 

Schools or ODMI as developed by the author, is the instrument utilized to 

obtain information regarding middle level schools in the selected area. The 

instrument is designed to measure information regarding the perception of 

the principal with respect to organization setting and decision-making 

processes within his or her middle level school. Questions were derived from 

goals for middle level schools in Texas as stated in Spotlight on the Middle 

and Turning Points. 

Spotlight on the Middle is the report of the Texas Task Force on Middle 

School Education. Published in September of 1991, the report is the result of 

a Middle Grade State Policy Initiative grant by the Carnegie Corporation to 

fund this task force. The task force consisted of representatives of the State 

Board of Education, the Governor's Office, the Legislature, the Texas 

Department of Human Services, and the Texas Department of Health. 

Turning Points: Preparing American Youth for the 21st Century was 

released in 1989 as the final report of an eighteen month study of the current 

status of the educational programs for ten to fifteen year old students. This 

study was developed by the Carnegie Corporation and resulted in numerous 

state grants to further the study of this age group. 

Background and Significance 

Have the needs of education called for a new description of leadership? 

According to Sergivanni (1992) the more leadership is emphasized, the less 

likely professionalism is to develop. Stated another way, the more profession-

alism is emphasized, the less leadership is needed. As organizations move 
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towards increased professionalism, direct leadership, as traditionally known, 

will become less important and self-management will begin to take hold. 

When this occurs, principals will be able to address substantive issues in 

greater detail than the issues of process. Process oriented issues are related 

to organizations. For schools to undergo change, however, perhaps schools 

need to change from the concept of being an organization to that of being a 

community. Formal organizations connote the need for formal leadership. 

There is an inherent hierarchical structure developed within any organization 

which develops leaders and followers as a direct result. 

The concept of a school as a community differs in that communities are 

defined by their centers which are repositories of values, sentiments, and 

beliefs that unite people for a common cause. If the concept of community is 

used in deference to organization, then along the progression, the concept of 

collegiality is likely to assume a portion of the role that was once defined as 

leadership. Collegiality must go beyond the concept of coworkers existing in a 

cordial fashion towards each other. In true collegiality, workers must be 

willing to work together, debate the issues, observe and critique each other's 

work, share successes and offer solace as needed. Teachers should have the 

expectation of help and support when they need it from other teachers and 

should be obligated to give the same in return (Sergivanni, 1992). The 

assumption of the concept of a community to the school relieves, to some 

degree, the pressure on the administrator to meet all the needs of the faculty. 

The needs of the faculty begin to become the responsibility of the school 

community. 

This change in administrative philosophy has not come from one 

direction. There is no question that government intervention has had a 



significant Impact on the current direction of school leadership, particularly 

at the local school level. Business management practices currently in vogue 

have likewise had a major influence on the change which is now occurring in 

schools across our country. The work of individuals such as W. Edwards 

Deming, most famous perhaps in Japanese industrial settings, is beginning 

to displace the orthodoxy of scientific management developed late last 

centuiy by Fredrick Winslow Taylor in the American workplace as well (Holt, 

1993). Deming has indicated that eighty to ninety percent of the problems in 

an organization can be traced to systemic causes. These include practices, 

rules, expectations, and traditions over which the individual worker has little 

control. Continually improving processes is central to the work of Deming. In 

a letter dated January 27, 1992, Governor Ann Richards stated that "the 

empowerment that is an essential part of Total Quality Management will 

assure that the talents of all involved in the education process are brought to 

bear on the problems at hand." Texas Education Commissioner Lionel Meno 

on the same date stated that "the basic strategies in most restructuring 

programs include setting a vision, setting high expectations, sharing 

decision making, empowering staff, and documenting results to determine 

improvement." 

Hie National Governors Association developed a framework for 

restructuring that identifies four key areas for improvement. These are 

curriculum and instruction, school authority and decision making, staff 

roles, and accountability systems. With respect to curriculum and 

instruction, student grouping practices should promote student interaction 

and cooperative efforts. Decision making should be decentralized so that 

educational decisions are made at the school site by teachers, principals, and 
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parents. While also setting priorities and goals, organizational and 

instructional arrangements needed to achieve those goals and priorities 

should be established. New staff roles should be established so that teachers 

have greater opportunity to work together to improve instruction within the 

school. Accountability systems must also be organized such that schools 

have increased discretion and authority to achieve results and then be held 

accountable for those results (O'Neil, 1990). These four points closely follow 

the statements made by Governor Richards and Commissioner Meno above. 

Therefore, the convergence of instructional research related to middle 

level education and management practices with roots in the global business 

framework seems well established. The question of acceptance of these two 

philosophies by middle level instructional leaders has yet; to be answered. 

There are fourteen key points associated with the Total Quality 

Management philosophy of Deming. A complete listing of the fourteen points 

may be reviewed in Appendix A. The three major components of TQM are 

quality, employee involvement and benchmarking. Quality means providing 

clients and customers with services and products that meet their 

expectations and needs the first time and every time. Employee involvement 

is the process by which employees at all levels participate in influencing their 

work and work life. Hie empowerment of the employee through this process 

is placing appropriate authority for problem solving in the hands of those 

closest to the problem or issue. The theory behind empowerment is that 

workers, or in the case of this study, educators will work harder and smarter 

on behalf of their students when given collective responsibility to make 

educational decisions. Research indicates that excellent teachers are 

motivated by discretion and control over resources, time, instructional 
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materials, and teaching strategies. Yet Carnegie studies indicate that more 

than 70 percent of all teachers in the U.S. are not involved deeply in 

decisions about curriculum, staff development grouping of students, 

promotion and retention policies, or school budgets (Glickman, 1991). 

Empowerment has been the keystone of the restructuring movement and 

has placed the school at the center of inquiry. This position has raised 

questions about the conventional structures of schools. However, the 

empowered employee and therefore, school, has unique problems with which 

to deal. The more an empowered school works collectively, the more 

individual differences and tensions among the staff members become 

obvious. As empowered schools improve, the more apparent it becomes that 

additional improvement is needed. When empowered schools begin to be 

recognized for success, there is a resultant increase in the likelihood that non 

empowered schools will resort to criticizing it (Glickman, 1990). 

Benchmarking is the establishment of goals and strategies for the 

continuous improvement process. This allows the organization to determine 

what to change, believe in the need for change, and determine how the 

organization might actually change. More concern is noted not in the final 

outcome or product but with the processes and procedures associated with 

the development of that product. It is not necessary to change what is 

working well in the process. Hie only considerations for change are those 

parts of the process which can be improved. Hie final product would still be 

the same, only the quality would be better. But in essence, this philosophy 

would apply to the changes in administrative leadership techniques that 

have been seen over the past fifty years. Attempting to meet the needs of the 

system has resulted in most changes that have taken place. 
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Leadership, however, is not the only facet of change that seems to be 

coming together at this time. A renewed interest in middle level education 

and the specific needs of the middle level student are undergoing a rapid 

resurgence in Texas schools and schools across the country. In his book, The 

Emergent Middle School author William M. Alexander indicates that a 

dissatisfaction with what the junior high had become during the 

twentieth centuiy necessitates the transformation of the junior high into the 

new middle school to meet the needs of the modern youth. The book written 

during the period of social change in the 1960's, indicates a need for the 

middle school as opposed to the junior high based upon the transitional 

needs of the adolescent. 

The initial excitement over the middle school concept lost momentum 

during the seventies and early eighties. During that period, the middle school 

movement, while dormant, has been far from dead however. It stands out 

among educational reform movements in that is has a distinct philosophy, a 

solid research base, and a bent for reorganization that shakes traditional 

patterns. Part of the reason for these occurrences is that a core of primary 

researchers continued to meet throughout the years to discuss middle school 

issues and in 1973 formed the National Middle School Association or NMSA 

With the formation of the Carnegie Council on Adolescent Development in 

1986 a renewed interest was generated and the reservoir of research talent 

was greatly improved to concentrate on the needs of adolescents (Lewis, 

1992). The publication of Turning Points: Preparing American Youth for the 

21st Century in 1989, a study of the current status of education for students 

ten to fifteen years of age, established many of the essential elements seen in 

numerous publications on middle level education. 
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This study by the Carnegie Corporation again set in motion the process of 

change for education at this level. The Carnegie Corporation provided twenty-

seven grants to follow up their research. Texas was awarded a grant to fund 

the work of the Task Force on Middle School Education. The report of this 

task force, Spotlight on the Middle and its accompanying Source Book, have 

done much to drive the current reform in middle level education in Texas. 

This report, which aligns itself closely with the earlier produced Quality, 

Equity, Accountability: Texas State Board of Education Long-Range Plan for 

Public Education, has become a landmark document in the development of 

middle level education today. Nine goals were established in Spotlight on the 

Middle as seen in Appendix B. 

The Task Force on Middle Level Education consisted of representatives 

from the Governor's office, governmental agencies, the Legislature, and 

professional educators well acquainted with middle level education. The 

driving goal of the task force was to effect policy change within the state. Hie 

Task Force on Middle'School Education advocated the removal of any legal 

and administrative barriers to innovation and streamlining the process for 

obtaining waivers in Texas. The nine goals associated with the results of the 

task force are directly drawn from the long range plan for public education 

in Texas discussed previously. While individual goals will be addressed in 

greater detail with respect to their impact on this study, the effects of the 

task force action are addressed briefly in the following paragraphs. 

Hie first goal was for student learning. According to this goal, 

students should be in an instructional setting composed of an 

interdisciplinary team of teachers instructing a heterogeneous group of 

students which manifests a mix of ethnicity, maturity levels, and intellectual 
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levels representative of the campus at large. Secondly, subject integration in 

alignment with instructional strategies which allows students to assume a 

more active role should be the cornerstone of the middle level curriculum. 

Teachers teaching in middle level schools should be trained to deal 

specifically with this age group rather than be a mix of elementary and sec-

ondary subject area specialists. With the development of interdisciplinary 

teams, there is a new organizational pattern which increases responsibility 

for student progress at the building and classroom levels. There are no 

expensive programs associated with the middle level restructuring initiative. 

With the exception of personnel costs in the development of interdisciplinary 

teams, financial concerns are minimal in this process. 

Bringing the outside into the school is another ingredient of the 

recommendations of the task force. Parent responsibility, a sixth goal in the 

long range plan, is addressed in that parent involvement usually decreases 

with the change from elementary to secondary settings while the need for 

adult guidance is often most acute. Middle level education should address 

this change in parent involvement and adult interaction. The seventh goal, 

dealing with community and business partnerships, is emphasized in the 

report by the statement that "active support from community, city, and 

county institutions and local businesses is crucial to middle schools." With 

respect to the goal for research development and evaluation, the report calls 

for ongoing assessment as an important process in any reform movement. 

Referring back to the constructs of Deming, improvement is possible only 

through constant feedback that tells us what is effective and what is not 

being effective (Schmoker and Wilson, 1993). Finally, communication is 

addressed in the last goal. Developing a network of communication between 
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schools, service centers, and colleges of education is promoted within the 

report as a method of meeting the final goal addressed in the original Texas 

State Board of Education long-range plan. 

What begins to develop is a convergence of business management 

practices in the work of Deming with the resurgence of interest in middle 

level education and the restructuring of the middle level schools. It is the 

convergence of these two very different institutions that becomes the basis of 

this discussion. At a time of change in education, not only in this state but 

nation as well, there is a degree of fascination that develops when the period 

associated with greatest change, adolescence, becomes the point at which 

management and educational reform come together with a commonality of 

assessed needs. The empowered front-line workers of Deming suddenly 

relate very closely with empowered interdisciplinary teams addressed in the 

middle level restructuring movement just alluded to in this study. Hie need 

to remove barriers between staff areas addressed by Deming is again 

frequently revisited in the call for reform in middle level education. Be it 

increased emphasis on community and business partnerships, increased 

communication between educational entities, increased parent responsibility 

at the secondary level, changed roles and relationships between different 

levels of the education policy, or simply interdisciplinary teams at the 

campus level, the coming together of a desire for coordination of previous^ 

separate entities for the benefit and advancement of student progress is 

developing at an ever increasing rate. 

The role of the teacher in the new middle school has become the pivotal 

position with respect to restructuring. Not only will the role of the teacher 

undergo significant change regarding the relationship with the campus 
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administrator under the proposals just discussed, but also with peer 

relationships on the campus. In many ways, the recommendations of recent 

researchers will relate to recommendations made many years ago. 

Considering the concepts developed by Maslow in the fifties, each of us has 

specific needs which may be classified into five distinct categories or types. 

These five needs are: physiological, security, affiliation, esteem, and 

self-actualization (Maslow, 1954). In that these needs are hierarchically 

ordered, the most basic must be satisfied to some degree before the next level 

can be addressed. It would be hoped that physiological needs of teachers 

would be addressed and not be a concern within the workplace. However, 

beyond those needs, the organization must begin to provide an atmosphere 

conducive to the satisfaction of higher order needs. Those factors which are 

seen as motivators to teachers must be considered. 

Mitchell and Peters (1988) have identified four overall strategies to improve 

teacher motivation. First is to enlarge teacher job descriptions by extending 

the range of task responsibilities. Extrinsic indications of this would range 

from extra pay for extra work to incentive funding for cooperative projects. 

Intrinsic indications of this motivator would include a range of indicators 

from enjoyable working conditions to exciting teamwork on learning 

problems. Another motivational strategy is to improve methods for 

recruitment and retention of teachers. Again, the extrinsic indicators of this 

process would be higher salaries and support for team teaching. Intrinsic 

rewards would range from involvement in exciting classroom experiences to 

development of collegial relationships. A third example of a motivational 

strategy is to enhance teacher capacities through high-quality professional 

development programs. Once again, extrinsic motivators range from 
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evaluation-based promotions to support for group training. Intrinsic 

incentives include an expanded sense of competency for the individual to a 

shared sense of capacity for high quality work by the group. The final 

strategy is to improve task execution by strengthening accountability for 

performance in the schools. Extrinsic rewards in this area range from merit 

pay to a team teaching performance bonus while intrinsic incentives range 

from pride in personal accomplishments for the individual to a strong sense 

of cooperative achievement for the group. 

Mitchell and Peters (1988) conclude that while extrinsic rewards are most 

commonly supported by policy makers and misinformed school managers, 

the potency of intrinsic rewards such as the development of collegial groups 

and strong organizational structures are truly best for good schools. There is 

no question that good schools are the best incentives for good teachers. In 

light of this, since recommendations indicate a new organizational structure 

in the middle school, perhaps it would be appropriate to look at the nature of 

interactions between teachers within the school. 

According to David W. Johnson and coauthor Roger T. Johnson (1987), 

there are three ways relationships between teachers can be structured. The 

first is a competitive structure where members work against each other and 

maximize personal gain at their colleagues' expense. Several years ago with 

the initiation of career ladder, one of the primary concerns of professional 

teachers was that it would develop this type of competitive structure that 

would be the demise of the profession as it was known. Many, at that time, 

indicated that such a system would destroy the cooperative spirit that had 

always been a part of the teaching profession. It has been traditional for 

teachers to have been trained as managers of school knowledge who worked 
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In isolation (Kretovics et al., 1991). In fact, it could be argued that once the 

classroom door closes, there is very little means of controlling or monitoring 

what is actually being taught within the classroom of a respective teacher. 

The classroom has long been the sanctuary of teachers not to be invaded 

from the outside. 

This individualistic structure is the second of the three relationships 

established by Johnson and Johnson. It exists when members work by 

themselves to accomplish goals not related to the goals of the others. This 

type of relationship is probably most appropriate to describe most teachers 

today as a result of the career ladder. In its design, it has allowed teachers to 

advance through preset criteria regardless of the status of fellow colleagues. 

Therefore, rather than develop a competitive relationship as discussed 

earlier, the current arrangement has probably promoted an individualistic 

structure of teacher relations. 

The third structure is a cooperative structure where teachers work 

together to achieve joint goals. Teachers accept responsibility for 

continuously improving not only their own, but also their fellow teachers' 

productivity. It is this third structure which is key to the concepts addressed 

in Turning Points when the first recommendation is the formation of small 

communities for learning. 

These small communities, according to the Carnegie Task Force, should 

result in "stable, close, mutually respectful relationships with adults and 

peers that are considered fundamental for intellectual development and 

personal growth." Now we return to the concepts of Maslow and the need to 

have needs met. Certainly the need for affiliation would be met by collegial 

support groups or teams present on the work site. These teams would 
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provide a formal structure for learning from colleagues. The individual 

members of these groups would be able to discuss teaching practices, and 

instructional problems associated with their implementation, to mutually 

plan units of instruction, evaluate curriculum materials, and offer feedback 

on each other's teaching practices. These collegial support groups can go far 

to not only increase the productivity of the school but to also develop happier 

working relationships within the school. Team relationships not only improve 

the professional lives of teachers, they will improve the performance of the 

students. In that it fosters communication and collaboration between 

teachers, it will facilitate collegiality and interpersonal relationships on the 

campus. 

It has been shown that these teams have had significant impact on 

teachers. Erb (1989) has described four differences between the ways 

teachers on teams function as opposed to teachers not organized on teams. 

Team teachers engage in more frequent and in-depth professional 

discussions. This increased dialogue leads to more direct decision-making 

participation within the school. The third factor is that teachers in schools so 

arranged also have greater influence over decisions which most directly affect 

their teaching. Finally, teachers report that being a member of a team makes 

teaching more rewarding. Teaming has been viewed as a liberating move for 

teachers, students, and principals. It allows for the removal of the 

isolation associated with departmentalization and self-contained 

classroom arrangements. 

Glatthorn (1987) identifies five types of cooperative development. Hie first, 

identified as professional dialogue, focuses on reflection about practice. This 

type of cooperative development occurs when teachers meet on a regular 
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basis to discuss their own teaching as it relates to current practices in 

education. Curriculum development, the second type, focuses on the produc-

tion of materials. These sessions have several important outcomes. They tend 

to increase teacher cohesiveness by bringing teachers together focusing on a 

common task. It allows them to share ideas about student learning and 

instruction. The time also results in a product that is useful to those that 

developed it. Peer supervision is the third type of cooperative development. In 

this mode, the focus is on the analysis of the teaching event. Through this 

process, teachers are able to grow professionally such that they are eager to 

improve, become familiar with where growth is needed, and become more 

aware by listening to their peers and students. Peer coaching was the fourth 

of the five means of cooperative development described by Glatthom. In this 

type, the focus is on the mastery of skills by the teachers. It is usually associ-

ated with the development of specific skills and contains the provision of 

companionship. By discussing the frustrations associated with instruction, 

teachers reduce the isolation associated with the profession. Action research 

is the final type of cooperative development described. This is a collaborative 

effort by teachers to identify a problem and develop a workable solution. One 

of the benefits associated with this process is that it facilitates discussion 

about teaching. It also tends to unite teachers and promote collegial interac-

tion while providing teachers involved an opportunity to assume new roles 

and develop a sense of empowerment. 

The formation of teacher teams will reduce the fragmentation and 

isolation associated with many classroom settings today. The benefits and 

practices for the teachers will also be seen by the students. If the teachers 

perceive a common set of goals for school improvement and instruction, then 
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the students will also begin to see the unified goals for their team or 

community. Teachers who share responsibility for the same students can 

solve problems together utilizing the development techniques just discussed 

such that the problems are solved before they reach the crisis stage for the 

community. This community of learning will nurture relationships between 

the teachers and the students that will become, as Turning Points states, 

"the building blocks of the education of the young adolescent." 

Continuing with recommendations from the Carnegie Task Force, 

teachers on teams should exercise creative control over instructional goals 

for their team. This would include control over their budget, selection of 

instructional methods, and materials for classroom use. Teachers on teams 

should have a significant voice in the recruitment of new teachers for the 

team. Additionally, teachers working on teams should be responsible for 

developing individualized academic programs for their students. Along with 

the control over all these components of instruction, teams should also 

assume greater responsibility for how well their students perform. This 

responsibility relates back to cooperative development among the members of 

the team. Since the common group of students will be taught by the team 

and the performance of those students will relate back to the effectiveness of 

instruction on that team, it is likely that one weak teacher could reflect on 

the entire teaching team. This will result in a greater need to develop means 

of collegial support and development to ensure the success of each member 

of the team (Cetron, 1985). 

It becomes easy to see that research has indicated a significant shift in 

management philosophy during the final years of the eighties and initial 

years of the nineties. It also appears that middle level schools seem poised for 
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the transition to this emergent restructuring in education for loss of a better 

word. There is no question that a significant body of research exists back to 

the sixties to support the concept of the middle school. Research further 

indicates that close interrelationships between individual teachers and their 

colleagues, as well as between teachers and their students, are key to the 

success of the middle school. 

If the new management philosophies involving empowerment of the 

teachers are to effect change in the educational setting, it is through the 

cooperative work of the teachers and their principals that such concepts as 

interdisciplinary teams and middle level restructuring should develop. Yet 

there must be a movement towards such team patterns for the management 

philosophies of those such as Deming to develop. The question then becomes 

one of which body of research will effect a change that promotes the other. In 

other words, the management concepts that involve a breakdown in the 

traditional hierarchical arrangement of an organization to a more team 

oriented means of problem solving would certainly promote the concepts of 

interdisciplinary, academic teams involved in the instruction of adolescents 

in middle schools. 

However, the formation of interdisciplinary academic teams within middle 

schools would also promote the development of a team approach to campus-

wide decision making. There is the question of whether principals perceive 

the instructional arrangement of their campus to have any effect on the 

decision-making processes within their respective schools. Another question 

to be addressed would be whether the instructional arrangement, be it team 

oriented or a traditional departmentalized setting, has any effect on the 

satisfaction the teachers experience in teaching. If we view the achievement 
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of the student as the "product" of the instructional process, is teacher 

satisfaction related to student achievement regardless of organizational 

arrangement or is teacher satisfaction related to organizational arrangement 

regardless of student achievement as perceived by the principal? 

There are many ways to address the organizational climate of a school. 

Certainly the principal has traditionally had a role in the development of this 

structure. However, as related to the concept of the administrator of this 

decade being a teacher among teams of colleagues, it becomes the role of the 

administrator to provide employees opportunities to develop professional 

work practices which are conducive to the collegial interrelationships 

associated with current managerial philosophies. In other words, to direct 

the formation of such a climate would inherently be nonconducive to its 

existence in that the emergent climate is founded upon shared decision 

making rather than administrative directive. This has made the position of 

principal increasingly tenuous in recent years as responsibility for school 

performance as opposed to district performance has shifted to his shoulders. 

This delicate balance is brought about by the fact that while performance 

accountability has shifted from the district to the campus as a responsibility 

of the principal, site goal setting and decision making are collaborative efforts 

involving teachers, community members, and support personnel. The 

principal, as teacher, must provide those involved in the decision-making 

process sufficient information to make informed decisions regarding the 

appropriate direction for future school improvement. Therefore, the principal 

must guide his staff through educational activities in appropriate educational 

practices that will enable the school as a community of learners to achieve 

the goals established for improvement. 
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How the principal perceives the organizational setting and decision 

making processes of his campus becomes the integral factor in movement 

toward research based middle level reform initiatives. Through this study, 

the perceptions of the selected principals with respect to the organizational 

configuration and decision-making processes on their respective campuses 

will be ascertained. This will lead to a greater understanding of the degree to 

which these new initiatives are being embraced by practicing principals. 



CHAPTER n 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

There has been much discussion regarding the concept of a "middle level 

school" and "middle level education." More traditionally known as simply 

"middle schools" or "junior high schools," the first utilization of the terms 

"middle level education" and "middle level schools" was noted in a study 

in 1981 where it was stated that the leadership and programs of "middle 

schools" and "junior high schools" of the seventies were more alike than they 

differed (Valentine, Clark, Irvin, Keefe, and Melton, 1993). In order to truly 

understand the concept of the relationship between middle schools and 

junior high schools, it is necessary to look at the development of both in the 

past century. 

In the context of history, both junior high schools and middle schools are 

recent entrants into the field of education. The middle school of today had its 

origins nearly one hundred years ago. Rapid growth of the high school 

following the civil war resulted in various organizational settings for schools. 

During the change of the century, various committees and national 

commissions undertook studies of secondary education. At that time, 

schools were traditionally organized on an eight grade primary and a four 

grade secondary configuration. Hie report of the Committee of Ten in 1893 

indicated that study of secondary subjects such as foreign language and 

algebra should begin in the upper grades of primary instruction. It also 

recommended a configuration of six primary grades followed by six 
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secondaiy grades. While not advocating a separate school as such, the 

development of the junior high school was underway with the opening of the 

first junior high in Columbus, Ohio In 1909. The growth of the junior high 

school continued throughout the 1900's with nearly 400 reported by 1920 

and 6,500 in the United States by the mid 1950's (Wiles and Bondi, 1981). 

The change in configuration between 1920 and 1960 was dramatic. In 

1920, eighty percent of high school graduates had spent eig|ht yeans in an 

elementaiy school and four years in a high school. By 1960, eighty percent 

of high school graduates had spent six years in an elementaiy school and 

three years in a junior high, and three years in a high school (Alexander and 

George, 1981). Bondi (1972) begins his discussion on the rationale for a 

middle school by stating that most middle schools are "given birth by 

accident" as a result of crowded conditions in another school, problems 

associated with integration, or the opportunity to fundamentally change the 

junior high school. The same could be said of the middle school movement 

which had its beginnings in the early 1960's. 

We are all familiar with the political climate of the late 1950's and early 

1960's. Wiles and Bondi (1981) cite four reasons for the emergence of the 

middle school. During this time frame, there was significant criticism of 

American schools. The concern for the ability of the United States to 

maintain educational superiority was heightened by the launch of Sputnik in 

1957. The resulting National Defense Education Act of 1958 provided funds 

for programs aimed at improvements in instruction of science, math, and 

foreign language. A second factor was the elimination of racial segregation. 

The third factor was the exploding enrollments of school-aged children as a 

result of the baby boom following the second world war. Students were 
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advanced to higher grade levels because of space availability and because of 

the ability of the older student to cope with overcrowding. The result was that 

the ninth grade was moved to the high school and sixth grade was moved to 

the junior high, thereby relieving crowding at the elementary level. The fourth 

factor was a "bandwagon effect" that was the result of principals feeling like 

the change was the best thing to do. 

These preceding four factors may be the "why" of the beginning of the 

middle school movement. However, the issue of appropriate organizational 

configuration has yet to be answered some thirty years after initial 

discussions regarding this topic. What the school is called is not so important 

as what one experiences while there. It is the educational benefit that should 

be considered when determining an appropriate grade level configuration for 

a facility (Castaldi, 1987). 

Two individuals are primarily associated with the rapid development of the 

middle school during the 1960's . They were Donald H. Eichorn, Superinten-

dent of the Lewisburg, Pennsylvania Area School District and William M. 

Alexander, Professor Emeritus of Education at the University of Florida at 

Gainesville. Both have been prolific in the development of a knowledge base 

that has maintained the middle school movement through the past thirty 

years. 

The concept of "transescence" was described by Donald Eichorn in his 

book, The Middle School Transescence is defined as that stage of develop-

ment before the onset of puberty extending through the early stages of 

adolescence. Students of middle school age were referred to as transescents 

by Eichorn in his writings. His utilization of this term was based on a belief 

that students in this age group were undergoing constant change that did 
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not allow utilization of other more common descriptors. Eichom developed a 

cognitive model based upon the work of Jean Piaget. It was the belief that 

children learn best when instructed at their level of intellectual readiness. 

The feeling that this concept is still valid provides the basis for the continued 

belief of Donald Eichorn in the concept of the middle school. 

William Alexander performed an extensive study for the U.S. Department 

of Education in 1967. The purpose of the study was best described in the 

summary section of the research report (Alexander, 1968): 

This project was undertaken to provide bench-

mark data regarding the current status of middle 

schools in the United States. Recent partial surveys 

and other data have indicated substantial interest in 

the reorganization of the now traditional school 

ladder arrangement of elementaiy-junior-senior high 

(6-3-3). There has been lacking, however, any com-

prehensive study as to the number and location of 

reorganized middle schools replacing the grade 7-9 

junior high, and to the organizational characteristics 

of the new schools in the middle of the school ladder. 

Comparison of data by Alexander from 1970 with data from 1986 

indicates a change in the number of schools exhibiting a configuration of 

grade 6 through grade 8 from 1,662 to 4,329. This equates to a percentage 

increase of 160 percent. In like comparison, schools demonstrating a 
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configuration of grade 7 through grade 9 showed a change from 4,711 cam-

puses in 1970 to 2,191 campuses in 1986. This change equated to a de-

crease of 53 percent in junior high school campuses (Alexander and McEwin, 

1989). 

The trends indicated by Alexander are supported by work by the National 

Association of Secondary School Principals. In comparing preferences for 

grade level configuration among principals, the NASSP study found that 54 

percent of the principals favored a configuration utilizing grade 6 through 

grade 8. In 1992, that figure had changed to 72 percent of the principals 

showing the same preference. Additionally, principals in the same study 

indicated a preference for a grade 6 through grade 8 configuration for middle 

level schools more than any other configuration regardless of the 

configuration of their current school (Valentine, et al., 1993). In that the 

debate for appropriate grade level configuration has been going on for over 

thirty years, it appears that the movement is toward a common agreement on 

the grade 6 through grade 8 option. 

The debate on organization is not isolated to the United States. The 

concept of the middle school in the United States has meant the school in the 

middle of the K-12 configuration. In other countries, the term middle school 

relates to the school in the midst of the entire educational system from 

elementary through college or university. However, new efforts at 

reorganization of middle level education are occurring internationally. Middle 

schools are now found in Canada, the United Kingdom, Japan, China, and in 

many international schools in Europe, South America, and Asia (George and 

Oldaker, 1985). In other words, the question of how to best educate the 

transescent has yet to be decided among educators from around the world. 



30 

Two key factors that have been presented require some additional 

consideration at this point. Hie first is that in recent years there has been a 

utilization of "middle level school" or "middle level education" to refer to any 

school that is serving students during that period of transescence. Hie basis 

for this concept was that when comparing the leadership and programs of 

middle level schools of the seventies, there appeared to be more similarities 

than differences between the two. In essence, the key question to be resolved 

may not be the name that is attached to the particular institution, but rather 

the nature of the program that has been developed within to meet the needs 

of the learner. 

Frequently, the most obvious change relating to the middle school 

organization is the grade level span. Epstein (1990) indicates that 

development of excellent middle level programs is not accomplished through 

the process of changing grade spans or building smaller buildings. 

According to this author, 32.1% of the schools in his survey served students 

in kindergarten through grade 8. Twenty-five percent of the students 

attended schools with grades 6 through 8. Finally, only 8.4% of the schools 

were configured on a grade 7 though 9 arrangement. Alexander and McEwin 

(1989) found that of middle schools, the configuration of grades 6 through 8 

accounted for 40% of the schools while grades 7 through 9 accounted for 

24%. A 1992 study by the National Association of Secondary School 

Principals found that in middle level schools, 50% of the schools exhibited a 

grade 6 through 8 configuration while 15% exhibited the grade 7 through 9 

organization. This was a change from a 1981 study that indicated the grade 

7 through 9 arrangement accounted for 42% of the schools with grades 6 

through 8 accounting for just 15%. 
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Regarding size of the middle level school, Epstein (1990) indicates that the 

average enrollment of a 6 through 8 middle level school is 557 students. The 

average for the 7 though 9 school is 733 schools. Alexander and McEwin 

(1989) state that 57% of the middle level schools in 1968 had enrollments of 

600 or less. By 1988, the percentage of middle level schools exhibiting 

enrollments of 600 or less had increased to 65%. With regard to maximum 

size, only 3% of the schools surveyed in1988 had enrollments of 1200 or 

greater. While there appears to be a trend toward smaller middle level 

schools, the development of small communities for learning which are 

responsive to their students within the school is of greater importance than 

the total enrollment of the school. 

Roth (1991) says that there are differences between middle schools and 

junior high schools that are more related to organizational configuration than 

perhaps grade level configuration. According to him, junior high schools are 

content driven, teacher centered, departmentalized, exhibit a mix of required 

and elective courses, and are oriented toward preparation for high school. 

These schools are also noted as typically grades 7 through 9. Middle schools 

are affective and content driven, client centered, organized by 

interdisciplinary teams, emphasize basics and exploratory courses, utilize an 

adviser program, and are considered transition schools. Grade arrangement 

typically associated with these schools is 6 through 8. While there are typical 

grade arrangements, David Hombeck, chairman of the Carnegie Task Force 

on Education of Young Adolescents, concludes that grade level configuration 

is not such a concern. While discussing this issue, Hombeck (1991) stated 

that the task force declined to make a recommendation regarding the most 
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appropriate grades for a middle school. The conclusion of the task force was 

that it was most important what was done for the student in the ten to fifteen 

year age bracket, not what grade configuration was utilized (Koerner, 1989). 

A second, but closely allied concept to which grade level configuration is 

why a certain configuration is selected. It was earlier noted (Wiles & Bondi, 

1981) that the initial movement was fueled by factors related to social issues 

of the time. On the surface, this becomes a difficult, if not impossible, 

rationale to overcome. Students being part of society should have an 

educational experience that relates to the needs of the society. However, the 

specific needs of the time were not so much related to the needs of the 

student, rather they were related to the needs of the society. The concern 

about the quality of the American system of education is just as active, if not 

more so, today as three decades ago. In that time, the number of schools 

referred to as middle schools has increased 160 percent. It need not be said 

that a shift to the middle school has resulted in significantly addressing that 

concern. Beyond the question of educational quality, a second issue that 

promoted the rise of the middle school was racial segregation. While a 

reorganization may allow for the desegregation of schools, the differences 

related to previously between junior high schools and middle schools made 

no reference to the ethnic composition of the student population. 

The third reason indicated for the rapid rise of middle schools in the 

1960's was the need for buildings as a result of the rapid growth in student 

population. Certainly the shifting of grade levels between buildings is an 

efficient and often needed solution to meet the facility needs of the school 

district. However, the change that is being made is the location of the service 
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being provided and not the nature of the service. Finally, the last reason was 

the stated "bandwagon effect" noted earlier. These trends are common in 

industry, government, and education and not necessarily negative in all 

respects. Certainly we would say that recent trends toward democratic rule 

in countries about the world is a positive sign and one that should be 

supported. One must not look far to see that the latest trend in fashion or 

auto engineering is rapidly adopted by other individuals within the field. 

Even the recent interest in concepts such as total quality management would 

fall into this same category. While TQM is most associated with Deming and 

the reestablishment of Japanese business practices, the concepts have been 

readily adopted by not only business in our own country, but also 

educational systems as well. 

In evaluating a movement in one direction or the other, one must evaluate 

whether the force behind the movement is rational and appropriate for the 

desired action. In the social context of the 1960's it might be said that the 

change to middle schools, assuming the stated variables favorable to the 

formation of middle schools are accepted, was appropriate for the society at 

the time. The question remains as to whether they were right for the most 

important component of the system at the time, the student. 

The criticism of the schools continues to this time. To some degree, what 

was called earlier "the decade of the school reform report," the 1980's 

somewhat paralleled the late 1950's and early 1960's in that there were 

published reports regarding the needs of the American society and the 

failures of education to meet these needs. Be it Sputnik or A Nation At Risk, 

the concern for the future was not optimistic and education was seen as the 

vehicle for change. While desegregation is not necessarily an issue to be 
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resolved in the schools any more than the utilization of illegal drugs is today, 

both are certainly issues which must be overcome in the society in order to 

progress to a better tomorrow. If it is the belief that the students of today are 

the future, the best way to change the future is to address the needs of the 

students of today. 

Placing students of different ethnic backgrounds together within the same 

facility will do little to improve racial harmony unless an appropriate 

instructional program to address the need is in place. Hie meeting of quotas 

does not address the problem. The utilization of the school's structure to 

restructure American society will not result in success. That most likely 

explains the belief in the seventies that the programs, aims, and leaders were 

more the same than different in a middle school compared with a junior high 

school. Hie structure was not as important as the program within. Therefore, 

in order to evaluate the difference between a middle school and a junior high 

school, it becomes key to evaluate the philosophy of the leadership of the 

school and the programs to be offered within the school. 

The major impetus for the middle level movement in Texas during the 

latter half of the eighties was the document Turning Points: Preparing 

American Youth for the 21st Century. Established by the Carnegie 

Corporation of New York in 1986, the Carnegie Council on Adolescent 

Development was composed of individuals from various professions including 

education, government, health, and nonprofit and philanthropic sectors. It 

was the intent of this group to raise the level of concern in this country 

regarding the challenges of adolescents through a process of interviews and 

meeting with educational professionals, health professionals, and leaders of 
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community organizations associated with youth (Turning Points, 1989). This 

document did much to support an already emerging movement in middle 

level education. 

Hie Middle Grade School State Policy Initiative, funded through the 

Carnegie Corporation, provided 27 states grants to continue the research 

process and promote the findings of the Carnegie Council. In Texas, this 

grant funded the work of the Task Force on Middle School Education. This 

group was composed of a diverse mixture of individuals from governmental 

agencies, district level middle school administrators, principals, teachers, 

and counselors as well as representatives from the Governor's Office, the 

Legislature, and the State Board of Education. In support of the 

recommendations made inTurning Points, the Task Force recommended the 

streamlining of the waiver process and removing existing legal and adminis-

trative barriers to program development (Spotlight on the Middle, 1991). 

Both these groups recommended the reorganization of middle level 

schools into entities that better met the developmental needs of their 

students. Organizationally, secondary schools have been traditionally 

organized based upon the academic disciplines of language arts, math, 

science, and social studies. Additionally, various electives have been offered 

in the fine arts and physical education arenas. The departmental orientation 

of the secondary schools and to some degree the controversy surrounding 

the organizational needs may be traced back to the beginning of the century 

with the report of the Committee of Ten. This committee, established by the 

National Education Association, was chaired by Charles Eliot. The committee 

advocated the teaching of all subjects in the same manner to all students. 
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The report was met with criticism from such individuals as G. Stanley Hall, 

who in his 1904 book Adolescence, proposed the argument that the 

committee ignored the fact that there were large numbers of individuals that 

needed variable programs and methods of instruction (Glatthorn, 1987). 

However, for the most of the twentieth centuiy, the organizational 

configuration of the high school has determined the configuration of the 

middle level schools feeding students into them. 

Turning Points advocated the creation of a "community for learning." This 

setting would have three characteristics that were veiy evident. First, 

students entering middle level schools should become part of a small 

community in which close ties between students and adults could be allowed 

to develop. The second characteristic would be the delivery of a "coordinated, 

meaningful, and challenging educational experience." Finally, every student 

would be provided with one adult or advisor that would be available to the 

student on a regular basis to support the student during the journey through 

adolescence. 

Significant reorganization may not have been needed to accomplish the 

expectations of the Carnegie Council. It would have been ideal had the 

characteristics just mentioned been afforded to all students during their 

educational career. In light of these studies, it must be assumed that such 

was not the case. Therefore, restructuring of the middle level schools seemed 

to be the most appropriate means to accomplish the ends of the movement. 

Melody Johnson, Director of Middle School Education for the Texas 

Education Agency, stated in a recent article that progress toward equity and 

excellence for middle level students cannot be expected until reform of the 
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organizational structure is recognized and supported by boards of education, 

central office administrators and principals (Johnson, 1993). 

One of the most easily recognizable shifts in middle level organization is 

the shift from departmentalized organizational patterns, that are evident in 

both the presentation of subject matter and physical location within the 

building, to interdisciplinaiy teams which are composed of teachers 

representing more than one academic department and typically arranged by 

grade level. Hie departmental structure is most familiar to individuals who 

have attended the public schools. Hiese schools might have entire wings 

dedicated to these disciplines with students moving from discipline to 

discipline throughout the course of the academic day. Hie teachers of the 

students had little interaction regarding individual students and were often 

unaware of what other teachers the student might have for the various other 

disciplines. Meetings of teachers were either departmental and therefore 

subject specific, or school-wide and therefore global in content. Hie needs of 

the student were to develop academically without regard to other 

developmental needs during this stage of life. 

In contrast, academic teaming attempts to make the school community 

smaller by designating a group or team of educators responsible for the 

student's academic and developmental growth. While number of teachers 

and departments represented may vary from campus to campus, teams 

traditionally have four to five teachers representing the core academic 

subjects, typically English, reading, math, science, and social studies. A 

teaching team is then assigned a group of between 100 and 150 students. 

These students will have the members of the team in common for all their 

core subjects. Hie initial effect of this process is to decrease the size of the 
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school. Regardless of the total population of the school, the middle level 

student will now be interacting with the same five teachers throughout the 

day and the same grouping of students. In effect, the functional size of the 

campus has been reduced to that of a school between 100 and 150 students, 

but with the facilities and instructional capabilities of a much larger campus. 

Lugg and Boyd (1993) suggest that the fragmentation and depersonalization 

of our "factory model" of schooling requires restructuring into schools within 

schools that are composed of teachers and students organized into teams of 

appropriate size that work and play together for extended periods of time. 

On campuses effectively implementing interdisciplinary academic 

teaming, each team begins to function as an individual educational unit. 

Based upon the needs of the student population being served by this 

teaching team, continuity and familiarity are significantly increased. In that it 

is their goal to provide their students with the best possible educational 

experience, members of the team must work to build and maintain a high 

level of trust, establish common goals, and work on the activities necessary 

to achieve these goals (Merenbloom, 1991). One of the primary goals middle 

level educators must achieve is effective relationships with their students. 

Wiles and Bond! (1981) indicate that middle level schools utilizing interdisci-

plinary teams see unique patterns of organization that will affect their 

interrelationships with their students. While the basic relationship between 

student and teacher is parental in the elementary school, greater emphasis is 

placed on the teacher as advisor in the middle school. In addition, where the 

classroom area is the primary building plan in the elementary school, the 

team area develops in the middle school transitioning to the departmental-

ized setting of the high school. Where the teacher needs preparation as a 
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generalist in elementary settings and a subject area specialist in high school 

settings, the middle level teacher should be more prepared to act as a flexible 

resource to meet the ever changing needs of the student 

Probably the first group to notice the positive effects of teaming is the 

teacher team itself. The emphasis on collaboration between professional staff 

members quickly removes the isolation commonly associated with education. 

Hie opportunities to share experiences and information by working together 

rather than individually leads to greater productivity among the members of 

the team (Capelluti and Stokes, 1991). By sharing experiences, both 

instructional and social in nature, teachers develop a strong bond of 

camaraderie and commonality of purpose. This bond results in increased 

expectations by members for the other members of their team. 

The effect of teacher teams is to expose all members of the team, as well 

as the students, to teachers with varying teaching styles and teaching skills. 

Marginal teachers are able to interact with master teachers on a daily basis 

regarding effective teaching practices and best procedures for implementing 

their curriculum. Teachers new to the profession are also significantly 

impacted by the utilization of interdisciplinary teams. While most effective 

schools utilize some form of mentor program in the induction of new 

personnel, few schools have the ability to team up new teachers with four to 

five other teachers that have a vested interest in the success of the new 

teacher. There is no dispute that the strength of a team is related to the 

weakest member. Therefore, through positive peer coaching, the quality of all 

team members is destined to improve. 

Therefore, team composition is key to the successful functioning of the 

team. The question to then be decided is who should be responsible for team 
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composition. Maclver (1990) reports that in middle schools utilizing 

interdisciplinaiy teams, principals make the team assignments in 76% of the 

schools. Evidence suggests that allowing teachers to select team 

assignments is not that major a factor in the final success of the team. While 

self-selected teams tend to spend more time coordinating and planning as a 

team, administrator chosen teams seem to be equally effective in addressing 

the needs of individual students and building overall team spirit among their 

students. 

Once the relationships between the team members have been established, 

developing positive relationships between the teachers and the students on 

the team is the next challenge for the middle level educator. This has been 

one of the most difficult areas for teachers and principals to address. Middle 

school students have a need to be accepted for who they are. 

Additionally, they must be provided with opportunities that will strengthen 

their tolerance for different people and ideas (Rossi and Stokes, 1991). As 

stated in Turning Points: 

Every student should be well known by one adult. 

Students should be able to rely on that adult to help learn 

from their experiences, comprehend physical changes 

and changing relations with family and peers, act on their 

behalf to marshal every school and community resource 

needed for the student to succeed, and help fashion a 

promising vision of the future. 
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This charge by the Carnegie Council becomes ominous in that it 

significantly changes the role of the teacher with the student. Eichhorn 

(1968) states that the guidance program in the middle level school should be 

considered an integral portion of the educational program. To this end, the 

core of counselors in the school should be the instructional staff. For 

students at this age, assistance should come from those individuals with 

whom the closest relationship has been developed. 

According to Robinson (1993) advisory periods may cover four areas 

including school orientation and study skills, academic support, exploration 

of interest and student aptitudes, and social and emotional concerns of the 

student. It is important to distinguish advisory activities from the 

mechanical tasks of operating a school. These should not be times solely 

utilized for attendance, making announcements, and orienting students to 

rules. Maclver (1990) reports that in schools with guidance counselors, 

supportive group advisory activities are significantly less likely to take place. 

Additionally, schools with large numbers of economically disadvantaged 

students or schools serving primarily black populations in urban areas were 

more likely to offer advisory programs to their students and see benefits from 

such programs. 

A significant obstacle to overcome is the reluctance of teachers to assume 

the role of advisor in a student centered advisory program. The advisory role 

is typically assumed to be under the responsibility of the school guidance 

counselor. However, with counselors frequently being responsible for more 

than five hundred students, the ability to develop a close, personal 

relationship is often impossible. Teachers are able to overcome this problem 

in that the personal relationship of trust has already been developed with the 
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student. Teachers soon become accustomed to the relationship between the 

role of content area specialist and teacher-adviser. The ability to link the 

affective and cognitive learning processes is key to developing a caring 

climate in the school that conveys the compassion and commitment to 

the adolescents that may be absent from the traditional academic setting 

(Kressly, 1994). 

The content of such programs is as limited as the imagination of the 

individuals implementing the program. Content will most likely be 

determined by the needs of the students at any one particular time. 

Orientation and study skills-type activities would most likely be found early 

in the year to assist the student in initiating the year in a positive fashion. 

Advisory periods are also effective times to discuss campus and personal 

goals for improvement during the course of the school year. Career 

education, intramural activities, and community service projects are also 

effective activities for teachers and students to interact in formats different 

from the traditional academic setting. 

Assisting the middle level student achieve greater success by having a 

core team of teachers to interact with is one of the rationales behind the 

restructuring of the middle level program. However, the concept of an 

interdisciplinary team connotes a degree of interest in an interdisciplinary 

approach to the implementation of the curriculum. This has been the 

elusive aspect of the middle level movement. While integration of the subject 

matter among the disciplines is a key in research studies such as Turning 

Points in order to provide relevant instruction to middle level students it's 

implementation has not been as successful as the implementation of the 

team organization structure. According to James Beane (1991), middle level 
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schools have made significant strides in improving school climate, 

restructuring organizational arrangements, and implementing alternative 

scheduling methods without determining what the middle school curriculum 

should be. Beane further states that curriculum integration has two 

important aspects. Curriculum integration relates to a wholeness and unity 

in the curriculum rather than a fragmentation that is often observed with 

traditional departmentalized approaches to delivery. Secondly, the 

integration of the curriculum must relate to the student's own experiences 

rather than simply overlapping subject boundaries. Glatthorn (1987) states 

that while interdisciplinary courses may include material from various 

disciplines, there appears to continue to be strong influence from the 

disciplines regarding scope and sequence of the instruction. 

There are three basic approaches to organizing a school to deliver an 

integrated core curriculum. The total staff approach is recognized by the 

entire staff addressing a single all-school theme or topic for a brief period of 

time. This theme may be designated for any period from a few days to the 

entire year. The interdisciplinary team approach designates that the team 

will address integration of the curriculum for some of their teaching among 

the team leaders. The third option utilizes block scheduling and self-

contained classes where a single teacher has responsibili ty for instruction in 

the differing subjects (Vars, 1991). Within the middle school setting, the 

instructional arrangement may utilize any one or more of the above stated 

arrangements. School-wide themes are common in middle level schools that 

are also utilizing interdisciplinary teams. In addition, blocking of classes 

such as English and reading into a multi-period language arts block is 

commonly found in middle level schools. 
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Regardless of the nature of the integration, the key to an effective program 

is teacher collaboration. This process takes time, creativity, and flexibility. 

This requires that teacher teams must put in long hours during the summer 

or special team planning periods to modify the implemen tation of the 

curriculum. While the course must meet normally mandated state and 

district course requirements, the teachers have significant autonomy in 

selecting and developing themes, writing essay questions, and developing 

alternative methods of assessment such as demonstrations, plays, and 

videos (Aschbacher, 1991). A key to the success of such a process is in the 

ability of the curriculum team to work well together. Planning of 

interdisciplinaiy units will not only require knowledge of the subject matter, 

but also knowledge of interpersonal skills. 

The restructuring of the middle level school places teachers in new roles 

and assuming new responsibilities in the education of adolescents. These 

new roles include increased emphasis on the teacher as an advisor, the 

teacher as curriculum developer, the teacher as public relations expert, and 

the teacher as instructional leader. The teacher as a member of a team 

becomes a member of a decision-making entity that will have vast control 

over the instructional opportunities for the students within the school. The 

reaction to the traditionally authoritarian management style and segmented 

work organization of the bureaucratic system has promoted the development 

of work team organizations that broaden and integrate responsibilities of the 

individual members. Hie members of these teams have various skills and 

relative autonomy within the organization to make decisions regarding what 

needs to be done and how to work together to accomplish the task. Hie 
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self-regulating work teams that are increasingly evident in the business 

sector have proven reliable in monitoring results and exhibiting supervisory 

control (Scarr, 1992). 

In education, the response to these self-guided teams has been the use of 

cooperative learning experiences for our students in the classroom. While 

learning has been viewed by most in education as an individual experience, 

in that no one can leam for you, movement towards group learning and 

development activities has been slow. Schools have not provided the 

time, the structural arrangements, or the training to promote team learning 

(Isaacson and Bamburg, 1992). 

A new vision of schools is on the horizon. The concepts of the earlier 

"effective school" are being replaced by the concept of the "quality school." 

More and more educators are relating to the term "quality" and "total quality 

management," a term most associated with the work of the late W. Edwards 

Deming. Bonstengl (1992) identifies four key points to the concept of Total 

Quality Management or TQM. The first point is that the organization must 

focus on its suppliers and customers. Hie concept of a customer is a new 

one to the field of education. There are various levels of customers. However, 

the student is generally regarded as the primary customer within a school. 

The second key ingredient states that everyone within the organization 

must dedicate their efforts to continually improving the product or process 

for which they are responsible. In Deming's view of education, grades would 

be abolished in that the grades and not the learning, become the primary 

motivators towards improvement. The third ingredient is that work done 

must be seen as an ongoing process within the organization. Hie sum total of 

the individual processes define what is known as the organization. The 
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fourth ingredient put forth by Bonstengl states that success of Total Quality 

Management is the responsibility of the top management. In the context of 

education, this means that school leadership must develop an environment 

where students can maximize their potential through a process of continual 

improvement of the work of teachers and students. 

Deming presented what is known as the chain reaction. It began by an 

improvement in the quality of the product or process. This brought about 

decreases in cost, less rework, fewer mistakes, fewer delays and better use of 

time and materials. The result of this was an improvement in productivity 

which led to the organization capturing the market, staying in business, and 

ultimately providing more jobs or opportunities (Walton, 1986). 

In education, there are many examples of how this philosophy could be 

utilized. In the formulation of campus decision-making procedures, 

evaluating and determining the appropriate level for implementation of the 

decision-making ability and authority could substantially improve the 

productivity of the organization as a whole. In other words, improvement in 

any process will have a resultant improvement on the entire system. In the 

past, many decisions were made by the principal on campus that did not 

directly effect the work of the principal. Such issues as schedule changes, 

time allocations for classes, and integration of curriculum were once difficult 

issues to be addressed due to the fragmented organizational pattern of the 

school. In traditional secondary settings, the teachers are autonomous within 

their individual classrooms and disciplines. Hie only commonality would be 

the relationship to the administrator. With the introduction of 

interdisciplinaiy instructional teams with a common group of students, the 

decision-making patterns may be shifted to improve the resultant 
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productivity of the students and teachers. Rather than lost in the maze of the 

bureaucracy, decisions regarding such issues as class assignments and 

implementation of curriculum may be made much closer to the front line of 

instruction. This improves the process by allowing the teachers to be more 

responsive to their customers, in this case, the students. 

This change in organizational configuration can lead to significant 

changes in the administrative style of the organizational leader. It is likely 

that this change is long overdue. Donahoe (1993) states that there is an 

insufficient number of good principals to go around. It is his belief that one of 

the primaiy goals of school restructuring should be to develop a school 

organization that is able to produce good school performance in the absence 

of such a leader. The corollary to this concept is that it takes effective 

leadership skills on the part of the principal to develop this environment of 

shared decision-making. Hie key to the previous two concepts is that 

perhaps it is time for schools to outgrow their dependency on the principal, 

rather than having total reliance on the principal respecting certain decision 

making processes. 

In short, it would not be proposed in this study that school decision-

making procedures should be aimed at the ultimate goal of ceasing to need a 

principal. What is proposed is that the role of leadership, and therefore the 

role of the principal, will change as a result of changes in organizational 

configuration of the school. DePree (1989) puts forth that the responsibility of 

leadership is to insure effectiveness of the organization. .Applying this concept 

directly to schools, the role of the principal is to maintain a good school. 

Defining what is good may be difficult to agree upon, but what is bad is 

usually identified quite readily (Alexander and George, 1981). 
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The principal as instructional leader has been perceived to be the 

individual responsible for innovation and movement within the school. In a 

truly cooperative work environment, the principal may not actually create the 

innovation, but his behavior and policies may significantly affect the abilities 

of the staff members to develop or attempt new approaches. It is the role of 

the principal to provide the teachers with the appropriate resources and 

incentives to attempt new ideas (Foriska, 1994). 

Discussing challenges for middle level educators in the 90's, Hornbeck 

and Arth (1991) reemphasize the oft noted statement that the principal is the 

pivotal figure in an effective school. Krug (1993) follows that the results of 

good leadership in schools is reflected in the achievement of students. 

However, the decision-making processes of schools are changing, making the 

role of the principal more complex and challenging. From the early 

concepts of the principal teacher, head teacher, master teacher and others 

that spawned the title of principal or head master, the principal has been 

viewed as a primaiy instigator of educational advancement in the school. 

Within the middle level school, the ability to communicate effective^ and 

motivate teachers and students are key attributes of effective principals. 

Characteristic behaviors associated with exemplary principals in middle 

schools have included the ability to maximize use of person-to-person 

communication with faculty, students, and parents and displaying 

enthusiasm regarding the school. These exemplary principals promote the 

development of improvement goals in all areas and feel secure in receiving 

feedback regarding their own performance. Finally, these principals avoid 

placing individuals in situations which might prove embarrassing and 

reward performance where appropriate (Alexander and George, 1981). 
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Perhaps the most significant change for principals in school restructuring 

is the change in leadership style required by the change in organizational 

format. Decision making at the campus level and the utilization of various 

types of advisoiy and instructional teams have resulted in changes in the 

decision-making patterns of the principal. Because of various site based 

decision-making formats, principals have been required to make the change 

from autocratic managers to participatory leaders. More and more staff 

members are being called upon to be decision makers requiring appropriate 

knowledge of the school (Lange, 1993). 

The comfort level of the principal in promoting varying levels of decision 

making may well rest with the perception the principal has regarding his own 

autonomy. It is going to be difficult for a principal to share a decision he does 

not feel he owns. The decision regarding organizational format may or may 

not be a decision with which a district has empowered a campus. Therefore, 

if the decision is not the principal's, it cannot be relayed on to the teachers. 

The degree to which a principal is willing to share decision-making rights 

with teachers is directly proportional to their own perception of autonomy to 

make the decision. 

This change in decision-making processes at all levels of the educational 

level from classroom to central office has required the principal to evaluate 

which decisions are appropriate at which level of decision-making authority, 

and what responsibility or accountability will be associated with the ability to 

make that decision. 

In promoting decision making at the campus level, the ultimate outcome 

is to provide school staff with the flexibility and resources to solve the 

educational problems particular to their assignment. This goal intensifies the 
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need for leadership from the principal (David, 1989). The pursuit of this 

outcome is often elusive. The principal is required to be a member of many 

teams. In a middle school setting with various interdisciplinary teams 

functioning, an active elective program, a functioning parent organization, a 

site-based decision-making committee, and a central office, the principal is 

compelled to do what is right. The "what is right" is frequently tempered by 

what is legal, authorized, politically safe, and socially acceptable (Yatvin, 

1992). Leadership comes from the ability of the principal to meet these 

expectations in the apportionment of appropriate decision-making authority. 

The primary focus of the principal should be student needs. Leaders that 

promote change create collaborative, decision-making processes. Principals 

effective at change will encourage teachers to participate in campus-level 

problem solving and decision making. The dramatic change in behavior for 

many principals and therefore, schools is the initial step of turning over the 

responsibility of meeting student needs to the teachers (Thurston, Clift, and 

Schacht, 1993). If a school is to become a middle school, the principal must 

make these changes. Any decision that revolves about meeting the needs of a 

particular student may be relegated to the teacher team responsible for that 

student. The extent to which the principal promotes the development of the 

interdisciplinary teams as smaller schools operating within the larger school 

will determine the degree to which the school models current middle school 

practices. 

There has been a great deal of educational theory promoted to this point 

of the review. Hie application of that theory is truly the responsibility of the 

principal of each respective campus. Hie principal is not an educational 

theory, but a real person exhibiting very human characteristics. The 
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principal must be a reform visionary, with a knowledge of educational theory 

related to current practices associated with curriculum implementation and 

school organization. The same person must also find time to manage the 

routine events in the day-to-day operation of a school. Wentz (1989) states 

that "the role of the principal is to create, to facilitate, to encourage, to 

motivate, to manage by participation, to share decision-making, to encourage 

human potential, and, yes, to believe that all things are possible." 

The National Association of Secondary School Principals has maintained 

an ongoing study of middle level education since 1966. Through this 

process, they have collected significant demographic data regarding the 

middle level principal currently in practice. According to this study, 90% of 

the principals are white with 80% of the respondents being male. Fifty-five 

percent of the principals reported being between the ages of 40 and 50 with 

an apparent split between those serving as principal either seven or fewer 

years and those with ten or more years in the role. The predominating 

educational background of the principals was a masters degree plus 

additional coursework. Only 11% of the principals responding reported 

having an earned doctorate. However, this value was double the value 

reported in the 1966 study. Hie study also confirmed certain other trends. 

The principals were older than earlier studies when assuming their first 

principalship and were slightly older while in service than their counterparts 

of 1966 and 1981. A dramatic increase in the number of female principals in 

middle level schools had taken place since the previous 1981 study. 

Therefore, the period most associated with change in the educational 

setting with respect to students is alive with change in the organizational 

structure. Hie middle school movement initiated nearly three decades ago 
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appears to be in the midst of a significant revival based upon many of the 

same principles established initially. This time, the changes seem to be 

under the guidance of a more experienced, older, more highly educated, and 

more diverse population of principals than before. Hie degree to which the 

current movement experiences success at meeting the needs of young 

adolescents will be determined by the turn of the century. The effects of that 

success will last well into that new centuiy in the hands of today's students. 



CHAPTER III 

PROCEDURES FOR THE COLLECTION OF DATA 

This section of the study entails a detailed description of the processes 

utilized for the collection and analysis of data. The problem of this study was 

to ascertain the perceptions of the middle school principal with respect to the 

organizational configuration and related decision-making processes within 

that principal's respective campus. Hie study also attempts to ascertain from 

certain requested demographic information any relationships that exist 

between demographic characteristics of the respondent and the prevailing 

organizational setting of the campus. 

The procedures that follow were utilized to obtain the data appro-

priate for the study: (1) construction of the survey questionnaire by the 

author that addresses the purposes of the study; (2) designation of a 

panel of experts to validate the contents of the questionnaire; (3) validation 

of the questionnaire; (4) formatting the final questionnaire; 

(5) identification of the population and sample selection; (6) administration 

of the questionnaire; (7) obtaining individual campus performance data; 

and finally (8) analysis of data. 

Construction of the Survey Questionnaire 

The Texas Task Force on Middle School Education developed a series of 

nine goals addressing the restructuring of middle schools in Texas. A survey 

addressing the goals related to organizational configuration was developed by 

53 
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the author to assess the movement of middle level schools towards the 

attainment of these goals and has been identified as the Organizational and 

Decision Making Inventory for Middle Level Schools (Appendix C). The 

questionnaire is an attitude scale designed to measure the perceptions of the 

level of agreement or disagreement with brief descriptors regarding 

organizational arrangement within the school and decision-making processes 

that take place on an ongoing basis. 

The questionnaire was divided into five distinct sections for data 

collection. The first section provided demographic information regarding the 

school. Information requested included: (1) grade level configuration; 

(2) school enrollment within specified ranges; (3) district size within specified 

ranges; and (4) number of teachers on staff within specified ranges. The 

second section requested data regarding organizational affiliations of the 

respondent that would be commonly associated with administrators in the 

position of principal in the study area. The third section was directed at 

obtaining personal demographic information regarding the responding 

principal. Information included: (1) sex; (2) age of administrator within 

specified ranges; (3) years in administration within specified ranges; and 

(4) degrees held by the principal. The fourth section addressed whether the 

organizational setting at the campus was a campus level or district level 

decision. 

Hie fifth section contained thirty-nine items which addressed the 

perceptions of the principal with respect to organizational configuration of 

the campus and decision-making processes which take place. These items 

relate to recommendations regarding effective practices for middle level 

education by the Carnegie Foundation and the Texas Task Force on Middle 
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School Education. Hypothesis one was addressed by items 1, 3, 4, 7, 9, 11, 

13, 14, 17, 20, 23, 24, 25, 25, 27, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, and 37 on the survey 

instrument. The remaining items on the questionnaire addressed the 

question of hypothesis two. In this portion of the survey, the respondent was 

requested to indicate his or her level of agreement or disagreement to each 

item by responding to a five level Likert-type scale. This was done by drawing 

a circle about the number appropriate for the response with: 

1—-Always Occurs, 2—Occurs Frequently, 3—May Occur, 4—Seldom 

Occurs, 5—Never Occurs. 

Hypothesis three related to performance data of the individual 

campuses. To obtain this information, campuses were identified based upon 

the codification utilized for the questionnaires. The performance of 

the schools in relation to schools within the comparison group established by 

the Texas Education Agency was then determined from testing scores on the 

Texas Assessment of Academic Skills. The test administration utilized for this 

study was for seventh grade students during the fall semester of the previous 

year. 

Designation of the Panel of Experts 

A panel of experts was selected to review the Organizational and 

Decision Making Inventory for Middle Level Schools. This panel consisted of 

two university professors in education. One professor was from a state 

university while the other was affiliated with a private university. Three 

middle level principals and three middle level teachers from schools within 

the survey area were also asked to review the instrument. Hie schools 

selected to review the instrument represented districts of varying size within 
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the survey area. Current utilization of research indicated middle level 

practices also differed between the schools selected to review the instrument 

to insure understanding of questionnaire format and terminology. 

Validation of the Questionnaire 

The panel of experts was asked to review the questionnaire to determine 

face validity of the instrument. Each member of the panel was sent a copy of 

the survey along with a letter explaining the purpose of the study. Each 

member was asked to read and respond to the items in the questionnaire. 

The primary purpose of this process was to detect and correct potential 

problems before the final survey was distributed. An additional purpose of 

this process was to assess readability of the items, and to obtain suggestions 

regarding improvement of specified items. 

Alterations made to the instrument were based upon input from the 

members of the panel. The survey was required to be approved by six of eight 

members of the panel prior to distribution to the study group. Following 

review, the final form of the survey was approved unanimously by the panel. 

The final content reflecting the changes recommended by the panel did not in 

any way detract from the intent of the author. 

Formatting the Questionnaire 

Once the content of the questionnaire had been validated, the instrument 

was reviewed for final format. It was determined that a four panel bifold 

format for the document would present the sections contained within the 



57 

instrument in the most easily read format. Content was not altered as a 

result of the final formatting of the instrument. 

Identification of the Population and Sample Selection 

The study population would include all public schools serving pupils in 

grades six through nine in a four county area of North Central Texas. 

Utilizing information contained in the Public Education Information 

Management System (PEIMS) maintained by the Texas Education Agency, a 

listing of 174 possible campuses was developed (Appendix D). This listing 

included schools from fifty-two districts. 

Schools to be surveyed were randomly selected from the total number of 

available campuses. In that district size varied from only one eligible school 

to numerous campuses within a district, sampling techniques resulted in 

exclusion of some districts with small numbers of campuses. Of the 174 

possible campuses within the geographic area selected, 100 campuses were 

selected randomly to participate in the study. This constituted 57 percent of 

the total population of eligible middle level schools. 

Administration of the Questionnaire 

A total of 100 questionnaire packets were mailed to the selected campuses 

at the beginning of the spring semester. The packet contained a letter of 

introduction (Appendix E) and explanation regarding the basis for the study, 

a copy of the questionnaire, and a stamped return envelope. Three packets 

were returned to sender. The return envelopes were codified to permit 

identification of the surveys upon return. This was necessary to allow for 
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comparison of survey data to specific performance data supplied by the 

Texas Education Agency. While knowledge of respondents was known, no 

specific schools nor their results will be related in the final report. 

At the conclusion of a fourteen day period, 44 surveys had been returned. 

At that time, a second packet containing a follow-up letter (Appendix F), 

questionnaire, and return envelope was mailed. By the date designated for 

termination of responses on March 1, an additional 22 surveys had been 

returned for a total return rate of 66%. Ten of the surveys from the total 

number returned had not been completed with respect to one or more sec-

tions of the questionnaire or had been returned in non-codified envelopes. 

As a result of these anomalies, these surveys did not meet the requirements 

of the study and were deleted from the study prior to any analysis of data. 

Performance Data 

Individual campus performance data were obtained through the Program 

Evaluation and Planning Department of the Texas Education Agency. Data 

indicating percent of students passing all exams on the Fall, 1992 

administration of the Texas Assessment of Academic Skills were obtained. 

This data indicated the performance of the individual schools within a 100 

school comparison group. This comparison group was determined by 

consideration of common demographic information among the schools 

including district enrollment wealth, and percentage of economically 

disadvantaged students. 
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Statistical Treatment of Data 

There are four research hypotheses to be addressed within this study. In 

that the primaiy focus of the study is to determine organizational setting of 

the local campus and its influence on decision-making processes, the 

statistical treatment of the resultant responses would relate to the specific 

organizational structure. For the purposes of this study, the primaiy 

organizational structure to be addressed is whether a campus is organized 

based upon a discipline oriented departmental structure or whether the 

school is configured about interdisciplinary teams of teachers. Once this 

determination is made, responses related to research based middle level 

practices in effect will be compared to the organizational structure of the 

campus. Performance outcomes, as indicated by standardized test results of 

the campuses, in relation to organizational configuration will also be 

addressed. Table I indicates analysis measures to be utilized for each 

hypothesis. 

TABLE I 

ANALYSIS MEASURES TO BE UTILIZED FOR EACH HYPOTHESIS 

Hypothesis Measures Analysis 

1. There will be no significant la. Organizational 1. Independent t test 

difference between schools utilizing configuration of 

interdisciplinary teams and those that school. 

do not regarding the perceptions of the lb. Means of responses 

principals and their roles in the related to principal's 

decision-making process. decision-making roles. 
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Table I (continued) 

ANALYSIS MEASURES TO BE UTILIZED FOR EACH HYPOTHESIS 

Hypothesis Measures Analysis 

2. There will be no significant 

difference between schools utilizing 

interdisciplinary teams and those 

that do not regarding the perceptions of 

the principals with respect to the 

decision-making roles of teachers. 

2a. Organizational 

configuration of school. 

2b. Means of responses 

related to teacher 

decision-making roles. 

2. Independent t tes t 

3. There will be no significant 

differences between middle level 

schools utilizing interdisciplinary teams 

and those that utilize a departmental-

ized configuration with respect to their 

performance on the Texas Assessment 

of Academic Skills. 

3a. Organizational 

configuration of schools. 

3b. Means of performance 

on Texas Assessment of 

Academic Skills. 

3. Independent t test. 

4. There will be no significant 

difference between middle level schools 

utilizing a traditional departmentalized 

setting and middle level schools 

utilizing interdisciplinaiy teams regard-

ing age, sex, experience, educational 

level of administrator, school 

enrollment, district enrollment, 

grade levels within building or 

affiliation with middle level 

associations. 

4a. Organizational 

configuration of 

schools. 

4b. Characteristics 

of principals. 

4. Chi-square distribution 
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Summary 

Selected middle level schools in a four county area of north central 

Texas were surveyed utilizing the Organizational and Decision Making 

Inventory for Middle Level Schools. This instrument, developed by the 

author, was designed to determine perceptions of middle level principals 

regarding decision-making processes and organizational settings on their 

respective campuses. The instrument was composed of five sections 

which addressed demographic information regarding the campus and 

the administrator, organizational affiliations of the administrator, and 

specific items related to research based middle level practices. The data 

obtained were analyzed to determine differences in performance, 

demographic indicators, teacher decision-making roles and principal 

decision-making roles as related to the organizational setting of the 

school. 



CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSIS OF DATA 

The basic purposes of this study were to obtain information regarding the 

perceptions of middle level principals in a four county region of north central 

Texas regarding organizational configuration of their respective schools and 

its resultant effect on certain decision-making processes within their 

building. Middle level schools are currently in a period of transition brought 

about by the publication of educational reports by the Carnegie Foundation 

and the Texas Education Agency regarding middle level practices and their 

resulting effects on the educational programs for adolescents. These reports 

identified certain characteristics regarding grouping patterns of students, 

organizational patterns of instructional staff, and levels of decision-making 

authority that would be characteristic of an effective middle level program. 

To meet the goals of this study, the following four hypotheses were tested: 

1. There will be no significant difference between middle level schools 

with the organizational configuration of middle level schools utilizing interdis-

ciplinary teams and those that do not regarding the perceptions of principals 

and their role in the decision-making processes of the school. 

2. There will be no significant difference between the perceptions of 

principals with respect to the decision-making roles of teachers within middle 

level schools utilizing a traditional departmentalized setting and middle level 

schools utilizing an organizational setting involving interdisciplinary teams. 

62 
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3. There will be no significant difference between middle level schools 

utilizing a departmentalized organizational configuration and middle level 

schools utilizing interdisciplinary teams with respect to performance within 

their rating group on performance on the Texas Assessment of Academic 

Skills. 

4. There will be no significant difference between middle level schools 

utilizing a traditional departmentalized setting and ones utilizing 

interdisciplinary teams regarding the: (a) age of the principal, (b) sex of the 

principal, (c) administrative experience of the principal, (d) enrollment (e) 

district size, (f) educational level of principal, (g) grade levels served in 

building, and (h) affiliation with middle level associations. 

Tabulation and analyzation of data for this study was completed by 

computer. The data related to organizational setting, decision-making 

processes, and performance were analyzed utilizing a Student t distribution. 

Demographic data for hypothesis four were analyzed utilizing a Chi-square 

distribution. 

Principals were asked the organizational setting of their schools to identify 

those schools utilizing interdisciplinary teams and those schools which 

utilize a pure departmental setting. When asked whether their teachers were 

grouped into interdisciplinary teams as opposed to not being so grouped, a 

mean and standard deviation for the group that will be identified as teamed 

was 1.183 and 0.310 as seen inTable II. The second group which will be 

identified as departmental exhibited a mean and standard deviation of 2.926 

and 1.107. A t-score of -8.521 was significant at the 0.05 level. 
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TABLE II 
ORGANIZATIONAL SETTING OF CAMPUS INTO DEPARTMENTS OR 

INTERDISCIPLINARY TEAMS AS PERCEIVED BY THE PRINCIPAL 

SEATING MEAN STANDARD T-SCORE SIGNIFICANCE 

Interdisciplinary -8.521* 0.01 

Teams 

Teamed 1.103 0.310 
Departmental 2.926 1.107 

Disciplines In 

Departments 

Teamed 

Departmental 

2.138 

1.815 

1.156 

0.681 

1.262 0.212 

•Significant at the 0.05 level. 

When further asked if disciplines in the school were grouped into well 

defined departments, a mean and standard deviation was determined to be 

2.138 and 1.156 for teamed schools. Schools identified as departmental 

exhibited a mean and standard deviation of 1.815 and 0.681. Hie t-score of 

1.262 was not significant at the 0.05 level. 

Hypothesis One 

The first hypothesis of this study is stated as follows: 

There will be no significant difference between 

middle level schools with the organizational setting of 

middle level schools utilizing interdisciplinary teams 

and those that do not regarding the perceptions 
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of principals and their role in the 

decision-making processes of the school. 

In order to test this hypothesis, specific questions were analyzed with 

respect to principals perceptions regarding their decision-making role within 

the school. The results of the grouping of these questions are reported in 

Table III. 

TABLE III 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS. MEANS. STANDARD DEVIATIONS RELATED 

TO PRINCIPAL'S PERCEPTION OF DECISION-MAKING AUTHORITY 

IN MIDDLE LEVEL SCHOOLS 

SETTING N MEAN STANDARD DEVIATION 

Teamed 29 41.966 6.190 

Departmental 27 45.889 6.699 

Table III exhibits a mean of41.966 with a standard deviation of 6.198 for 

principals of schools utilizing interdisciplinary teams and a mean of 45.889 

with a standard deviation of 6.699 for principals of schools utilizing 

departmental organizational patterns. 

The t-value of -2.278 presented in Table IV was significant at the 0.05 

level and therefore the null hypothesis is rejected. This indicates that for the 

selected items within the questionnaire related to organizational settings 

within the school traditionally under the decision-making authority of the 

principal, there was significant difference between the responses of those 
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principals in schools utilizing interdisciplinary teams and those schools 

utilizing departmental settings. While the figures shown in Table IV indicate a 

clustering of selected items related to the first hypothesis, individual items 

also indicated interesting results. 

TABLE IV 

T-TEST SCORES, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE RELATED TO THE 

PRINCIPAL'S PERCEPTION OF DECISION-MAKING AUTHORITY IN MIDDLE LEVEL 

SCHOOLS 

AUTHORITY DEGREES OF FREEDOM TVALUE SIGNIFICANCE 

Principal Decision 54 -2.278 0.027 

"•Significant at the 0.05 level. 

The t-value of -2.278 presented in Table IV was significant at the 0.05 

level and therefore the null hypothesis is rejected. This indicates that for the 

selected items within the questionnaire related to organizational settings 

within the school traditionally under the decision-making authority of the 

principal, there was significant difference between the responses of those 

principals in schools utilizing interdisciplinary teams and those schools 

utilizing departmental settings. While the above figures indicating a 

clustering of selected items related to the first hypothesis, individual items 

also indicated interesting results. 

One of the key proposals of current middle level research is the 

development of small communities for learning in which students are better 

able to achieve an increased level of identity. The first item of the 

questionnaire addressed whether students were grouped in small 

communities with instruction being common to that group of students. The 
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importance of this concept with respect to middle level restructuring becomes 

evident in the difference between schools organized about interdisciplinaiy 

tpams and those organized within subject related departments. Table V 

reports the findings from the survey. Of the schools with teams responding, 

the mean value was 1.345 with a standard deviation of 0.897. Of schools 

utilizing departmental organization, a mean of 2.667 was reported with a 

standard deviation of 1.109. The t-value of -4.918 resulted in a significance 

level of 0.001 making this difference significant at the 0.05 level. 

TABLE V 

MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, AND NUMBER RELATED TO GROUPING OF 

STUDENTS INTO SMALL COMMUNITIES FOR INSTRUCTION 

IN MIDDLE LEVEL SCHOOLS 

SETTING N MEAN STANDARD DEVIATION T-SCORE 

Teamed 29 1.345 0.897 

Departmental 27 2.667 1.109 

Small Communities -4.918* 

•Significant at 0.05 level. 

The grouping of students based upon ability level was evaluated by asking 

the principals whether students were heterogeneously grouped for 

instruction. Table VI reports the findings. In this area, schools utilizing 

Interdisciplinaiy teams exhibited a mean of 1.621 with a standard deviation 

of 0.728. Schools utilizing departmental settings exhibited a mean of 2.148 

with a standard deviation of 0.818. 
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TABLE VI 

MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, AND NUMBER RELATED TO GROUPING OF 

STUDENTS BY ABILITY IN MIDDLE LEVEL SCHOOLS 

SETTING N MEAN STANDARD DEVIATION T-SCORE 

Teams 29 1.621 0.728 

Departmental 27 2.148 0.818 

Grouping by 

ability -2.553* 

•Significant at the 0.05 level. 

Hie t-score for this test was -2.553 with a significance of 0.014. Therefore 

the difference between the two settings in respect to grouping of students 

based on ability was significant at the 0.05 level. 

In evaluating the physical setting of the schools, when asked whether 

students were grouped based upon larger grouping of students, a t-score of 

-0.141 with a significance level of 0.889 was calculated indicating no 

significant difference. 

TABLE VII 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, T-SCORES, AND SIGNIFICANCE BASED UPON THE 

ORGANIZATION OF CLASSROOMS BY GROUPINGS OF STUDENTS 

SETTING MEAN STANDARD DEVIATION T-SCORES SIGNIFICANCE 

Group of 

Students -0.141 0.889 

Team 2.241 1.618 

Department 2.296 1.265 
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The mean for team centered schools was 2.241 with a standard deviation 

of 1.618. In departmentalized schools, the mean was 2.296 with a standard 

deviation of 1.265 as seen in Table VII. 

Becoming more specific, as seen in Table VIII, grouping based upon grade 

level indicated no significant difference with a calculated value of 0.126 based 

on a t-score of -1.553. Team centered schools had a mean value of 1.759 

with a standard deviation of 1.244. In the departmentalized setting, 

responses had a mean of 2.259 with a standard deviation of 1.163. 

TABLE VIII 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, T-SCORES, AND SIGNIFICANCE BASED UPON THE 

ORGANIZATION OF CLASSROOMS BY SUBJECT AREA 

SETTING MEAN STANDARD DEVIATION T-SCORE SIGNIFICANCE 

Grade Levels -1.553 0.126 

Team 1.759 1.244 

Department 2.259 1.163 

"Significant at the 0.05 level. 

When asked whether classrooms were grouped by subject area 

departments, differences became significant at the 0.05 level with a t-score 

value of 3.854 resulting in a significance of 0.001 as seen in Table IX. 
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TABLE IX 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, T-SCORES, AND SIGNIFICANCE BASED UPON THE 

ORGANIZATION OF CLASSROOMS BY SUBJECT AREA 

SETTING MEAN STANDARD DEVIATION T-SCORES SIGNIFICANCE 

Subject Area 3.854* 0.001 

Team 3.552 1.454 

Departmental 2.222 0.934 

•Significant at the 0.05 level. 

Hie mean values for team centered schools 3.552 with a standard 

deviation of 1.454. Departmentalized schools had a calculated mean value of 

2.222 with a standard deviation of 0.934. 

Several items related to communication within the school and utilization 

of these communication techniques. Specific reference to administrative 

communication being accomplished through interdisciplinary teams resulted 

in a calculated t-score of -4.337 with a significance of 0.001. 

TABLE X 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, T-SCORES, AND SIGNIFICANCE RELATED TO 

ADMINISTRATIVE COMMUNICATION THROUGH ADMINISTRATIVE TEAMS 

GROUP MEAN STANDARD DEVIATION T-SCORE SIGNIFICANCE 

Interdisciplin-

ary teams -4.337* 0.001 

Teamed 1.897 0.673 

Departmental 2.926 1.072 

•Significant at the 0.05 level. 
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Table X shows mean scores for team centered schools to be 1.897 with a 

standard deviation of0.673 and departmental schools with a mean of 2.926 

with a standard deviation of 1.072. 

When asked whether principals met with individual teams of teachers on 

a regular basis, whether counselors met with groups of teachers, or if 

support personnel met frequently with teachers, there was no significant 

difference noted between team centered schools and departmentalized 

schools. Regarding principals meeting with teams of teachers, Table XI 

exhibits a mean value of 1.724 with a standard deviation of0.649 while 

departmentalized schools reported a mean of 2.074 with a standard deviation 

of 0.958. The meeting of counselors with specified groups of teachers is 

shown also in Table XI to have a mean of 2.172 with a standard deviation of 

1.037 and non-teaming schools to have a mean of 2.407 with a standard 

deviation of0.694. Support personnel meeting with teachers was not 

perceived significantly differently by the principals. Team centered schools 

exhibit a mean of 2.414 with a standard deviation of 0.983 with their 

departmentalized counterparts exhibiting a mean of 2.704 with a standard 

deviation of 0.869. 

TABLE XI 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, T-SCORES, AND SIGNIFICANCE RELATED TO 

FREQUENCY OF MEETING BETWEEN PRINCIPALS. COUNSELORS, OR 

SUPPORT PERSONNEL 

r GROUP MEAN STANDARD DEVIATION T-SCORE SIGNIFICANCE 

Principals 

Teamed 

Departmental 

-1 .611 0.113 

1.724 

2.074 

0.649 

0.958 
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TABLE XI (continued) 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, T-SCORES, AND SIGNIFICANCE RELATED TO 

FREQUENCY OF MEETING BETWEEN PRINCIPALS, COUNSELORS, OR 

SUPPORT PERSONNEL 

GROUP MEAN STANDARD DEVIATION T-SCORE SIGNIFICANCE 

Counselors -0.989 0.327 

Teamed 2.172 1.037 

Departmental 2.407 0.694 

Support Staff -1.166 0.249 

Teamed 2.414 0.983 

Departmental 2.704 0.869 

The selection of personnel was another issue addressed by the 

questionnaire. Principals were asked whether team members or department 

chairs were involved in the selection of new teaching personnel. In response 

to whether department chairs were involved in the selection of new 

personnel, team centered principals responded with a mean score of 2.793 

with department centered principals responding with a mean of 2.519 with 

respective standard deviations of 1.373 and 1.156. The level of significance 

was 0.423. This information is displayed in Table XII. 
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TABLE XII 

MEANS. STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND T-SCORES RELATED TO THE USE OF 

DEPARTMENT CHAIRS IN THE SELECTION OF NEW PERSONNEL 

IN MIDDLE LEVEL SCHOOLS 

SETTING MEANS STANDARD DEVIATION T-SCORES 

Personnel Selection 0.423 

Teamed 2.793 1.373 

Departmental 2.519 1.156 

In team-centered schools, the utilization of teams in the selection of new 

personnel displayed a mean of2.759 with a standard deviation of 1.300. This 

finding was very close to the utilization of department chairs by these 

campuses. 

Hypothesis Two 

The second hypothesis contained within the study addresses teacher 

roles on the campus as perceived by the principal. It states: 

There will be no significant difference between the 

perceptions of principals with respect to the decision 

making roles of teachers within middle level schools 

utilizing a traditional departmentalized setting and 

middle level schools utilizing an organizational setting 

involving interdisciplinary teams. 
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Various functions that teachers could perform were included for 

consideration. These functions included general areas of study assignment, 

curriculum development and implementation, and teacher -student 

interactions. In order to test this hypothesis, specific questions were analyzed 

with respect to principals' perceptions regarding the decision-making role of 

teachers within the school. The results of the grouping of these nineteen 

questions are reported in Table XIII. Table XIII exhibits a mean of 40.034 

with a standard deviation of 9.144 for principals of schools utilizing 

interdisciplinary teams in comparison to a mean of 48.185 with at standard 

deviation of 10.684 for principals of schools utilizing interdisciplinary teams 

in comparison to those utilizing the traditional departmental setting. 

TABLE XIII 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS, MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS RELATED TO 

PRINCIPAL'S PERCEPTION OF TEACHER DECISION-MAKING AUTHORITY 

IN MIDDLE LEVEL SCHOOLS 

GROUP N MEAN STANDARD DEVIATION 

Teams 29 40.034 9.144 

Departmental 26 48.185 10.684 

Table XIV displays the statistical test of the combined results for 

hypothesis two. In this table, the t-score of -3.074 results in a significance 

level of 0.003 resulting in a rejection of the null hypothesis at the 0.05 level of 

significance. 
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TABLE XIV 

T-TEST SCORES, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE RELATED 

TO THE PRINCIPAL'S PERCEPTION OF TEACHER DECISION-MAKING AUTHORITY" 

IN MIDDLE LEVEL SCHOOLS 

TEACHER AUTHORITY" DEGREES OF FREEDOM TVALUE SIGNIFICANCE 

Teacher Decision 54 -3.074* 0.003 

•Significant at the 0.05 level. 

While questions related to teacher decision-making processes indicated 

differences between schools configured by departments and those configured 

about teams, selected areas within that context also exhibited interesting 

results. The ability of teachers to adjust student groupings was addressed 

by three questions on the survey. These questions related to the ability of 

teachers to develop student schedules, initiate changes in student groupings, 

and utilize flexible time schedules with students. Hie means, standard 

deviations, t-scores, and significance values for each of these questions is 

displayed in Table XV. 
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TABLE XV 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, T-SCORES, AND SIGNIFICANCE RELATED 

TO TEACHER AUTONOMY IN DEVELOPMENT OFSTUDENT SCHEDULES. STUDENT 

GROUPING PATTERNS, AND UTILIZATION OF FLEXIBLE TIME SCHEDULES 

IN MIDDLE LEVEL SCHOOLS 

ACTION MEAN STANDARD DEVIATION T-SCORE SIGNIFICANCE 

Student 

Schedules 

Teams 

Departmental 

2.448 

3.556 

1.378 

1.155 

-3.246 0.002* 

Change Student 

Groupings 

Teams 

Departmental 

2.000 

2.704 

1.165 

1.235 

-2.195 0.033* 

Use Flexible 

Time Schedules 

Teams 

Departmental 

21.655 

3.519 

1.446 

1.221 

-2.405 0.020* 

•Significant at the 0.05 level. 

Table XV compares the principal's perception in the area of teacher 

autonomy to develop and adjust student grouping patterns. An examination 

of the data presented in this table indicates a t-score of -3.246 with a 

significance of 0.002 for the ability of teachers to develop student schedules. 
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At the 0.05 level, this indicates a significant difference between schools 

utilizing interdisciplinary teams and those utilizing a departmental 

configuration. 

The ability of teachers to initiate changes in student groupings indicates 

similar findings. An examination of the data presented in this table indicates 

a t-score of -2.195 with a significance of0.033 for the ability of teachers to 

initiate changes in student groupings. At the 0.05 level, this indicates a 

significant difference between schools utilizing interdisciplinary teams and 

those utilizing a departmental configuration. 

Hie final component of this area reported in Table XV related to the ability 

of teachers to utilize flexible time schedules with groupings of students. An 

examination of the data presented in this table indicates a t-score of -2.405 

with a significance of0.020 for the ability of teachers to utilize flexible time 

schedules with selected groupings of students. At the 0.05 level, this 

indicates a significant difference between schools utilizing interdisciplinary 

teams and those utilizing a departmental configuration. 

The role of teachers in the implementation of the instructional program 

for the campus was also addressed in the questionnaire. Hie utilization of 

interdisciplinary units of instruction, regular periods of time devoted to 

instructional planning, utilization of this time to the development of 

interdisciplinary units, use of interdisciplinary teams to rnake± instructional 

decisions, and interacting with parents to address student progress in school 

were all addressed to the principals. Table XVI, Table XVII, and Table XVIII 

exhibit the results of these items. In these tables, all these questions 

resulted in a significant difference indicating that formation of 
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interdisciplinary teams led to increased utilization of interdisciplinary units 

as well as time to plan those units. 

TABLE XVI 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS. T-SCORES, AND SIGNIFICANCE 

RELATED TO THE PRINCIPAL'S PERCEPTION OF REGULAR PLANNING TIMES FOR 

TEACHERS AND PLANNING FOR INTEGRATED UNITS OF INSTRUCTION 

IN MIDDLE LEVEL SCHOOLS 

ACTION MEAN STANDARD DEVIATION T-SCORE SIGNIFICANCE 

Regular Planning -3.970 0.001 

Teamed 1.172 0.468 

Departmental 2.222 1.340 

Time to Plan for 

Integrated Units 

Teamed 

Departmental 

1.310 

2.370 

0.806 

1.115 

-4.099 0.001 

•Significant at the 0.05 level. 

The t-score of -3.970 presented in Table XVI was significant at the 0.05 

level indicating that there was a difference in availability of a regular planning 

time for instructional issues. Further, when addressing whether teacher were 

given time during the day to plan integration of curricular materials, the t-

score of -4.099 was significant at the 0.05 level between departmentally 

configured schools and schools utilizing interdisciplinary teams. 

Use of integrated units of instruction was found to be greater in schools 

configured about interdisciplinary teams as opposed to traditional 
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departmental configurations. Hie t-score of -2.419 in Table XVII was 

significant at the 0.05 level. When determining the source of instructional 

decisions, schools with interdisciplinary teams utilized those teams to make 

decisions associated with instruction. The t-score of -2.842 was significant 

at the 0.05 level as shown in Table XVII. 

TABLE XVII 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, T-SCORES, AND SIGNIFICANCE RELATED 

TO THE PRINCIPAL'S PERCEPTION OF USE OF INTEGRATED UNITS OF 

INSTRUCTION AND TEACHER DECISION-MAKING AUTHORITY 

IN PLANNING INSTRUCTION IN MIDDLE LEVEL SCHOOLS 

ACTION MEAN STANDARD DEVIATION T-SCORE SIGNIFICANCE 

Use of 

Integrated Units -2.419 0.019* 

Teamed 2.379 0.728 

Departmental 2.889 0.847 

Instructional 

Decisions Made 

By Interdisciplinary 

Teams 

Teamed 

Departmental 

1.759 

2.444 

0.636 

1.121 

-2.842 0.006* 

•Significant at the 0.05 level. 
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Groups of teachers addressing the needs of students was considered by 

four questions on the survey. The presence of specified groups of teachers to 

address the academic, social, and emotional needs of students was posed to 

principals of both school configurations. Hie most common grouping of 

teachers was to address academic issues with students. The results of the 

statistical tests for these items are seen in Table XVIII, Table XIX, Table XX, 

and Table XXI. 

TABLE XVIII 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, T-SCORES, AND SIGNIFICANCE RELATED TO THE 

PRINCIPAL'S PERCEPTION OF TEACHER GROUPINGS TO ADDRESS ACADEMICISSUES 

OF STUDENTS IN MIDDLE LEVEL SCHOOLS 

GROUPING MEAN STANDARD 

DEVIATION 

T-SCORE SIGNIFICANCE 

Academic -1.457 0.151 

Teamed 1.862 0.915 

Departmental 2.222 0.934 

For specified groupings of teachers to meet the academic issues related to 

students, Table XVIII exhibits a mean and standard deviation of 1.862 and 

0.915 for schools with interdisciplinary teams and 2.222 and 0.934 

for schools with departmental configurations. The t-score of -1.457 was not 

significant at the 0.05 level. 
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TABLE XIX 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, T-SCORES, AND SIGNIFICANCE RELATED TO 

THE PRINCIPAL'S PERCEPTION OF TEACHER GROUPINGS TO ADDRESS EMOTIONAL 

NEEDS OF STUDENTS IN MIDDLE LEVEL SCHOOLS 

GROUPING 

Emotional 

Teamed 

MEAN 

1.931 

STANDARD DEVIATION 

0.842 

T-SCORE 

-1.257 

SIGNIFICANCE 

0.214 

Departmental 2.222 0.892 

For specified groupings of teachers to meet the emotional issues related to 

students, Table XIX exhibits a mean and standard deviation of 1.931 

and 0.842 for schools with interdisciplinary teams and 2.222 and 0.892 for 

schools with departmental configurations. The t-score of -1.257 was not 

significant at the 0.05 level. 

For specified groupings of teachers to meet the social issues related to 

students, Table XX exhibits a mean and standard deviation of 2.414 and 

0.907 for schools with interdisciplinary teams and 2.222 and 0.974 

for schools with departmental configurations. The t-score of 0.762 was not 

significant at the 0.05 level. 
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TABLE XX 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, T-SCORES, AND SIGNIFICANCE RELATED TO THE 

PRINCIPAL'S PERCEPTION OF TEACHER GROUPINGS TO ADDRESS SOCIAL NEEDS OF 

STUDENTS IN MIDDLE LEVEL SCHOOLS 

GROUPING MEAN STANDARD DEVIATION T-SCORE SIGNIFICANCE 

Social 0.762 0.449 

Teamed 2.414 0.907 

Departmental 2.222 0.974 

The interaction of teachers with parents regarding progress of students 

was found to be the only item in this section to indicate a significant 

difference between campuses configured about interdisciplinary teams and 

those with departmental configurations. Regarding this item, schools with 

intedisciplinary teams were more likely to interact with parents regarding 

student success than in schools utilizing traditional departmental 

configuration. 

TABLE XXI 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, T-SCORES, AND SIGNIFICANCE RELATED TO THE 

PRINCIPAL'S PERCEPTION OF TEACHER GROUPINGS TO RELATE PROGRESS TO 

PARENTS IN MIDDLE LEVEL SCHOOLS 

GROUPING MEAN STANDARD DEVIATION T-SCORE SIGNIFICANCE 

Parent Contact -2.370 0.021 

Teamed 1.655 0.814 

Departmental 2.222 0.974 

•Significant at the 0.05 level 
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In a statistical test exhibited in Table XXI, the mean and standard 

deviation for this item were found to be 1.655 and 0.814 for schools with 

interdisciplinary teams and 2.222 and 0.974 for schools with departmental 

configurations. Hie t-score of -2.370 was significant at the 0.05 level 

regarding this item. 

Hypothesis Three 

The third hypothesis of this study involves the relationship between 

performance and organizational configuration. This hypothesis states: 

There will be no significant difference between 

middle level schools utilizing a departmentalized 

organizational configuration and middle level schools 

utilising interdisciplinary teams with respect to 

performance within their rating group on performance on the 

Texas Assessment of Academic Skills. 

Performance data for the purpose of this study relates to student 

performance on the Texas Assessment of Academic Skills administered to 

seventh grade students during the fall administration of the 1993-94 

academic year. This test was administered to seventh grade students across 

the state. Areas tested included writing, reading, and mathematics. 

Each middle school campus is assigned to a comparison group of 100 

schools that are linked based upon factors including, but not limited to 

district wealth, ethnic composition, and economically disadvantaged 
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students. The comparison group consists of the fifty schools ranked above 

the respective campus and the fifty schools ranked below the respective 

campus based upon these indicators. Performance data of the schools that 

returned surveys were obtained from the Texas Education Agency. These 

data were compared with the comparison group average also obtained from 

the agency. Based upon this comparison, schools were either rated as 

performing above the group average or below the group average. 

The results of this comparison are shown in Table XXII. 

TABLE XXII 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS, MEAN SCORES, AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 

RELATING PERFORMANCE DATA BASED UPON INDIVIDUAL COMPARISON GROUPS 

AND ORGANIZATIONAL CONFIGURATION OF THE CAMPUS 

SETTING MEAN STANDARD DEVIATION T-SCORE 

Performance 0.432 

Teamed 1.552 0.506 

Departmentalized 1.444 0.506 

Schools performing below their comparison group average were assigned 

a value of 2. Schools performing above their comparison group average in the 

designated areas were assigned a value of 1. Schools having an organiza-

tional setting centered around interdisciplinary teams exhibited a mean value 

of 1.552 with a standard deviation of 0.506. Schools configured about 

subject related departments exhibited a mean value of 1.444 with a standard 

deviation of 0.506.The resulting t-score for this analysis is 0.792 with 54 

degrees of freedom for a significance of 0.432 is exhibited in Table XXII. 
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degrees of freedom for a significance of 0.432 is exhibited in Table XXII. 

Therefore, at the 0.05 level, the null hypothesis is retained and no significant 

difference is observed between the two organizational settings based upon 

the performance data analyzed. 

Hypothesis Four 

The fourth hypothesis addressed the demographic variables related to the 

responding principals and their campuses. It states: 

There will be no significant difference between 

middle level schools utilizing a traditional 

departmentalized setting and ones utilizing 

interdisciplinary teams regarding the: (a) age of 

the principal, (b) sex of the principal, 

(c) administrative experience of the principal, 

(d) enrollment, (e) district size, (f) educational level 

of principal, (g) grade levels served in building, and 

(h) affiliation with middle level associations. 

The statistical tests for each of the above demographic variables will be 

addressed on a separate basis. The individual biographic results will also give 

a profile of the responding middle level principals from the designated study 

area.This information is exhibited in Table XXIII. 



86 

TABLE XXIII 

DISTRIBUTION OF BIOGRAPHIC VARIABLES INCLUDING AGE, GENDER, YEARS IN 

ADMINISTRATION, AND EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT RELATED TO ORGANIZATIONAL 

CONFIGURATION OF RESPECTIVE CAMPUS 

VARIABLE DEPARTMENTAL TEAMED TOTAL PERCENT 

AGE (years) 

25-30 0 0 0 0 

31-35 1 0 1 2 

36-40 7 2 9 16 

41-45 6 7 13 23 

46-50 7 9 16 29 

GENDER 

Male 19 18 37 66 

Female 8 11 19 34 

EXPERIENCE 

Less than 5 3 2 5 9 

6 - 10 8 11 19 34 

11-20 14 14 28 50 

Greater than 20 2 2 4 7 

EDUCATION 

Masters 9 4 13 23 

Masters + 20 17 22 39 70 

Doctorate 1 3 4 7 
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In testing hypothesis four, a chi-square distribution was utilized to 

determine significance of each variable to be tested. A Pearson contingency 

coefficient was ascertained. This value was utilized to determine whether to 

reject or accept the null hypothesis. 

Age of the administrator was the first variable to be evaluated. Based 

upon the distribution, in excess of eighty percent of the principals responding 

to the survey were past the age of 40. In applying the chi-square analysis, a 

Pearson chi-square statistic of 5.51 with four degrees of freedom was 

determined as is seen in Table XXIV. The significance of 0.239 exceeded the 

0.05 level of significance and thus there was no significance between age and 

organizational configuration. 

TABLE XXIV 

CHI-SQUARE STATISTIC, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE FORAGE OF 

ADMINISTRATOR AND ORGANIZATIONAL CONFIGURATION OF CAMPUS 

VARIABLE DEGREES OF PEARSON SIGNIFICANCE 

FREEDOM CHI-SQUARE 

Age 4 5.51 0.239 

Another subcategory of the hypothesis related to the gender of the 

administrator and the relation to organizational configuration of the campus. 

Table XXV exhibits the chi-square statistic and the significance for this 

variable as 0.43 with one degree of freedom. 
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TABLE XXV 

CHI-SQUARE STATISTIC, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE FOR GENDER 

OF ADMINISTRATOR AND ORGANIZATIONAL CONFIGURATION OF CAMPUS 

VARIABLE DEGREES OF PEARSON SIGNIFICANCE 

FREEDOM CHI-SQUARE 

Gender 1 0.43 0.512 

The probability factor of 0.512 exhibited in this table was not significant 

at the 0.05 level and thus the null hypothesis was retained. This indicates 

that there was no significant difference among the organizational setting of 

the campuses that responded and the gender of the administrator at that 

campus. 

A third biographic variable that was years in administration of the 

respective principals in the study. Hie results of the statistical tests are 

reported in Table XXVI. Table XXVI exhibits a chi-square statistic of 0.61 

with three degrees of freedom. 

TABLE XXVI 

CHI-SQUARE STATISTIC, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE FOR YEARS OF 

EXPERIENCE OF ADMINISTRATOR 

VARIABLE DEGREES OF PEARSON SIGNIFICANCE 

FREEDOM CHI-SQUARE 

Experience 3 0.61 0.896 

Hie probability factor of 0.896 exhibited in this table was not significant 

at the 0.05 level and thus the null hypothesis was retained. This indicates 

that there was no significant difference among the organizational setting of 
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the campuses that responded and the years of experience of the principal at 

that campus. 

Subsection (f) of this hypothesis addresses the level of educational 

attainment of the principal in each building to ascertain whether any 

significant relationship existed. Three categories were addressed ranging 

from the masters degree to the doctorate. No differentiation was made at the 

doctoral level. As displayed in Table XXVII a chi-square value of 3.50 with 

two degrees of freedom was calculated. 

TABLE XXVII 

CHI-SQUARE STATISTIC, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE FOR 

EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT OF ADMINISTRATOR 

VARIABLE DEGREES OF PEARSON SIGNIFICANCE 

FREEDOM CHI-SQUARE 

Degrees 2 3.50 0.174 

The probability factor of 0.174 exhibited in this table was not significant 

at the 0.05 level and thus the null hypothesis was retained. This indicates 

that there was no significant difference among the organizational setting of 

the campuses that responded and the level of educational attainment of the 

administrator at that campus. 

In hypothesis four, four demographic variables regarding the school were 

analyzed. These were grade levels served, school enrollment, district size, 

and number of teachers on staff. Values reported are exhibited in Table 

XXVIII. It should be noted that none of the responding schools reported as 

serving students in grade nine. 
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TABLE XXVIII 

DISTRIBUTION OF CAMPUS DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES INCLUDING GRADE LEVEL, 

NUMBER OF TEACHERS ON STAFF, CAMPUS ENROLLMENT, 

AND DISTRICT ENROLLMENT 

VARIABLE DEPARTMENTAL TEAMED TOTAL PERCENT 

GRADE LEVELS 

5 1 1 2 4 

6 20 18 38 56 

7 25 26 51 91 

8 25 27 52 93 

9 0 0 0 0 

TEACHERS 

Less than 20 3 2 5 9 

21-30 2 1 3 5 

31-40 4 4 8 14 

41 - 50 9 8 17 30 

Above 50 9 14 23 41 

ENROLLMENT 

Less than 200 1 2 3 5 

201 - 400 5 1 6 11 

401 - 600 3 3 6 11 

601 - 800 8 7 15 27 

801 - 1000 9 9 18 32 

Greater than 1000 2 6 8 14 
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VARIABLE DEPARTMENTAL TEAMED TOTAL PERCENT 

DISTRICT 

Less than 500 0 0 0 0 

501 - 1000 2 0 2 4 

1001 - 5000 4 2 6 10 

5001 - 10,000 2 5 7 13 

Greater than 10,000 19 22 41 73 

Hie only variables analyzed utilizing a chi-square test of variance were 

campus enrollment and district size. Table XXIX exhibits the results of the 

statistical test on these two variables. For campus enrollment, a Pearson 

chi-square statistic of 5.00 with five degrees of freedom was calculated. For 

district enrollment the Pearson chi-square statistic exhibited a value of 4.11 

with three degrees of freedom. 

TABLE XXIX 

CHI-SQUARE STATISTIC. DEGREES OF FREEDOM. AND SIGNIFICANCE 

FOR CAMPUS AND DISTRICT ENROLLMENT 

VARIABLE DEGREES OF 

FREEDOM 

PEARSON 

CHI-SQUARE 

SIGNIFICANCE 

Campus 

Enrollment 5 5.00 0.416 

District 

Enrollment 3 4.11 0.250 
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The probability factor of 0.416 exhibited for campus enrollment in this 

table was not significant at the 0.05 level and thus the null hypothesis was 

retained. This indicates that there was no significant difference among the 

organizational setting of the campuses that responded and the enrollment at 

that campus. In evaluating district enrollment, the probability factor of 0.250 

is also not significant at the 0.05 level and thus the null hypothesis may be 

retained that there is no significant difference between district size an 

organizational configuration of the campus. 

Affiliation with professional organizations is addressed by subsection (h) of 

this hypothesis. Four organizations were considered in the survey. In that 

principals were the subject of the survey, the Texas Association of Secondary 

School Principals fTASSP) and the National Association of Secondary School 

Principals (NASSP) were included. Likewise, the National Middle School 

Association (NMSA) and the Texas Middle School Association fTMSA) were 

considered by the survey. The results of the chi-square analysis are 

represented in Table XXX. 

TABLE XXX 

CHI-SQUARE, SIGNIFICANCE, AND FREQUENCY OF AFFILIATION WITH 

PROFESSIONAL ORGANIZATIONS ASSOCIATED WITH MIDDLE LEVEL 

SCHOOLS AND MIDDLE LEVEL PRINCIPALS 

ORGANIZATION TEAMS DEPARTMENTS CHI-SQUARE SIGNIFICANCE 

NMSA 21 17 0.60 0.741 

TMSA 25 22 0.45 0.511 

NASSP 17 10 3.32 0.190 

TASSP 24 22 0.02 0.901 
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The probability factors presented were 0.741 for the NMSA, 0.511 for the 

TMSA, 0.190 for the NASSP, and 0.901 for the TASSP. None of the values for 

the organizations was significant for the 0.05 level and thus the null 

hypothesis was retained. This indicates that there were no significant 

differences between principals of departmental schools and schools with 

interdisciplinary teams with respect to membership in professional 

organizations. 

CHAPTER SUMMARY 

The three aims of this study were to: 1) ascertain the perception of the 

campus principal regarding the organizational configuration of his respective 

campus and its resulting effect on the decision-making roles existing on that 

campus; 2) compare the perceived organizational configuration of the 

campus with performance data obtained from the campus* Academic 

Excellence Indicator System comparison group; and 3) obtain demographic 

information regarding the campus and its principal. 

Principals were asked to indicate whether interdisciplinary teams existed 

on their campus or whether a traditional subject-oriented departmental 

configuration was utilized. While there were sharp differences when asked 

regarding the existence of interdisciplinary teams, there was no significant 

difference when queried regarding disciplines being divided into well defined 

departments. 

A significant difference was found in hypothesis one concerning the 

decision-making role of the principal in a middle level school which is teamed 

as compared with a middle level school utilizing a departmental 

configuration. Hypothesis two also revealed a significant difference between 
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the principal's perception of the role of teachers in the decision-making 

process in middle level schools which are teamed and those which are 

departmentalized. 

Several key areas were addressed in the evaluation of hypotheses one and 

two. Student grouping patterns by grade, ability, and physical location within 

the building were considered. Interactions among established 

organizational units, including administration, counseling, and support 

personnel, were also evaluated. Finally, input into instructional decisions 

was evaluated by the instrument. 

Hypothesis three addressed the performance of the schools on the Texas 

Assessment of Academic Skills based upon organizational configuration. In 

order to compare the schools, comparison groups established by the Texas 

Education Agency for each campus were obtained. Based upon the 

performance of the individual schools within their respective comparison 

group, the two organizational settings were compared. No significant 

difference was observed in performance based upon organizational 

setting. 

Hypothesis four addressed the demographic variables regarding the 

campus and the principal. Variables for the principal included age, sex, years 

in administration, level of educational attainment, and association with 

various professional organizations. No significant difference was found 

regarding the demographic variables of the principals in the two organiza-

tional settings. Demographic variables for the school included grades served, 

district size, enrollment, and number of teachers. Again, no significant 

difference was determined to exist between the two defined organizational 

configurations. While surveys were sent randomly to schools with 
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enrollments ranging from grade 5 through grade 9, no school serving ninth 

grade students responded regardless of name, more specifically intermediate, 

middle, or junior high school. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Texas Task Force on Middle School Education developed a total of 

nine goals regarding the restructuring of middle level schools in Texas. 

Based upon those nine goals, a survey was developed by the author to 

assess movement by middle level schools in the direction of these goals. 

During the spring of 1994, a random survey of middle level principals in 

a four county region of north central Texas was conducted to identify 

their perceptions regarding the organizational setting of the local campus 

and its effect on the decision-making processes on that campus. Middle 

level schools were selected from the designated geographic area to receive 

copies of the survey. 

The survey instrument was identified as the Organizational and 

Decision-making Inventory for Middle Level Schools. Validity of the 

survey was obtained by submitting the instrument to a jury of experts 

composed of university professors, principals, and teachers of middle 

level schools in the study area. Hie instrument was divided into five 

sections for data collection. These sections included (a) demographic 

information regarding the campus, (b) demographic information 

regarding the administrator, (c) middle level organizational affiliations at 

the campus, (d) campus level autonomy to make organizational 

decisions, and (e) a thirty-nine item Likert-style section addressing the 

perceptions of the individual principal regarding organizational setting 
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and decision-making processes on the campus. In the final section of the 

instrument, respondents were requested to respond to each question 

from choices ranging from 1—Always Occurs to 5—Never Occurs. 

Within the four county area in north central Texas, 52 independent 

school districts exist. There were 174 individual campuses at the time of 

the study serving students in grades five through nine within these 

districts. From this sample, 100 schools were randomly selected for 

participation in the study. A return rate of 56 percent was obtained after 

all collection procedures were utilized. 

Data from the returned questionnaires were collected for data 

analysis. Means, standard deviations, and t-scores were collected for 

hypotheses one, two, and three. For hypothesis four, chi-square values 

were calculated for analysis. 

This chapter contains a summary of the findings and conclusions 

derived as a result of this study. Recommendations for additional study 

are also included based upon these findings and conclusions. 

Hypotheses 

1. There will be no significant difference between middle level schools 

with the organizational setting of middle level schools utilizing 

interdisciplinary teams and those that do not regarding the perceptions 

of the principals and their roles in the decision-making processes of that 

school. 

2. There will be no significant differences between the perceptions of 

administrators with respect to the decision-making roles of teachers 

within middle level schools utilizing a traditional departmentalized 



98 

organizational setting and middle level schools utilizing an organizational 

setting involving interdisciplinary teams. 

3. There will be no significant differences between middle level 

schools utilizing a departmentalized organizational setting and middle 

level schools utilizing interdisciplinary teams with respect to performance 

within their campus comparison group on the Texas Assessment of 

Academic Skills. 

4. There will be no significant difference between middle level schools 

utilizing a traditional departmentalized setting and ones utilizing 

interdisciplinary teams regarding the (a) age of the principal (b) sex of the 

principal (c) administrative experience of the principal (d) enrollment 

(e) district size (f) educational level of principal (g) grade levels served in 

building and (h) affiliation with middle level associations. 

Findings 

The resulting analysis and interpretation of the data in the study 

indicated the following findings regarding the data related to: 

(1) demographic information regarding the middle schools surveyed, 

(2) demographic information related to the principals of each middle 

schools, (3) the performance data as measured by the Texas Assessment 

of Academic Skills, and (4) the perceptions of the principal with respect 

to organizational setting of the campus and decision-making processes 

on that campus. 

1. A significant difference was found between middle level schools 

with the organizational setting of middle level schools utilizing 

interdisciplinary teams and those that do not regarding the perceptions 
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of the principals and their roles in the decision-making process. Thus, 

the organizational setting of the school does affect the perception of the 

principal with respect to decisions that the principal would make. 

2. A significant difference was found between the perception of 

principals with respect to the decision-making roles of teachers within 

middle level schools utilizing a traditional departmentalized 

organizational setting and an organizational setting utilizing interdiscipli-

nary teams. Therefore, in the view of the principal, the organizational 

setting in the school made a difference in the decision-making role of the 

teacher. 

3. No significant difference was found between middle level 

schools utilizing a departmentalized organizational setting and middle 

level schools utilizing interdisciplinary teams with respect to the campus 

performance on the Texas Assessment of Academic Skills within their 

designated campus comparison group as established by the Texas 

Education Agency. 

4. No significant difference was noted between middle level schools 

utilizing a traditional departmentalized setting and schools utilizing 

interdisciplinary teams regarding the (a) age of the principal, (b) sex of 

the principal, (c) administrative experience of the principal, 

(d) enrollment, (e) district size, (f) educational level of principal, (g) grade 

levels served in the building, and (h) affiliation with middle level 

associations. 
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Additional Findings 

Additional findings were also identified by this study. 

1. The high rate of return by the respondents, 56% returning 

complete questionnaires, indicates a noteworthy interest in the subject 

of middle level reform. Additionally, the majority of the individuals 

responding requested results of the study be sent to them at its 

completion. This further supports the interest in this area of study. 

2. The process of change in organizational setting is a relatively 

recent phenomena. Of the principals responding, more than 90 percent 

indicated that an attempt at organizational reform had been made in the 

past five years on their campus. To assist in this process, nearly 85 

percent of the principals responded that organizational setting was a 

campus level decision in their district. Of the schools that had not 

attempted some form of organizational restructuring, only one school 

indicated that change in configuration was not a campus level decision. 

3. Whether or not the principals identified the interdisciplinary team 

as the primary organizational unit on the campus, discipline oriented 

departments still exist on the campuses. When queried whether 

disciplines were organized into well defined departments, there was no 

significant difference in the responses between schools identified as 

utilizing interdisciplinary teams and those utilizing traditional 

departmental configurations. 

4. While over 80 percent of the principals responding indicated 

membership in the Texas Association of Secondary School Principals and 

the Texas Middle School Association, the number of principals affiliated 

with the National Association of Secondary School Principals dropped to 
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nearly 50 percent and the National Middle School Association to 70 

percent. For those involved in the reform movement, this would indicate 

that the state associations would provide the best network for 

communication of middle level practices. This would also indicate the 

importance of these organizations to be responsive to current trends in 

the middle level practices for the benefit of their members. 

5. Heterogeneous grouping of students was the most common 

grouping pattern in schools utilizing interdisciplinary teams and those 

utilizing traditional departmental settings. However, the difference noted 

in this area between the two configurations was still significant. The time 

frame utilized to group those students showed little variance 

between the two configurations. Blocked class schedules were not 

frequent in either of the configurations with both responding in the may 

to seldom occurs range on the Likert scale. However, flexible time 

schedules were more likely to be used by schools utilizing 

interdisciplinary teams than those utilizing departmental configurations. 

6. One area that principals apparently perceived themselves to 

maintain decision-making authority was in the selection of new 

personnel. Whether or not interdisciplinary teams existed on the campus 

apparently had little effect on the selection of new personnel. The schools 

utilizing teams indicated that teams and department chairs were utilized 

approximately equally in the selection of new personnel. The utilization of 

department chairs in the selection of new personnel was rated as 

occurring more frequently in schools with traditional departmental 

settings than in schools indicating utilization of interdisciplinary teams. 

Department chairs in departmentalized schools were involved in the 
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selection of new personnel more frequently than the teams were utilized 

by the principals in schools with interdisciplinary teams. With the recent 

emphasis on shared decision-making and collegial involvement, it was 

interesting to note that the use of these processes for the selection of new 

personnel was not as common in the schools implementing the 

interdisciplinary teams. 

7. The responses from the study indicate little emphasis on the name 

of the school. While "middle school," "junior high," and "intermediate 

school" were all common, there did not seem to be a relation to the grade 

levels served. No school serving students in grade nine responded to the 

survey. The concept of the "junior high" is most frequently associated 

with grades seven through nine. "Middle schools" are more associated 

with grades six through eight. Further study into the anomaly of the 

absence of schools serving grade nine in this study would be of interest 

for future studies. 

Conclusions 

1. Principals, as instructional leaders for the campus, need to 

maintain a knowledge base of current organizational patterns. 

This would include current trends in business and educational settings. 

From this knowledge, appropriate decisions should be made regarding 

meeting the needs of the organization through the most effective 

organizational setting. With the greater utilization of collegial 

decision-making teams in business and in education along with the 

current interest in the concepts of Total Quality Management or TQM, 
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principals must be knowledgeable in these practices to maximize the 

outcomes of the organization. 

2. Current organizational practices in business which align 

with middle level initiatives should be evaluated for application in 

educational settings. Principals should utilize input from campus level 

decision-making committees following appropriate staff development 

activities in proposing changes in organizational setting of the campus. 

The importance of collegial consultation in the initial phases of 

consideration is important in that based on the results of this study, a 

change in organizational setting, such as to academic teams, appears to 

result in changes in classroom assignments, student ability groupings, 

teacher decision-making processes, and communication patterns within 

the school. 

3. The lack of difference in student performance at this stage of the 

implementation phase of middle level organizational initiatives should 

not inhibit new efforts in this direction. The recent implementation by a 

significant numbers of schools has not allowed for sufficient time to 

obtain an accurate measure of this indicator. Improvement in parent 

school communication, flexibility of instructional settings, and improved 

integration of curriculum between disciplines during regular teacher 

planning periods will likely result in the interim during implementation. 

4. Staff development in the needs of adolescents should be continued 

in middle level schools regardless of organizational setting. The results of 

this study indicate this form of staff development to be a common 

practice in schools displaying either configuration and is worthy of 

recognition for those schools responding. 
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5. While schools responding indicated that organizational setting is a 

campus-level decision, principals should be aware that providing 

additional planning time for core teachers will add an additional teaching 

unit for each 130 to 150 students or result in larger class sizes for 

existing staff. The resolution of this personnel requirement should be 

studied in detail before attempting to implement a change to 

interdisciplinary teaming. 

6. Principals in this study indicated that personnel decisions were 

primarily the responsibility of the principal. With the increased 

utilization of campus decision-making teams, input from teachers and 

parents is an increasing trend in personnel decisions. However, the 

principal is ultimately responsible for the performance of the campus 

and the performance of the personnel on that campus. The removal of an 

employee is a decision that traditionally falls on the principal. From this 

perspective, it would be logical that principals will retain authority over 

initial personnel decisions so long as ultimate responsibility for those 

personnel is left with the principal. 

Recommendations for Further Study 

In light of the results of this study, further study is indicated in the 

following areas. 

1. Further study regarding job satisfaction among teachers and 

principals in schools utilizing various organizational settings should be 

undertaken. This would assist in determining any correlation between 

teacher empowerment in the decision-making process, job satisfaction, 

and teacher retention that may exist. 



105 

2. In that the overwhelming majority of schools responding have 

attempted some form of organizational setting change in the past five 

years, effects on student performance are most likely premature. It is 

suggested that future studies review terminal academic performance 

data for students not available at the time of this study and include other 

indicators including student attendance and drop out rate of students 

once they have left the middle level school in the performance review. 

3. In that schools indicating a utilization of interdisciplinary teams 

displayed a significantly higher level of interaction between teachers and 

parents, studies that evaluate the perceptions of parents and teachers 

should be considered involving decision-making practices and 

organizational setting. 

4. Studies involving other geographic areas should be undertaken to 

determine whether regional differences exist in the implementation of 

instructional programs. 

5. Studies should be considered comparing states not receiving grants 

from the Carnegie Foundation and those like Texas that have received 

grants in an effort to determine the effect of the various research findings 

of that organization on the implementation of middle level practices. 
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THE FOURTEEN POINTS OF W. EDWARDS DEMING 

1. Create constancy of purpose for improvement of product 
and service. 

2. Adopt the new philosophy. 

3. Cease dependence on mass inspection. 

4. End the practice of of awarding business on price tag alone. 

5. Improve constantly and forever the system of production 
and service. 

6. Institute training. 

7. Institute leadership. 

8. Drive out fear. 

9. Break down barriers between staff areas. 

10. Eliminate slogans, exhortations, and targets for the workplace. 

11. Eliminate numerical quotas. 

12. Remove barriers to pride of workmanship. 

13. Institute a vigorous program of education and retraining. 
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THE NINE GOALS OF THE TEXAS TASK FORCE ON MIDDLE SCHOOL 

EDUCATION AS PRESENTED IN SPOTLIGHT ON THE MIDDLE 

GOAL 1 Student Learning 

The traditional junior high school is organized like the high school, 

by subject department with students grouped in classes based on prior 

achievement or standardized test scores. An instructional setting in 

which heterogeneous group of students — reflecting the mix of ethnicity, 

socioeconomic status, maturity levels, and intellectual abilities of the 

campus at large — and an interdisciplinary team of teachers are brought 

together for the day better meets the needs of middle grade students. A 

common planning period for teachers on the interdisciplinary team, 

small group academic advisory periods for students, and flexible 

academic advisory periods for students, and flexible scheduling of the 

school day offers the framework necessary to provide expanded 

opportunities for learning. 

GOAL 2 Curriculum and Programs 

The teachers on an academic team can plan their instruction 

around themes so that the material taught in one subject is related to 

the material being taught in the other classes the student is taking. This 

subject integration, combined with instructional strategies that allow 

students to take a more active role in learning, helps encourage the 

development of higher order thinking skills in young adolescents. 
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GOAL 3 Personnel 

Teacher preparation programs at Texas colleges and universities 

prepare and the Texas Education Agency certifies, professional for 

elementary and secondary schools. Administrators feel restricted by the 

mix of grade and subject specializations required in the typical middle 

school. They are further frustrated by the fact that neither the 

elementary nor the secondary professionals receive any academic 

training related specifically to young adolescents and instructional 

methods appropriate for this age group. The dual need for greater 

flexibility in the certification rules and increased inservice training for 

professionals is paramount. 

GOAL 4 Organization and Management 

Hie Texas Legislature and State Board of Education have redefined 

the roles of, and relationships between, the different levels of the 

education policy community. The middle school organizational 

structures advocated in this report, such as interdisciplinary teaching 

teams, work with these new definitions to create a framework for 

enhanced responsibility for student progress at the building and 

classroom levels. 

GOAL 5 Finance 

Some of the most important changes recommended by the Task 

Force on Middle School Education require that schools do things in 

different ways and that agencies providing services to young adolescents 
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coordinate service delivery. Although costly programs are not added to 

what schools are doing, there are some increased costs associated with 

operating the restructured middle school. An initial investment in 

restructuring and a strong commitment to a redirection of existing funds 

are required. 

GOAL 6 Parent Responsibility 

Parent involvement is recognized as a key to student success at all 

grade levels. Involvement of parents in the education of their children 

tends to decrease when students move from elementary to middle school. 

Although young adolescents are seeking independence from their 

parents, this is also a time when the need for adult guidance is most 

acute. 

GOAL 7 Community and Business Partnerships 

The call for coordination of effort is heard throughout 

Spotlight on the Middle. Hie large number of state agencies involved in 

provision of services to young adolescents and their families in Texas, 

coupled with the financial constraints under which they are operating, 

demand greater efficiency through coordination of efforts. Schools must 

also develop relationships with community groups and businesses to 

meet the needs of students. 
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GOAL 8 Research, Development and Evaluation 

Hie implementation process integral to any reform movement 

involves an ongoing assessment of both students and schools with 

appropriate assessment criteria. Administrators need timely access to 

the results of these assessments and to model programs that can be 

tailored to their schools. 

GOAL 9 Communications 

Communication is the key to implementing middle school reform in 

Texas. Networking among schools to share innovative programs, 

cooperation between Regional Education Service Centers and colleges of 

education in developing staff training programs, coordination of state 

services to youth, and business partnerships all revolve around the goal 

of communication. 
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ORGANIZATIONAL AND DECISION MAKING 
INVENTORY FOR MIDDLE LEVEL SOOOOtS 

Your efforts in the completion of this survey are appreciated. The purpose of this survey is to 
determine current efforts underway at providing a unique and appropriate learning environment 
for our middle level students. The questions on this survey reflect current research based 
concepts concerning middle level organizational and decision making practices. This survey is 
not intended to identify the practices at any one school or in any one district Therefore, you may 
be assured that the identify of your campus will never be included in any report associated with 
this study. However, should you desire a copy of the results of this study, you may complete the 
address portion at the end of the questionnaire and a copy will be forwarded to you. 

This survey is composed of two parts. The first is a demographic survey of your campus. 
Please complete the demographics section of this questionnaire to the best of your knowledge. 
Enrollment and district size should reflect the ranges given below. Instructions for the second 
portion of the survey will be given on page three. 

Thanks again for spending a few moments of your valuable time in completing this survey. 

DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION 

Grade levels 
5 

_ 6 
7 
8 
9 

School Enrollment 
<200 
201 to 400 
401 to 600 
601 to 800 
801 to 1000 
>1000 

District Size 
<500 
501 to 1000 
1001 to 5000 
5001 to 10,000 
> 10,000 

Teachers on Staff 
< 20 
21 to 30 
31 to 40 
41 to 50 
> 50 

Organizational Affiliations: 

Is your school a member of NMSA? 
(National Middle School Association) 

Is your school a member of TMSA? 
(Texas Middle School Association) 

Is principal a member of NASSP? 
(National Association of Secondary School Principals) 

Is principal a member of TASSP? 
(Texas Association of Secondary School Principals) 

„yes 

„yes 

no 

no 

_yes 

no 

no 
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Administrator Profile: 

Sex: Male Female 

Age: 25 to 30 
31 to 35 

_36 to 40 
_41 to 45 
_46 to 50 
_over 50 years of age 

Years in Administration: 
less than 5 
5 to 10 
11 to 20 
greater than 20 

Degrees Held: 
Masters 
Masters plus 20 graduate hours Doctorate 

Has your campus attempted organizational restructuring of the campus in the past five years? 

yes 
no 

In your district, is instructional organization a campus level decision? 

yes 
no 

For the second half of the survey, please circle the response which best expresses the 
current status of your campus. The scale for responses is as follows: 

1 Always Occurs (AO) 
2 Occurs Frequently (OF) 
3 May Occur (MO) 
4 Seldom Occurs (SO) 
5 Never Occurs (NO) 

AO OF MO SO NO 

1. Students are grouped in small communities with 
instructors common to that group of students. 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Integrated units of instruction are presented. 1 2 3 4 5 



1 1 6 

Blocked classes are utilized in the various 
academic discipline 

Administrators meet regularly with individual 
teacher teams. 4 

5. Teacher teams meet on a regular basis to plan 
instruction. 

6 Teacher teams are allowed to develop student 
schedules. 

7 Teacher teams are involved in the selection of 
new team members. 

8. Time is allotted during the day for teachers to 
meet with students on non-academic issues. 

9. Students are randomly assigned to instructors 
of the specific disciplines. 

10. Instruction is designed for the student to assume 
an active role in learning. 

11. Counselors meet frequently with groups of 
teachers to discuss student progress. 

12. There are groupings of teachers established to 
meet the academic issues of students. 

5 

5 

13. Classrooms are grouped by subject area 
departments. 

14. Administrators communicate with other middle 
level schools. 

15. Elective teachers are included in team meetings. 

2 

2 

3 

3 

4 

4 

5 

5 

16. Designated groups of teachers meet regularly to 
address the emotional needs of students. 

17. Classrooms are grouped based upon grade level 
configurations. 

18. Teachers are given time during the day to plan 
integration of curricular material as a team. 

19. Student assessment data is of primary 
importance to subject specific departments. 

20. Administrative communication is through 
interdisciplinary teams. 
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21. Teacher teams have authority to initiate changes 
in student groupings. 

22. Support personnel meet frequently with groups 
of teachers to discuss student progress. 

23. Students are grouped heterogeneously for 
instruction. 

24. Student recognition and awards are school wide. 

25. Instructional disciplines are well defined into 
departments. 

26. Teachers are grouped into interdisciplinary 
teams. 

27. Programs to increase participation in community 
affairs are encouraged. 

28. Teachers receive specific training in the needs of 
adolescents. 

29. Designated groups of teachers address the social 
issues of students. 

30. Instructional decisions are made by interdisci-
plinary teams. 

31. Students are assigned to classes based upon 
ability level for instruction. 

32. Classrooms are grouped based upon larger 
groupings of students. 

33. District organization is based upon subject area 
specialists or consultants. 

34. Staff development activities are subject specific 
in content. 

35. Department chairs are included in the selection 
of new personnel. 

36. Teachers initiate communication with other 
middle level schools. 

37. Administrators meet frequently with groups of 
teachers to discuss student progress. 

38. Flexible time schedules are utilized. 

39. Groups of teachers meet frequently with 
parents to discuss student progress. 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 
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Please complete the following if you would like a copy of the results of this survey: 

Name 

Street 

City/State /Zip_ 
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Middle School Campuses By County and District 
(173 Total Campuses) 

Collin County (19 Schools) 

Allen 
W.E. Pete Ford Middle 

Anna 
Anna Middle 

Selena 
Selena Middle 

Farmersville 
Farmersville Middle 

Frisco 
Frisco Middle 

McKinney 
Faubion Middle 

Piano 
Bowman Middle 
Wilson Middle 
Haggard Middle 
Armstrong Middle 
Carpenter Middle 
Schimelpfenig Middle 
Hendrick Middle 
Renner Middle 

Princeton 
Clark Middle 

Prosper 
Prosper JH 
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Wiley 
Wiley Middle 

Blue Ridge 
Blue Ridge Middle 

Community 
Community Middle 

Dallas County 
(76 Schools) 

Carrollton Farmers Branch Garland 

Dallas 

Field JH Bussey Middle 
Periy JH Houston Middle 
Dan F. Long JH Jackson Middle 
Blalack JH Obanion Middle 

Brandenburg Middle 
Hill Sellers Middle 

W.S. Permenter Middle Webb Middle 
Cedar Hill Ctr. - 6 Coyle Middle 
Cedar Hill Ctr. - 5 Lyles Middle 

B. G. Hudson 
y 

Atwell Middle Grand Prarie 
Browne Middle Adamsville Middle 
Cary Middle Jefferson Middle 
Comstock Middle Lee Middle 
Florence Middle Jackson Middle 
Franklin Middle Harry S. Truman Middle 
Gaston Middle Kennedy Middle 
Greiner Middle 
Hill Middle Highland Park 
Holmes Middle McCulloch Middle 
Hood Middle 
Long Middle Irving 
Thomas C. Marsh Middle Bowie JH 
Rusk Middle Crockett JH 
Spence Middle Travis JH 
Stockard Middle Lamar JH 
Storey Middle Stephen F. Austin 
Hulcy Middle Sam Houston JH 
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Pearl C. Anderson Middle Mega JH 
Stone Middle 
Seagoville Middle Lancaster 
Zumwalt Middle Lancaster JH 
Longfellow Middle 

Mesquite 
Agnew Middle 

Desoto Vanston Middle 
Desota East JH Wilkinson Middle 
Desota West JH McDonald Middle 

A.C. New Middle 
Duncanville 

Duncanville Grade 9 Richardson 
Reed JH Lake Highlands JH 
W.H. Byrd JH Richardson JH 

Richardson West JH 
Richardson North JH 
Forest Meadow JH 
Westwood JH 
Liberty JH 
Apollo JH 
Parkhill JH 

Wilmer Hutchins 
Kennedy-Curiy JH 

Coppell 
Coppell Middle 
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Denton County 
(17 Schools) 

Denton 
Strickland Middle 
A. O. Calhoun Middle 

Sanger 
Sanger Middle 

Lewisville 
Delay Middle 
Hedrick Middle 
Milliken Middle 
Griffin Middle 
Lamar Middle 
Lakeview Middle 

Little Elm 
Little Elm Middle 

Aubrey 
Aubrey HS 

Sanger 
Sanger Middle 

Pilot Point 
Gee JH 

Krum 
Krum Middle 
Krum Int 

Ponder 
Ponder HS 

Northwest 
Norrthwest Middle 

Lake Dallas 
Lake Dallas Middle 
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Tarrant County 
(61 Schools) 

Arlington 
Carter JH 
Nichols JH 
Bailey JH 
Hutcheson JH 
Gunn JH 
Shackelford JH 
Young JH 
Workman JH 
Boles JH 

Birdville 
Haltom Middle 
North Richland Middle 
Richland Middle 
North Oaks Middle 
Wautauga Middle 
Smithfield Middle 
Northridge Middle 

Everman 
Everman JH 

Fort Worth 
Horizon Middle 
Daggett Middle 
Elder Middle 
Forest Oak Middle 
Dunbar Grade 6 
Handley Middle 
James Middle 
Kirkpatrick Middle 
McLean Middle 
Meacham Middle 
Meadowbrook Middle 
Monnig Middle 
Morningside Middle 
Riverside Middle 

Keller 
Keller Middle 
Fossil Hill Middle 

Mansfield 
Ninth Grade Center 
Rogene Worley Middle 
Calendar Road Middle 

Lake Worth 
N. A. Howry Middle 

Crowley 
H.F. Stephens Middle 

Kennedale 
Kennedale JH 

Azle 
Azle JH 

Hurst Euless Bedford 
Central JH 
Euless JH 
Hurst JH 
Bedford JH 
Harwood JH 

Castleberry 
Marsh Middle 

Eagle Mountain -Saginaw 
Wayside Middle 

Carroll 
Carroll Middle 
Carroll Intermediate 



Fort Worth (cont) 
Rosemont Middle 
Stripling Middle 
Dunbar Middle 
Wedgewood Middle 
Leonard Middle 
Como Montessori 
Glencrest Middle 

Grapevine Colleyville 
Colleyville Middle 
Grapevine Middle 
Heritage Middle 
Grapevine Grade 9 Center 
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White Settlement 
Brewer Middle 
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University of North Texas 
College of Education 
Department of Educational 
Administration and Supervision 

January 10, 1994 

«Salutation» «First Name»> «Last Name» 
"School Name» 
«Street Address>» 
« City/State/Zip » 

Dear «Salutation» «Last Name», 

In 1991 .Spotlight on the Middle was released as the report of the Texas Task Forc*> nn mhhiq c * , 
Education. This work locused on restrucluring efforts In middle level s S s s t a l e r t d T 1 . 1 ^ , 
, n determining the extent to which aspects of this restructurinn pffnrt hawa i interested 

would be happy to supply you wilt, results ot the study should y™ wish ̂ hesem'avbe obfa^d h 
completing the last part of the questionnaire and shoukf be available by ftS smrner ' 

fen mlnZ « ^ M y i T O e ^ ^ S ^ ^ ' f ""w»- " s h ° « " * • than 
» - have completed t h e ^ S ' L T " 

Respectfully, 

Chip Evans 

Dr. Gary Anderson 
Department of Educational 
Administration and Supervision 
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University of North Texas 
College ot" Education 
Department of Educational 
Administration and Supervision 

January 31,1994 

«Salutation» «FirstName» «LastName» 
•School Name» 
•Street Address-
«City/State/Zip» 

Dear «Salutation» «Last Name», 

Recently a copy of the enclosed survey was sent to you for your consideration. We realize that with 
the return from the holidays and closing or beginning a new semester, your time constraints might 
have kept you from completing the survey at that time. However, your input in this project is important 
to us and we would like to include it in the study. 

Therefore, enclosed you will find a copy of the survey and a stamped, self-addressed envelope. It 
is our hope that you will be able to find a few minutes to complete the survey and return it for inclusion 
in this study of middle level organizational and decision making patterns. The survey should only take 
about ten minutes to complete. As before, if you would like a summary of the results, we would 
happily forward them to you once the study is completed. To receive a copy, please complete the 
address information at the end of the survey. Again, we would like to thank you for your assistance in 
this study. 

Respectfully yours, 

Chip Evans 

Dr. Gary Anderson 
Department of Educational 
Administration and Supervision 

encl. 
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