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ABSTRACT

This study examined the concept of Instructional
Flexibilaity, as measured on the Instructional Flexibility
Scale (IF Scale), and teacher attitudes toward the school
system, as measured on the System Flexibilaty Scale (SF
Scale), in relation to school size.

Every district teacher completed a questionnaire con-
sisting of both the IF Scale and the SF Scale. School IF
scores were determined and ranked on a continuum with the
upper and lower quartiles being designated the "more flex-
1ble'" and "less flexible" schools, respectively.
Ambivalent or negative teacher responses to SF Scale items
were determined for each school.

It was hypothesized that a significant negative
correlation would exist between:

(1) Instructional Flexibility and school size.

(2) Teacher attitudes and school size.

The Spearman Rank Order Correlation technique resulted
1n both hypotheses being rejected, indicating that any
apparent relationships between school size and flexaibilaty

or between school size and teacher attitudes toward the

system are trivial.,

A number of propositions were explored concerning
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school type, and principal and teacher attitudes. Chi
square analyses and t tests indicated that no significant
relationships were evident, although there was a significant
mean difference between the attitudes of principals in more

flexible and in less flexable schools.

Information concerning the background of pri
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of a principal. A significant relationship was found to
exist between flexibility and the number of years a prin-
cipal had spent in his present position.

While not clearly identified in this study, the
possibility of a relationship between instructional flex-
1bility and principal performance was suggested by the

faindaings.

Examiners:
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Current Problems of Size

An examination of the development of education in
Canada over the nineteen fifties and sixties reveals a
tremendous i1ncrease 1n enrolment at all levels of instruc-—
tion 1n these post-war years, as well as a rapid expansion
of institutional facilities and a swift escalation of
public expenditures on education. The extraordinary growth
of population in both urban and suburban areas together
with a phenomenal growth of knowledge and technology in the
last few decades have been vigorous contributors to
unprecedented pressures being brought to bear on the public
school systems of the nation. Although the physical
expansion of the educational systems crested as Canada
entered the seventies, easing some of the pressures upon
educational institutions, there still remained a residue of
unresolved, asscciated problems, not the least of which had

to do with school district size and with school size.

Scope and Significance of the Study

It has been reported that since 1967, some 4,000

elementary and secondary schools have closed their doors in
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Canada partially reflectaing the trend towards closing rural
schools and consolidating into larger, more comprehensive

units and systems (Business Review, Oct., 1974, pe 4). But

such consolidation appears to be creating certain problems.

Certain areas of the United States are already
experiencing the problems associated with the large, com-
prehensive school district. The decentralization of
relatively large school systems has become an important
issue 1n current education, with cities like New York,
Hartford, Minneapolis-St. Paul, Nashville, Boston, Chicago,
Cleveland, Detroit, Newark and Washington, D.C. 1n the
process of developing or implementing decentralization
plans. In Canada, Toronto has moved toward a form of
regionalization to assure local board control of schools,
while Alberta 1s studying administrative costs in school
districts as a result of research finding that large
school systems have disproportionately high administrative
costse.

Coleman (1972, pe. 58) suggests that the disfavour
with which large school systems are presently viewed 1s
due, in part, to greater cost and, in part, to skepticism
concerning the ability of the extensive administrative
hierarchy present i1n a large system to retain adequate
communications and climate conducive to diversity and
innovation,

Existing empirical research has not yet provided any



clear guidelines for determining optimum school or school
district size. Research to date in this matter has

centred around large urban areas like New York and Toronto
with decentralization of the school system being one of the
major outcomes. The general feeling appears to be that
large school systems tend to lead to a loss of contact with
the classroom situation by School Board Officials resulting

in relatively low levels of commitment in teachers to their
teaching responsibilities as well as a climate somewhat
hostile to any form of flexibility. The implication is
present that, in a smaller school system, there will be a
higher level of teacher commitment and a more favourable
climate toward institutional flexibility. Nevertheless,
little or no research has been undertaken in the smaller
school system concerning such values as these. The smaller
school district may be just as inflexible as the large,
urban school district while teachers in the smaller school
system may be no more committed nor possess no more posi-
tive attitudes toward their school system than their
colleagues 1n larger school districts.

The purpose of this research will be to investigate
the matter of flexibility and the matter of teacher
attitude as they exist in a smaller school system. It will
be hypothesized that flexibility waithin a smaller school
system and positive teacher attitudes toward such a system

will be related as Erickson (1971) found in a study of the
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larger Vancouver school system, It will also be hypothesized
that flexibility will be related to school size. It 1s
anticipated that such a study could provide some empirical
evidence 1in pursuit of optimum school district size and

school size in relation to instaitutional flexibility.

Assumptions

This study will focus primarily on the concept of
flexibility within a school system which will be assumed,
therefore, to be a valid concept. Further, it will be
assumed that the relationships between school systems in
terms of flexibility will be reflected in individual schools
within a system as subsystems within the larger, parent
system. Use will be made of two scales dealing with flex-
ibility that were developed by Erickson in the Vancouver
study. These scales require that each teacher in a school
rate the school and the school system in terms of flexibility.
It will be assumed that Erickson's rationale, that teachers
in a particular school are better able to judge the instruc-
tional flexibility of their school than any other group
associated with the school, 1s valid. Concerning the scales
themselves, 1t will be assumed that they in fact measure
what they purport to measure, namely, instructional flex-

1bility and system flexibility.



Limitations of the Study

Findings and conclusions 1in this study must be viewed
within the framework of the definition of instructional
flexibility as accounted for in the Instructional Flex-
ibility Scale, and within the limats of reliabilaty and
validity of both the Instructional Flexibility Scale and
the System Flexaibility Scale as established by Erickson.
Both scales were subjected to tests for reliability, but
only the Instructional Flexibility Scale was tested for
validity and then, only at the Elementary level.

The school system chosen for this study has, for all
practical purposes, been a random selection of a small
school district. Findings in this study, however, cannot
be generalized to other provincial school systems. Such
findings may be considered valid only in terms of the

system studied at the time studied.

Definition of Terms

The terms defined i1n this section have been used
throughout this study to convey the following meanings.

Instructional Flexaibility (Institutional Flexibilaty,

Flexibility) - The capacity within a school system or
district to continuously assess, alter and improve instruc-—

tional programmes. The term Instructional Flexaibility will
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also be used occasionally to refer to the numerical rating
resulting from application of the Instructional Flexibility
Scale.

More Flexible Schools (Flexible Schools) = The upper

quartile i1n a rank order continuum of distraict schools as
measured on the Instructional Flexibility Scale.

Less Flexible Schools (Inflexible Schools) = The lower

quartile in a rank order continuum of district schools as
measured on the Instructional Flexibility Scale.

Instructional Flexibility Scale (IF Scale) - An

instrument created by Donald A. Erickson, R. Jean Hills
and Norman Robinson in an earlier study of the Vancouver
School System purporting to measure instructional flex-
ibilaity.

System Flexibility Scale (SF Scale) - A second

instrument created in the Vancouver study purporting to
measure system flexability.

Small School System = A public school system accom-

modating 20,000 or fewer students,

Large School System = A public school system accom-

modating 70,000 or more students,.

School Size = Determined by the number of full-time

teachers on staff.

Small Elementary School = An elementary school with

nine or fewer full-time teachers on staff,

Large Elementary School = An elementary school with




ten or more full-time teachers on staff.

Smail Secondary School = A secondary school with thirty-

four or fewer full-time teachers on staff.

Large Secondary School = A secondary school with

thirty-five or more full-time teachers on staff,

Urban Elementary School = An elementary school located

withan the limits of a town serving the population of that

town and i1mmediate surrounding areae.

Rural Elementary School = An elementary school lying

outside the limits of a town in a rural area serving the
inhabaitants of that rural area.

Ambivalence - The response, "maybe and maybe not,"

from among the response choices, strongly agree, tend to
agree, maybe and maybe not, tend to disagree, and strongly
disagree, on the teacher questionnaire containg both the
Instructional Flexibility Scale and the System Flexibility

Scale.



CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Introduction

The trend toward increased size in organizations of all
types 1s a continuing phenomenon in western society todaye.
Government has become bigger and more complex each year
while the small business has given way to the corporation,
which i1n turn i1s yielding to industrial empires. Just as
the corner store has all but given way to the large chain
store, so the one-room school house has almost vanished,
to be replaced by the large, diversified, comprehensive

school.

Early Development of Educational Systems

Two centuries ago, schools were provided in Canada for
children of the people by a few who had the means and the
will to support them. The purpose and content of the meagre
education offered in these schools were determined by those
who provided 1t (Phillips, 1957, pe. x1; Sissons, 1959, p.
62). The school systems were patterned on those in Europe
with eastern Canada looking to the church and philanthropic

organizations for education, while in British Columbia, the



Hudson Bay Company fulfilled this need until about 1865,

By the early part of the nineteenth century, control
of education was passing to local groups because the
people 1n local communities were beginning to challenge
church control (Collins, 1961, p. 5). In the mid-eighteen
hundreds, due mainly to the efforts of the Ontario Super-
intendent of Education, Egerton Ryerson, a model of
educational structure arose which shared the responsibility
for education between two authorities - local and provancial,
This structure was soon to serve as a model in most of the
other Canadian provinces as each in turn developed its

educational system.

The Rise of Larger School Systems

By 1900, however, most Canadian provinces were looking
for a different kind of organization. Although the Ontario
system was a model of formal efficiency and the envy of
other provinces, there was decreasing confidence in the
forms of the past and more concern for the needs of the
individual pupil (Phillips, 1947). The Ryerson model had
led to a proliferation of relatively small, scattered
school districts. The need was beginning to be felt for
consolidation and better educational opportunity for rural
youth as well, School populations were growing steadily

as the general population increased, and more emphasis was
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being placed on such things as regular school attendance,
improved teaching, better text books, and greater freedom
to teacher and pupil. School programmes were broadening
and becoming suggestive rather than prescriptive (Dominion
Bureau of Statistics, 1966, p. 94).

At the turn of the century, Braitish Columbia was
facing the same type of unrest in education as was Ontario
and many of the other Canadian provinces. Normal schools
for training teachers were just being established at the
same time as curriculum and school organization were in the
throes of change. By the late 1920's, as a result of the
Putnam~Weir Survey, optional courses were being introduced
and a more meaningful and utilitarian approcach to studies
was being considered. This survey also suggested that some
consolidation of small school districts would be advant-
ageous.

Although the single school district, or school section,
grew up as the unit of local administration best suited to
early conditions of isolation, difficult communications,
and standardized school programmes, certain changes were
taking place. The years between World War I and World
War II particularly, were characterized by a movement of
people from rural to urban areas throughout Canada and the
United States (Havighurst, 1968, p. 23; Flower, 196L, p. 25).

Then came better roads, an increasingly mobile population,
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mechanization of farms and, above all, an insistent
popular demand that rural children have varied educational
opportunities equal to those of students in the more
populous cities (Flower, 1964, pe. 19).

By 1944, British Columbia had set up a Royal Com-
mission under Dr, M,A., Cameron to assess the situation.
The faindings of this commission led to major amendments of
the Public Schools Act, whaich included the abolition of
the existing 650 school districts, to be replaced by 74
larger districts, each under a single school board (D.B.S.,
1966, p. 22). In his report, Dr. Cameron stated:

One of the greatest needs of our school

system 1s that for good secondary school oppor-

tunities for rural youth. The writer holds no

brief for the large school as such and indeed

contends that a school may become too large.

(1945, p. 35)

Cameron's recommendation to consolidate school dis-
tricts was accompanied by words of caution as well,
Against the advantages of centralization, which he con-
tended were equality, efficiency, economies in purchasing,
better accounting, better leadership, and wiser placement
of teachers, must be placed certain dangers. After the
first few years, there would always be the danger of
rigidity. The larger the organization, the more important
is the machinery and the less important are the human

beings who run 1t. He concluded that there are limits to

bigness as well as to smallness of schools, and that the
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unit should be understandable and comprehensible to the
local people (Cameron, 1945, p. 86).

The trend to larger school districts continued on into
the 1950's and 1960's., The birth rate rose spectacularly
after 1945, creating unprecedented demands, first for
elementary and subsequently for secondary schooling

(Business Review, Oct., 1974). Another basic reason why

school systems were expanding so rapidly was that education
had come to be valued more and more as an investment
(Flower, 1964, pe. 17). Educators were emphasizing that
one of the greatest single stumbling blocks to excellence
was i1nadequate school size (Conant, 1959; Conway, undated)e
It was even suggested that the small school was a tenacious
institution which persisted in dispensing an inferior
programme (Downey, 1965, p. 57)« The consensus of opinion
appeared to be that the majority of rural school districts
and schools within those districts were too small for
effective functioning with the resulting extensive reorgan-
1zation into large school districts and larger schools
being put into effect. In the words of Dr. J.F.K. English,
Probably the most significant development
in Canadian education during the past twenty

years has been the establishment of larger units
of school administration. (1956, p. 3)
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Emerging Conseguences of Large School Systems

While school districts and schools continued to grow
in size, the major impact of this growth was being felt in
the metropolitan areas. Nearly 85% of the population
growth between 1950 and 1960 occurred in metropolitan
areas, with suburban areas absorbing increasingly larger
proportions of this growth (Zimmer, 1968, p. 21). Faced
with this enormous increase in school population, education
authorities at provincial and local levels had to make a
great many organizational decisions, but these planners and
policy-makers, in the opinion of Flower, addressed them=-—
selves, not to the question of how big i1s too big, but
to the question of how small i1s too small (Flower, 1964,
ps 18)s

The sentiment was beginning to be expressed that
districts and schools can be too large as well as too
smalle In any case, large city systems were beginning to
take on all the characteristics of bureaucracy = special=-
1zation, imperscnality, hierarchy, and rules orientation.
Teachers, as members of these organizations, were beginning
to faind that not only were controls far removed, but
communication between the organization and the citizens who
constitute the larger society for the organization was
often difficult and incomplete {Campbell, 1966, p. 25).

Schools were taking on more and more diverse functions and,
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as a result, were becoming more complex by way of organiza-
tion, the complexity being, in part, a function of increased
size (Campbell, 1965, p. 239). Although many writers
conclude that the preponderance of evidence indicates
greater academic achievement 1s more likely to take place
in the larger and/or reorganized schools (Hamilton, 1966,
p. 20; Harmon, 1959; Harmon, 1961; Hieronymus, 1961;
Krietlow, 1961; Nelson, 1932), the general trend toward
larger and larger organizations in the sixties was at odds
with the i1ncreasing pressure for a "voice" being exerted by
the citizens who were weary of dealing with impersonal
bureaucracies. It became apparent that an increase in the
size of a school or school system was almost certain to
result 1n a lower level of citizen participation because
the communication process was so much more difficult. Not
only that, but many of the most valuable aspects of small
"people-oriented" systems were in danger of disappearing 1in
the face of large systems (Gayfer, 1961, p. 40). Others
felt that mere bigness may well be accompanied by corres-—
ponding penalties, such as the loss of citizen participation
and interest in education, the alienation of students and
teachers from an increasingly complex and bureaucratized
administration, and the depersonalization of the child in
the classroom who becomes, no longer even a name, but an
anonymous number stored in the central office computer

(Willis, 1968, p. 13).
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So 1t was, that those who had effected a reorganization
of rural school districting in the past few decades, were
now fainding themselves faced with a second-level wave of
reorganization, The aims of centralism were being ques=—
tioned, with local control, social responsibility, and
personal relevance becoming the great educational issues
(Brown, 1968, p. 1; Clear, 1970, p. 259; Itzkoff, 1969,

De 65)e In every corner of North America, the urban metro-
polis was either reorganizing 1ts school government services,
or living with problems (Rideout, 1967). These areas were
being confronted with conflict and criticism from students,
teachers, parents, community groups, and special study
groups focusing on what the people involved felt were the
inadequacies and irrelevancies of the existing organiza-—
tional structure and policies (Andes, 1971, p. 64).

It would, of course, have been simplest to assume that
fair-minded people would make work whatever system was
prevalent at the time because the organization, after all,
was there to facilitate education. But experience had
shown that some organizational arrangements, because of
their capacity for using resources and releasing potential,
will help while others will hinder the advancement of
education. The chief reason for the absence of conclusive
experimental research giving reorganized schools an educa-
tional superiority over the small school house i1s that the

criteria used to measure educational values are continually
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expanding (Brown, 1963, p. 7). Flower expressed the view
that 1t should be possible to combine the advantages of
small size with the economies of large size. We should be
able to maintain the personal touch with the child, the
teacher, and the parent, while enjoying the technical and

financial advantages of large organization (Flower, 1964,

DPe 23).

Specific Concerns Relating to Size

Coleman (1972, p. 53) contends that existing empirical
research on the question of optimum school and school
district size provides no clearcut guidelines concerning
important educational values such as institutional flex-
1bilaity. In this regard, he refers to three large systems
which have been described in the educational literature
over the past few years,

Concerning the first of these, New York city, the
Mayor's Advisory Panel on Decentralization of the New York
City Schools (1967) set about to formulate a plan for the
creation and redevelopment of educational policy and
administrative units to achieve, among other things,
greater flexibility in the administration of schools. Some
sixteen changes were recommended in the existing organiza-
tional structure, Significant to the present study is the
Panel's recommendation that New York City School System

become a federation of autonomous school districts large

enough to offer a full range of educational services and
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yet small enough to promote administrative flexibility and
proximity to community needs and diversity.

In a more recent analysis of the New York situation
(Zimet, 1973), one of the newly-created autonomous school
districts 1s studied. It 1s found that, in many ways, the
new district 1s a replica of the Central Board, being badly
managed, with little or no educationzal planning, little
innovation, much time spent on administrative trivia, and
much distrust and political fencing among all the parti-
cipants, The decentralization law that was finally enacted
as a consequence of the Bundy Report had emphasized the
administrative aspects of decentralization while carefully
hedging whatever powers 1t granted to the community with
tight safeguards and constraints,.

In a study of the Vancouver School System, Erickson
(1971) points out that flexibility is hampered when
personnel are confronted with problems they cannot solve
because of constraints they are powerless to change,
although individual schools showed significantly high
levels of flexaibility, associated with high levels of
collegizlity among staff and a "maverack" principal.
Coleman interprets this to suggest that large systems are
likely to stifle instructional flexibility by an over-
emphasis on decision-making in the central office,

In the third study, Toronto's metropolitan approach to

district and school organization 1s considered a response
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to the need for flexaibility in the schools. The report on
the revised administrative structure of the Metropolitan
Toronto School System states that schools today require
greater flexaibility and versatility. Each school must have
the capacity to appreciate and understand the special
problems of its students and must have the resources to
develop programmes suited to their needs. It further
stipulates that one standard format for all 1s Just not
acceptable. The report suggests that the single most
important feature of an education system, be 1t a district
or a school, 1s 1ts ability to assess and respond quickly
and sympathetically to the various constantly changing
needs of i1ts individual students. In other words, a system
must be flexible. In a large city, this sensitivity is
frequently lost as the administration becomes more central-
ized and farther removed from the classroom (McCordic, 1969,
pe 87).

In addition to these three studies on large school
systems, other studies also relate school and system size
to flexibility. Cunningham (1966, p. 1-9), in reporting
on a merger issue 1n Kentucky, sets down a number of
important sets of values that must be considered in school
system size. One value in Cunningham's set of programme or
learning values relates to the abilaity of a school or

school system continuously to alter and improve 1its




19
programmes, He maintains that, in times of rapid change,
it is essential that educational organizations be capable
of i1dentifying emerging needs, designing programmes required
to meet such needs, and generating thrust for improvement
in the process. Although greatly dependent upon leadership
and human resources, this capability can also be facilit-

ated by certain types of organization. As an example,

Cunningham states that large organigzations particularly
have difficulty maintaining sufficient openness and
internal flexability to modify their behaviour to cope with
changing confrontations. Small organizations, with fewer
hierarchically imposed inhibitions and fewer institution-
alized behaviour patterns, are usually more open to change
and innovation and more able to release and use the
problem-solving energy potential that exists withain the
organization. To 1llustrate his example, Cunningham says
that some educational functions, such as operation of an
elementary school, can best be provided through small-scale
enterprise which provides substantial freedom and
independence at the local level (p. 1-8).

In another report, Cunningham (1968) remarks that it
is increasingly more difficult, particularly in large
school systems, for responsible subgroups within the
population to effectively express their interests before
school boards with the resulting frustrations and alien-

ations having serious implications for public support of
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the schools.

Benson (1969) points out that the experience of other
nations, many of which operate centralized educational
systems, should remind us that innovation in schools can be
strangled by bureaucracy, even i1f other economists feel
that the best thing 1s to centralize schools into large
regional, or statewide units of administration.

Barker (1962), in dealing with school size and student
benefits, concludes that a school should be sufficiently
small that all of i1ts students are needed for i1ts enter-
prises and that students are not redundant. The findings
of Barker's study suggest a negative relationship between
school size and individual student participation.

Organizational size 1s discussed by Hall (1967) who
suggests that size may be important as a factor in morale
and i1n interorganizational relations. A second implication
of Hall's study lies in the area of social control. He
states that increased organizational formalization 1is a
means of controlling the behaviour of the members of the
organization by limiting individual discretion.

Chaplin (1951) and Tsouderos (1955) claim increased
organizational size 1s related to an increased degree of
bureaucratization, while Hall (1963), on the other hand,
found that size was not a major factor in determining the
degree of bureaucratization in organizations. Gittell

(1968), while stating that unit variability and flexaibility
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within a school system are seriously hampered when the
system is large, and that large school systems possess a
rigidity that does not allow the freedom of operation that
1s found in small school systems, also found that the
number of administrators per 1,000 pupils or per 100
teachers doubled for New York between 1955 and 1965 and
rose slightly, by less than one~third, for Detroit, while
for the other four cities in the study, the ratios remained
approximately the same. Along the same lines, Terrien
(1955) suggests that the administrative component increases
disproportionately in size as organizational size 1increases.
Holdaway (1971), Gill (1967), Hawley (1965), Anderson (1961)
and Bendix (1956), however, would dispute these relation-
ships between administrative component and organizational
size, while Haas (1963) suggests that the relationship may
be curvilinear, with the administrative component at first
increasing disproportionately in size and then decreasing
with further organizational growth,

While size of school &and school district need not be
a factor in the degree to which schools adopt procedures to
increase flexibility (Congreve, 1972, p. 3), there 1s a
preponderance of evidence to suggest that great size and a
long history of bureaucratic stabilization does result in
an organizational rigidity that is relatively impervious to
change (Monahan, 1967, p. 238). The smaller school 1s

often able, when well structured and functioning well, to
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take advantage of the size and relative unity of the com-
munity it serves to build close and mutually advantageous
relationships. Teachers are able to play an actaive role
instaituting flexible programmes, students are not merely
numbers stored in some remote area, while parents and other
citizens of the community served may participate in the
decision-making processes of the school. According to
Flower (1964, pe. 45), there are several natural advantages
of a smaller school system:

l. The encouragement of previous individual
initiative.

2. Ease of communication and simplicity of
coordination.

3. A high order of human relations,

L. The point of decision 1s correctly close to the
point of action,

5« Responsiveness of local officials and local
schools 1s directly to the local community they
serve, and not merely to a distant "higher
authoraity".

Perhaps one of the most recent publications dealing

with system size and flexibility in Canada 1s the Report
of the Royal Commission on Education in Nova Scotia. In
this report, the commissioners conclude that what i1s needed

and desired most 1s a reorganization of public school

education that will return to parents, citizens, and
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teachers in individual school communities a large measure
of authority and responsibility for school programmes,
while making available to them through provincial central
and regional offices the resources and support services
that school communities individually cannot satisfactorily
provide (Graham, 1974, p. 7-8). The report recommends that
it should be primarily the responsibility of the local
schools to select, develop, and adopt programmes for theair
students. The principal teacher and the professional
staff of each school, with the advice and assistance of a
school council, should develop, adopt, andklmplement objec-
tives, programmes and instructional procedures for that

school (Graham, 1974, pe. 43=12, 49-16).

Organizational Theory Applied to Educational Systems

The greater proportion of the literature reviewed
deals basically with the problems of flexability in school
districts, with a lesser portion dealing with flexaibility
in the individual school unit. Since school systems
consist of a network of individual schools, each with its
own hierarchical organization, 1t would appear logical
that these schools, as subsystems of the parent system,
would reflect the same type of relationships and problems
as would be found in the district, parent system., In

other words, 1t would be expected that large schools, with
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their more predominant hierarchical organization, greater
specialization of functions, and more formal written rules
and regulations, would be less flexible than smaller
schools. Erickson (1971, p. 4=2) lends support to this
view when he asserts that his Instructional Flexaibility
Scale was designed to measure the extent to which instruc-
tional flexaibilaity 1s characteristic of a given school or

school system.

This view of a school organizational structure being
a reflection of the district organizational structure is
supported by Levine (1968, p. 38) who contends that
individual schools are social subsystems within the social
system of the school district and that individual class-
rooms are social subsystems within the school. Merton
(1940, p. 560) supports the contention that large organ-—
izations would be less flexible when he states that the
increased demand for control and efficiency leads to
impersonality, loss of personal satisfaction, and reliance
on rules rather than purpose, with the resulting lack of
initiative and innovation.

Gouldner (1959, p. 410) also lends credence to the
view that the individual school 1s a reflection of the
larger system when he states that an educational system,
be it provincial, district, or school, could be described
as consisting of a number of interrelated and interacting

parts, namely, individuals (teachers and pupils), formal
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organization (roles, structures, rules), and informal
organization (social groups, customs). In addition, certain
processes operate within the system of which the chief ones
are, influencing (control and persuasion), communicating,
decision-making, and coordinating. He maintains that the
more formal the organization, the greater the influence on
the performance of individuals. In the same vein, Neal
(1964, p. 32) stresses that most school systems tend toward
the bureaucratic model and a bureaucratic system i1s often
criticized for i1ts effects on individuals and on adaptabil-
ity within the organization.

In a more theoretical framework, Parsons (1967, p. 40)
breaks down the hierarchical aspect of a system of organ-
ization according to three references of function or
responsibility, which become clearly marked in terms of
the external references of the organization to i1ts setting
or to the next higher order in the hierarchy. He labels

these fields, the technical system, the managerial system,

and the community or institutional system.

Every formal organization, according to Parsons, has
certain technical functions. For example, in an educational
organization, this function 1is the actual processes of
teaching. He suggests, then, that there i1s always a type
of suborganization whose problems are mainly those of
effectively performing this technical function -~ the conduct

of classes by the teachers. The primary exigencies to
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which this suborganization i1s oriented are those imposed by
the nature of the technical task, such as the materaials
(physical, cultural, or human) which must be processed and
the kinds of cooperation of different people required to
get the job done effectavely.

The more complex technical functions are performed by
suborganizations controlled and serviced, 1n various ways
and at various levels, by higher order organizations,
sometimes called an administration. This managerial system
relates to the technical system through mediation between
the organization and the external situation and through the
administration of the organization's internal affairs.

Then, there 1s always some organized superior agency
with which the organization articulates. A formal organ-
1zation, 1n this sense, 1s a mechanism by which goals
somehow i1mportant to the society, or to various subsystems
of 1t, are implemented and to some degree defined.
Essentially, this means that just as a technical organ-
ization, at a sufficiently high level of the division of
labour, 1s controlled and serviced by a managerial
organization so, 1n turn, 1s the managerial organization
controlled by the institutional structure and agencies of
the community. This agency, then, i1s the mediating
structure between the particular managerial organization,
and hence the technical organization 1t controls, and the

higher-order community interests which, on some level, 1t
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1s supposed to serve.

Parsons argues that there are important uniformities
which are primarily a function of the level at which the
organization or suborganization operates but which are
independent of the functional content of the organization
at any level., He emphasizes the relative independence of
the three level type of organization which means that there
is, at each linkage point, a range of possible different
types of articulation.

Thais particular model of organizational structure may
be i1mposed on a provincial system of education, a district
system, or on an individual school organization with equal

ease and meaning.

Summarx

" This review of the literature has attempted to trace
the growth of schools and school systems, particularly in
Canada, from their one-room, one-teacher, one-=school
infancy to the modern day counterparts with their great
size and complexity, and their diversified and comprehen-
sive nature. It has been shown that, along with the growth,
has gone consolidation of small districts and small schools
with very little thought being given to what constitutes
optimum size. Some of the problems of size, mainly of a

bureaucratic nature, have been raised, along with many of
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the consequences, particularly as they apply to the adapt-
ability or flexibility of the educational organization, and
to the teacher and his ability to see and fulfill his role
clearly and confidently in the system.

It would appear that the Erickson study of the
Vancouver School System deals more directly, but not
necessarily well, with teacher attitudes as affected by
organizational size and rigidity, and with instructional
flexaibility than any other recent study. It 1s on the basis
of the Vancouver study that Coleman suggests more research
is needed, especially in smaller schools and systems.

This, then, is the point of concern of the current
research. With organization theory in support of a direct
relationship between school system organizational structure
and individual school organizational struction, certain
methodological procedures and instruments developed in the
Erickson study will be adapted and used in this study.

The present study has been designed to seek a correl-
ation between instructional flexibility and size of school,
as well as between teacher attitudes toward the system and
school size. A number of other propositions will be
explored that deal with relationships between instructional
flexaibility and a variety of school types and between
attitudes of principals and attitudes of teachers.

Details of the design appear in Chapter III.
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CHAPTER III
DESIGN OF THE STUDY

Rationale

Most research that deals with the apparent relationship
between school or school system size and instructional
flexaibility or between size and the attitudes of teachers
toward the system within which they function, has been
conducted within the large, usually urban, school district.
As was noted in Chapter II, little or no research in these
matters has been directed to the smaller educational system
or school. For the purposes of this investigation, a small
school system will be defined as one with 20,000 or fewer
students, while a large school system will be defined as
one waith 70,000 or more students,

In the Province of British Columbia, the seventy-five
school districts range in size from the smallest, with
approximately 500 pupils to the largest, Vancouver, with
some 73,000 pupils. Ninety-one percent of these B.C.
school districts would then be classified as small school
systems,

It 1s beyond the scope of this investigation, although
highly desirable, to study several small school systems and

the i1ndividual schools within them from the point of view

of flexibility and teacher attitudes, The focus of this
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research 1s on one of the sixty-eight small systems of the

province and upon the schools within this system.,

Hypotheses and Exploratory Propositions

Hypotheses

This study 1s designed to investigate flexaibilaty and
teacher attitudes as they relate to school size and school
type by testing the following hypotheses:

Hl A significant negative correlation will
exist between Instructional Flexibility, as
measured on the Instructional Flexibility
Scale, and school size,

H2 A significant negative correlation will
ex1st between teacher attitudes toward the
system, as measured on the System Flex-
1bilaity Scale, and school size,

Exploratory pronositions

A number of interesting relationships could exist
within a school system concerning, among other things,
school type and flexability, and teacher and principal
attitudes. With this in mind, the following propositions
are to be explored:

Pl There will be no difference between urban and

rural elementary schools with respect to instruc-
tional flexibility.

P2 There will be no difference between elementary
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and secondary schools with respect to instructional

flexibility.

P3 No difference will exast
toward the school system
flexaible schools and the
those schools,

PLP No difference will exast
toward the school system
flexible schools and the
those schools.

P5 Principals will perceive

than wi1ll teachers.

between the attitudes
of principals in more

attitudes of teachers in
between the attitudes
of principals i1n less

attitudes of teachers in

the system less negatively

Principals in flexible and inflexible schools will

also be compared in terms of:

a. Amount of formal educatione

be Number of graduate courses in educational

administration.

ce Recency of graduate work.

de Number of years in their present position.

e. Number of evenings spent at home on school

worke.

f. Number of years teaching experience.
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Procedures

Population and sample

The small school districts of the province will be
considered the population from which a sample of one
district has been chosen for this study. Since these
districts range in size from some 500 pupils to 20,000
pupils and, at the same time, embrace a wide variety of
socio=economic conditions, geographical locations, and
climatic conditions, the choice of the district for study
cannot be considered a representative sample or even a
purely random choicey, the results of which being considered
characteristic of the remaining small districtse. There-=
fore, based on the qualities of accessibility and conven-
1ence, a district of approximately 7,800 pupils has been

chosen,

Data collection

In the design of this study, each teacher in every
school 1n the district was requested to answer a twenty=two
item questionnaire using a five point Likert-type scale for
responding. This questionnaire was made vp of the ten i1tem
Instructional Flexability Scale (IF Scale) developed by
Erickson, Hills, and Robinson in their earlier study of the

Vancouver School System, and the twelve item System
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Flexibility Scale developed by the same group. The
Principal of each distraict school was also asked to answer
this questionnaire along with an additional questionnaire
that dealt specifically with his or her personal background,
training and experience.

The latter part of May, 1974 was chosen as the time to
administer these questionnaires as each teacher by then
would have spent a minimum of nine months in the particular
school system and would have developed certain feelings and
opinions concerning the school and the district system in
which he had been working. It was felt that any later in
the term would result in a poor return of questionnaires
and, perhaps, responses for which little thought had been
given due to the pressures of term-end responsibilities
each teacher would be facinge

In preparing to administer the questionnaire, approval
was first sought and gained from the District Superaintendent
of Schools. The author next attended an Elementary
Principals' meeting where the proposed survey was explained
and the approval and cooperation of the principals requested
and also received. Following this, each Secondary School
principal was personally approached, the study explained,
and his approval and cooperation asked for and received. A
"collector" for each school was next solicited who would

receive, distribute, collect and return the completed

questionnaires to their source. Detailed instructions
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concerning the collector's function were given and a
cooperative group of individuals was thereby readied.

On May 15, 1974, packages of questionnaires together
with a personal letter of explanation concerning the survey
for each teacher were distributed to collectors by means
of the district courier service. A printed listing of
procedural steps for collectors was enclosed in each pack-
age requesting that each teacher be given a questionnaire
and explanatory letter, while each princaipal be given the
enclosed envelope containing his or her two questionnaires,
Teachers were to return their completed questionnaires to
the collector while the principal was to place his or her
two questionnaires back in the envelope, seal 1t, and
return 1t to the collector. The total package was then to
be returned to the author by means of the district courier
by June 1.

The completed questionnaires were then treated in the
following manner, Using first, the ten i1tems comprising
the Instructional Flexibility Scale of the questionnaire,
numerical values were assigned to the five response choice
categories as follows: Strongly Agree, 5; Tend to Agree, L;
Maybe and Maybe Not, 3; Tend to Disagree, 2; and Strongly
Disagree, 1. An IF Scale score was then determined for
each teacher 1in every school by totalling the scores on
the ten i1tems., For each school, a School IF Score was

determined by calculating the mean IF Score for all the
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teachers 1n a given school. The School IF Scores were then
ranked on a continuum with the higher numerical end of the
scale being considered the "flexible" end. The upper
quartile of this continuum was labeled the "more flexible"
schools, while the lower quartile was designated the "less
flexible" schools.

The remaining twelve 1tems of the questionnaire which
make up the System Flexibility Scale were then dealt with
in the following manner. The SF Scale responses for every
teacher i1n each school were tallied under the five response
choice categories for each of the twelve items on what was
labeled a School Score Sheet. In order to make this data
more meaningful for comparison purposes, the tally in each
cell of this School Score Sheet was converted to a percent-
age of the number of teachers in the particular school, and
recorded on a School Percentage Score Sheet. The percent-
age of teachers i1n each school indicating ambivalence or a
tendency to disagree in response to the items of the SF
Scale was next determined on an item-by-item basis,
followed by the calculation of the scale mean percentage of
teachers indicating ambivalence or a tendency to disagree

for that school.

Statisticz2l Desion

In order to test Hl, School IF Scores were correlated

with the school size, using the Spearman rank order
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correlation process with a one-~tailed significance level of
0.05 being used.

In order to test H2, the scale mean percentage of
teachers i1n each school indicating ambivalence or a
tendency to disagree in response to the SF Scale items was
correlated with school size. Again the Spearman rank order
correlation technique, at the 0,05 level of significance
was used.

To explore propositions 1 and 2, schools within each
of the categories, flexible and inflexible, were categor-
1zed as urban or rural and as elementary or secondary.

The number of flexible, urban schools were compared to the
number of flexible, rural schools. The number of flexible,
elementary schools was compared to the number of flexible,
secondary schools. In like fashion, the number of inflex-
ible, urban schools was compared to the number of inflex-
ible, rural schools, and the number of inflexible,
elementary schools was compared to the number of inflexible,
secondary schools. Chi square tests were performed on the
results,

To explore proposition 3, the attitudes of Principals
in more flexible schools were tallied and the percentage of
responses indicating ambivalence or a tendency to disagree
in response to each SF Scale i1tem was compared to the
percentage of teachers in those schools who also indicated

the same ambivalence or tendency to disagree for each scale
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item. The scale mean percentage of Principal responses
indicating ambivalence or disagreement was also compared to
the scale mean percentages of teachers in those schools.

Proposition 4 was 1investigated in an identical manner
using Principal and teacher data from the less flexible
group of schools.

In order to explore proposition 5, the attitudes of
all dastract Praincipals were tallied and the percentage of
responses 1ndicating ambivalence or a tendency to disagree
in response to each SF Scale item was compared to the per-
centage of all district teachers who also indicated the
same ambivalence or tendency to disagree for each scale
1tem. The scale mean percentage of Principal responses
was also compared to the scale mean percentage of teacher
responses., The results of propositions 3 to 5 were then
subjected to t tests.

Regarding the comparisons between Principals in more
flexible and less flexible schools, every Principal in the
district had been given a second questionnaire containing
questions pertaining to such personal history items as
formal education, graduate courses taken, recency of grad-
uate work, number of years in present position, number of
evenings spent at home on school work, and the number of
years teaching experience. The results of this question-

naire were tabulated for the two groups of Principals and
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comparisons made, both to each other and to the findings
put forth by Erickson in his Vancouver study. Again, cha

square tests were run on the findings.

Instrumentation

The major concerns being expressed and utilized in
this study hinge on the concept of instructional flexibility
which has been defined as the capacity within a school
system or district to continuously assess, alter and improve
instructional programmes. Although Erickson (1971) and his
colleagues did not specifically define flexaibilaity in the
report of their study of the Vancouver system, 1t has been
postulated that his definition, by virtue of the nature of
his instruments and his discussion of the study, would
differ little from the above definition. In his development
of the concept, Erickson (p. 3-1) states that the question
of flexaibilaty within a school system 1s part of the larger
question of the reconciliation of universalistic demands
and particularistic demands within organizational contexts
and that, conceptually, instructional flexibility represents
a response to certain particularistic needs. To measure the
degree of instructional flexibility of schools, his team
constructed the Instructional Flexibility Scale (IF Scale)
which asks teachers to rate their own school in terms of

1ts instructional flexibility. The rationale put forth for
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using teachers' responses 1s founded on the assumption that
teachers 1n a particular school are better able to judge
the instructional flexibility to their school than any
other group associated with the school.

The design of this study relies heavily on the Instruc-
tional Flexibilaty Scale and the System Flexibility Scale,
both of which were created for the Vancouver study, and can
be found in Appendices A and B respectively. The thard
instrument being used in this study consists of a personal
history style of questionnaire for Principals dealing with
1tems concerning formal education, graduate courses taken,
recency of graduate work, number of years in present
position, number of evenings spent at home on school work,
and the number of years teaching experience. This question-

naire can be found in Appendix C,.

Reliabilaty and Validity

Insofar as the IF Scale and the SF Scale measure what
they purport to measure lies the validity of any study
using them. In the Erickson study, the IF Scale was sub-
jJected to a principal components factor analysis which
indicated that all i1tems of the scale loaded consistently
and fairly high. (The factor loadings appear in Appendix D.)

A validation procedure was carried out using two samples of

elementary schools, a purposive sample and a random sample,
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Independent ratings by trained evaluators and superordinates
were compared to IF scores for flexible and inflexible
schools 1n both samples and chi square tests of independence
administered. The results were statistically significant,
although containing what Erickson termed an explainable
"generosity error". The IF Scale 1s a2lso reported by him
to possess considerable construct validity.

The System Flexibility Scale was also subjected to a
principal components factor analysis which indicated all
1tems loaded fairly consistently and fairly high. (The
factor loadings appear in Appendix E.) No validation was
carried out on the SF Scale.

Erickson suggests that the IF Scale should be sub-
Jected to further factor analysis using different data, and
should be validated at the secondary level as well as in
other school systems, but these suggestions have not been
carried out in the present study.

The following chapter will report on the findings and

tests of hypotheses detailed above.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS OF THE STUDY

School District Organization

This study was conducted in what was defined in
Chapter I to be a small school distract of British Columbia.
Table I shows the organization of this district in terms of
the number and type of schools and the number of teachers
and pupils.

TABLE I
COMPOSITION OF THE SCHOOL DISTRICT

Type of School  NGTPSR, O  encmere.  Pupsis.
Senior Secondary 1 50 1041
Junior Secondary L 108 2095
Elementary 16 173 1,655

TOTAL 21 331 7791

Questionnaire Distribution and Return

The distribution and return of questionnaires from
district teachers and principals 1s shown in Table II,.
From Table II 1t can be seen that an 80.4% return of

questionraires was received on the whole, while the return
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from teachers was 79.4% and from principals, 95.2%. The
same percentage returns were received from principals on
their personal background questionnaires,

TABLE II
QUESTIONNAIRE DISTRIBUTION AND RETURN

Distributed Returned
NO. No. (Zol
TEACHERS
Elementary 157 146 (93.0)
Secondary 153 100 (65,.L4)
TOTAL 310 246 (79.4)
PRINCIPALS
Elementary 16 15 (93.8)
Secondary 5 -5 (100)
TOTAL 21 20 (95.2)
TOTAL TEACHERS AND PRINCIPALS 331 266 (80.4)

Determaination of More Flexaible and Less Flexaible Schools

The Instructional Flexibility Scale portion of the
questionnaires yielded individual teacher IF scores which,
in turn, gave rise to school IF scores by determining the
mean score of all teachers within each school. The school
IF scores appear in rank order in Table III. The upper
quartile of this continuum constitutes the classification

of "more flexaible" schools, while the lower quartile is

defined to be the "less flexible" schools,
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TABLE III
SCHOOL INSTRUCTIONAL FLEXIBILITY SCORES AS DETERMINANTS
OF MORE FLEXIBLE AND LESS FLEXIBLE SCHOOLS

SChgz%biient' IF Score
9903 L7.70
9902 46,78 MORE
9907 L4« 50 FLEXIBLE
9914 L3425 SCHOOLS
9913 43,23
9910 L1.71
9904 41,07
9912 40,60
9911 L0454
9905 L0425
9917 L0014
9915 39.78
9906 37456
9908 3743
9919 36.87
9916 36,50
9901 35433
9920 35.10 LESS
9922 34,81 FLEXIBLE
9921 34.58 SCHOOLS

9923 33,60
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Testing of the Hypotheses

Table IV 1llustrates school IF scores for all district
schools, arranged in descending rank order, and school size

as determined by the number of full time teachers on staff.

Hypothesis 1

The fairst hypothesis deals with the correlation between
Instructional Flexaibility and school size.

Hl A significant negative correlation will exast

between Instructional Flexaibility, as measured
on the Instructional Flexibility Scale, and
school size.

The IF scores and school sizes found i1in Table IV were
ranked and subjected to the Spearman Rank Order Correlation
process (see appendix F) which yielded a Correlation
Coefficient of =-0.3354. Although a negative correlation
was found between Instructional Flexability and school size,
this correlation 1s not significant at the 0,05 level of
confidence.

HYPOTHESIS 1 IS THEREFORE REJECTED,

Hypothesis 2

The second hypothesis deals with the correlation
between school size and teacher attitudes toward the

system,




TABLE IV
SCHOOL IF SCORES AND SIZE

Ident. No. Type IF Score Size
9903 Ex 47.70 11
9902 E L6,78 20
9907 E L4450 9
9914 E L3.25 7
9913 E L3423 17
9910 E Lla71 7
9904 E 41.07 L
9912 E 40,60 6
9911 ’E 40454 14
9905 E 40,25 -,
9917 E LO.14 2
9915 E 39.78
9906 E 3756 8
9908 E 3743 2L
9919 Skx 36.87 50
9916 E 36,50 9
9901 E 35433 5
9920 S 35.10 22
9922 S 34,81 32
9921 S 34458 20
9923 S 33.60 3L

¥ E represents Elementary
%% S represents Secondary
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H2 A significant negative correlation will exist

between teacher attitudes toward the system, as
measured on the System Flexibility Scale, and
school size.

Table V 1llustrates the scale mean percentage of
teachers 1n each school who indicated ambivalence or a
tendency to disagree and school size., The percentage of
unusable responses 1s also recorded for comparison purposess
The scale means and school sizes were ranked and subjected
to the Spearman Rank Order Correlation process which
yielded a Correlation Coefficient of 0.2120, proving to be
neither negative nor significant at the 0.05 level of
confidence. (See Appendix G.)

HYPOTHESIS 2 IS THEREFORE REJECTED.

Exploration of the Propositions

Proposition 1

The first proposition deals with a comparison of rural
and urban elementary schools in terms of flexibility.
Pl There will be no difference between urban and
rural elementary schools with respect to instruc-

tional flexibilitye.



TABLE V
MEAN PERCENTAGE OF TEACHERS INDICATING AMBIVALENCE
OR A TENDENCY TO DISAGREE IN RESPONSE TO SYSTEM
FLEXIBILITY SCALE ITEMS AND SCHOOL SIZE

Laont No,  Type  Mean % Size o JMOSAbLE )
9916 E* 78.70 9 0
9906 E 68451 8 0
9914 E 65463 7 0
9921 Sxx 61,4 66 20 0
9907 E 64,58 9 0
9904 E 62.78 17 0
9911 E 61,54 14 0
9903 E 54417 11 0
9913 E 53,65 17 18,75
9912 E 53.33 6 0
9922 S 51.07 32 32,26
9905 E 45.83 5 0
9902 E 4342 20 5.30
9923 S 43.18 34 39.40
9901 E 41,67 5 25,00
9917 E 40,63 9 12.50
9915 E 37.50 5 50,00
9910 E 36.91 7 0
9908 E 34.78 2L 39.13
9919 S 34.69 50 38,78
9920 S 30,16 22 52430

¥ E represents Elementary
¥% S represents Secondary



COMPARISON OF THE FLEXIBILITY OF URBAN

L D2 )Ll

AND RURAL ELFMENTARY SCEOOLS

More Flexible Lese Flexable
Nos (%) No., (%)
Urban¥ 1 (17) 0 (0)
Rurnl %% I, (1.0) 1 (10)

X Total number of Urban schools = 6
X% Total number of Rural schools 1

Table VI indicates the number of elementary schools
which fall into each of the categories, urban-more flexible,
urban=less flexible, rural-more flexible and rural-less
flexible, as well as the percent each number is of the
total number of urban and rural schools,

It can be seen that a greater percentage of rural
schools are more flexible than are the percentage of urban
cchools, while none of the urban elementary =chools are

tegorized o
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%4 of the rural elemen=-
tary schools are classified as less flexible, A chi square
test was run on these findings producing a X° value of
1./467 which was not significant at the 0.05 level of

confidence, (See ippendix H,)

Proposition ?

Proposition two compares elementary and cecondnry

schools with respect to flexibility,
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P2 There vall be no difference betireen elementary
and secondaory schools with respect to inctructionel
flexaibilaity.
TABLE VII
CCMPARTISOY OF THE FLEXTBILITY OF
ELEMENTARY AND S®CONDARY SCHOOLS
More Flexible Less Flexible
No. (%) No. (%)
Elementary* 5 (31) 1 (6)
Secondary** 0 (0) I, (30)

¥ Total number of Elementary <chools = 16
*¥%¥ Total number of Secondary schools = 5

Table VIT indicates that no district secondary schools
are categorized as more flexible, while 80% of the second-
ary schools are classified as less flexible, 31% of the
district elementary schools are more flexible, while 6% of
them are less flexible. A chi square value of 6,126 proved

to be significant at the 0.05 level. (See Appendix T.)

Proposition 3

The third proposition deals with the attitudes of
principals and teachers in flexible schools,

P3 No difference will exist between the attitudes

toward the school system of principals in more

flexible schools and the attitudes of teachers

in those schoolcz,
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PERCENTAGE OF TEACHERS AND PRINCIPALS IN MORE FLEXIBLE

SCHOOLS INDICATING AMBIVALENCE OR A TENDENCY TO

DISAGREE IN RESPONSE TO SYSTEM FLEXIBILITY SCALE ITEMS

Ttem

(]

Teachers Praincipals

(]

In

this teaching situation

Lo
2e

3e

Lo

5e

9.

10.

1ls

12,

There 1s ample freedom to adapt cur-
riculum to different student needs.

Criticisms by "inspectors" are
generally petty and insignificant.

School board policies provide broad
areas in which teachers can exercise
their professional judgement.

School board officials respond prompt=
ly to reasonable requests for material,

Schedules and time tables are much
too rigide.

School board officials seem aware of
the different needs of schools, and

they alter their approaches accord-

ingly.

Almost every promising idea that comes
along seems to be against school board
policye.

School board officials generally seem
informed and concerned about classroom
problems,

In general, our equipment and materials
seem to be chosen by people who are
well informed about classroom needs.

Principals who exercise initiative are
backed up by school board officials.

The system 1s reasonably up-to-date
in terms of materials, technologies,
application of research findings, and
curriculum revisions,

Too many changes are introduced into
our schools in bandwagon fashion, be-
cause 1t 1s the thing to do at the
moment.

3.28

45.90

60. 66
68.85

21.31

86,88

57.38

78.69

39.34

62429

42,62

73.77

20.00

20,00

40.00

60.00

20.00

40,00

20.00

60.00

20,00

40,00

20,00

60.00

MEAN

5341

35.00
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Table VIII 1llustrates that on almost all the items,
principals in more flexible schools are considerably less
negative in their attitudes toward the school system than
are the teachers in those schools. A t test was performed
on the mean percentage of teachers and principals in more
flexible schools i1ndicating ambivalence or a tendency to
disagree with SF Scale i1tems. The t value obtained was
2.139 and proved to be not significant at the 0,05 level,

(See Appendaix J.)

Proposition 4

Proposition four also deals with principal and teacher
attitudes, but in less flexaible schools,

Ph No difference will exaist between the attitudes
toward the school system of principals in less
flexable schools and the attitudes of teachers
in those schools,

Table IX shows that principals in less flexible
schools are more negative in their attitudes toward the
school system than are the teachers in those schools on
most individual items, and slightly more negative in their
attitudes than the teachers on the scale as a whole,

Again a t test was performed on the two means resulting in
a t value of =1.277, which was not significant at the 0.05

level. (See Appendix K.)
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TABLE IX
PERCENTAGE OF TEACHERS AND PRINCIPALS IN LESS FLEXIBLE
SCHOOLS INDICATING AMBIVALENCE OR A TENDENCY TO DISAGREE
IN RESPONSE TO SYSTEM FLEXIBILITY SCALE ITEMS

Ttem Teachers Principals

% %

In this teaching situation

l. There 1s ample freedom to adapt cur-

riculum to different student needs. 16.67 20.00
2. Criticisms by "inspectors" are
generally petty and insignificant, 38.90 40,00

3+ School board policies provide broad
areas in which teachers can exercise
their professional judgement. L7.23 60.00

L4, School board officials respond prompt-—
ly to reasonable requests for materiale 55.56 80.00

5¢ Schedules and time tables are much
too rigad. 51.85 40,00

6. School board officials seem aware of
the different needs of schools, and

they alter their approaches accord-
lngly. 63089 80. OO

7. Almost every promising idea that comes

along seems to be against school board
policy. Llyo bl 40,00

8. School board officials generally seem

informed and concerned about classroom
problems., 58.33 80.00

9. In general, our equipment and materials
seem to be chosen by people who are
well informed about classroom needs. L2459 40.00

10. Princaipals who exercise initiative are
backed up by school board officials. Lo L5 60.00

11, The system 1s reasonably up-=to-date
in terms of materials, technologies,
application of research findings, and
curriculum revisions. L8414 40,00

12, Too many changes are introduced into
our schools in bandwagon fashion, be-

cause 1t 1s the thing to do at the
moment . LO.7L 80,00

MEAN 46,07 55.00
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Proposition 5

The fifth and final proposition deals with the
attitudes of all prancipals and all teachers regarding the
school system,

P5 Principals will perceive the system less

negatively than will teachers.

Table X shows that district principals display less
ambivalence or tendency to disagree in response to SF Scale
items compared to district teachers in all but two 1items,
On the overall scale, principals display slightly fewer
negative attitudes than do teachers. A t value of 0,865
was not significant at the 0.05 level. (See Appendix L.)

The greatest difference 1n means occurs between
praincipals in more flexible schools and less flexable
schoolse A t test was performed on this data yielding a
t value of -2.537, which was significant at the 0,05 level

of confidence. (See Appendix M,)

Principals' Background Questionnaire

A second questionnaire dealing with personal back-
ground was also completed by district praincipals in order
to explore relationships concerning principals of more
flexible and less flexible schools. The results of this

questionnaire are tabulated in Table XI.



54
TABLE X

PERCENTAGE OF ALL DISTRICT TEACHERS AND PRINCIPALS
INDICATING AMBIVALENCE OR A TENDENCY TO DISAGREE
IN RESPONSE TO SYSTEM FLEXIBILITY SCALE ITEMS

Teachers Principals

% 0

Ttem
In this teaching situation

l. There 1s ample freedom to adapt cur-
riculum to different student needs. 11,11 9.52

2+ Crataicisms by "inspectors" are
generally petty and insignificant. 40,95 L7.62

3. School board policies provide broad
areas 1n which teachers can exercise
their professional judgement. 49.53 28.57

Le School board officials respond prompt-—
ly to reasonable requests for materiale. 59.39 57.14

5 Schedules and time tables are much

too rigid. 33.66 3334

6. School board officials seem aware of
the different needs of schools, and
they alter their approaches accord-
ingly. 73.02 7143

7« Almost every promising idea that comes
along seems to be against school board
policy. L8.57 23.81

8. School board officials generally seem
informed and concerned about classroom

problems., 66.99 66467

9. In general, our equipment and materials
seem to be chosen by people who are
well informed about classroom needs. 3747 19.05

10, Principals who exercise initiative are
backed up by school board officials. 51e75 3333

11. The system 1s reasonably up-to-date
in terms of materials, technologies,
application of research findings, and
curriculum revisions, LL4e13 28,58

12. Too many changes are introduced into
our schools i1n bandwagon fashion, be=-
cause 1t 1s the thing to do at the
moment o 51,28 71,42

MEAN L757 40,87




TABLE XTI
RESPONSES OF PRINCIPALS ON BACKGROUND QUESTIONNAIRE

Gisstlon nggégiy Moge Fl%éﬁble ‘Le;s Fl%§§BI5
Sex Male 5 (100) 5 (100)
Female 0 (0) 0 (0)
1. In whot type of school are Elementary 5 (1.00) 1 (20)
you the principal® Secondary 0 (0) ), (30)
2. What 1s the extent of your Bachelor's 5 (100) L (30)
formal education? Mastoris 0 (0) 1 (20)
Doctoral 0 (0) 0 (0)
3. Have you taken any graduate Yes 2  (4,0) L (80)
courens in sducationsl sdnin- g, ) 1 (o
3a. If Yes, how many graduate 1 -3 2 (4O) 1 (20)
;ggrg:;eig this area have L & 0 (0) 1 (20)
7 or more 0 (0) 2 (1,0)
3be If Yes, how recently have Withain last
you taken such graduate work®? 3 years 0 (0) 0 (0)
L = 6 years ago 2 (1,0) 2 (1,0)
7 or more 0 (0) 2 (1,0)
4. How many years have you been 1 -6 1 (20) 1 (20)
a principal® 7 - 12 3 (60) 0 (0)
13 or more 1 (20) l, (30)
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TABLE XI (Contd)
RESPONSES OF PRINCIPALS ON BACKGROUND QUESTIONNAIRE

- Choice More Flexible Less Flexible
Rusatlion Category n A n A
5. How many years have you been 1 -6 L (80) 1 (20)
in your present position® 7 - 12 1 (20) 0 (0)
13 or more 0 (0) L (30)
6. How many years have you been 1 -6 o (0) o (0)
an active member of the
teaching profession® 7-12 2 (ko) o (o)
13 - 18 1 (20) 1 (20)
19 or more 2 (1,0) L (80)
7. Do you find it necessary to Yes 5 (100) 3 (60)
spend any evenings at home
on school work?® No 0 (0) 2 (40)
“72a. If Yes, how many evenings at 1 3 (60) 1 (20)
home per week would you
average on school work? 2 or 3 2 (40) 2 (40)
L, or more 0 (0) 0__(0)

9
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The frequencies falling within the various categories
for certain questions in Table XI were subjected to chi
square analyses. (See Appendices N to V.) Question 2
yielded a‘xz result of O, indicating no significant
relationship between flexibility and the type of university
degree a praincipal holds.

Question 3 produced a 1? value of 0,416, indicating no
significant relationship between flexibility and whether
or not a principal has taken any graduate courses 1n
educational administration and supervision.

For those principals who have taken graduate courses
in this field, Question 3a produced a X? value of 2. 666,
indicating no significant relationship between flexibility
and the number of graduate courses taken. Question 3b
yielded a X2 value of 1.502, which again was not signif=-
icant.

Question 4 produced a X2 value of 4.800, indicating
no significant relationship between flexibility and the
number of years a principal has held a principalship.

Question 5 yielded a %2 value of 6.800, which was
significant at the 0.05 level of confidence. There 1s,
then, a significant relationship between flexibility and
the number of years a principal has spent in his present
position.,

Neither Question 6 nor Question 7 produced signif-

1cant X? values (Question 6, X? = 2,667; Question 7,
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X° = 1.750) which suggests there 1s no significant
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relationship between flexibility and the number of years

of teaching experience of a principal or between flex-

ibilaity and the amount of school work he finds necessary

to take home.

Summagx

Utilizaing the Spearman Rank Order Correlation

Technique, the present study has been unable to establish

a significant negative correlation between:

l. Instructional Flexibility and school size.

2. Teacher Attitudes toward the system and school

sizes
The Exploratory Propositions have revealed the
followang:
le A greater percentage of rural schools fall
the "more flexible" category than do urban
2. A greater percentage of rural schools fall
the "less flexible" category than do urban
The apparent relationship between location

flexaibilaity 1s not significant, however.

into
schools,
into
schools.

and

3. No secondary schools fall into the more flexible

category.

L. The greater majority of secondary schools fall

into the less flexible category.
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Approrimately one=third of the elementaory schools
fall 1nto the more flexable category.

A very sm21ll percentage of elementary schools are
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categorized as les .e, while the relation-

cha
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betreen school type 2nd flexability is
statistically significant.

Principales 1n more flexible schools are consider-
ably less negative in their attitudes toward the
school system than are the teachers in those
schools, but the mean differences are not signif-
1cant,

Principals 1n less flexible schools are more
negative i1in their attitudes toward the school
system than are the teachercs in those schools
but, again, the mean differences are not signif-
1cant.

District principals, on the whole, display

slightly less negativeness in their attitudes
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-

toward the school system than do district teachers,

with no signmificant differences in the means,

A comparicson of the 2ttitudes of principals in

more flexible schools and i1n lesc flexible schools

produced a significant difference an the mears,

The principals' background questionnaire produced the

following results:




1.

2e

3.

Le

e

Te

60
The majority of principals in both more flexible
and less flexible schools possess a bachelor's
degree, with only one principal in a less flexible
school having a master's degree.
60% of the principals in more flexible schools
have not taken any graduate courses in educational
administration and supervision, while 80% of the
principals 1n less flexible schools have taken
such courses,
Those principals in more flexible schools who have
taken graduate courses have taken no more than one
to three such courses,
Of those principals in less flexible schools who
have taken graduate courses, half of them have
taken seven or more courses and half of them have
taken between one and six such courses,
None of the principals in either more flexible or
less flexable schools have taken graduate courses
within the last three years.
The majority of principals in more flexible schools
have been principals for seven to twelve years.
The greater majority of principals in less flex=-
ible schools have been principals for thirteen or
more yearss
The greater majority of principals in more flex-

ible schools have been in their present position




9.

10.

11.

12.
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less than six years,
The greater majority of principals in less
flexible schools have been in their present
position thirteen or more years. The relationship
between flexaibility and number of years in present
position proved to be the only relationship stem-
ming from the background questionnaire which was
statistically significant,
None of the principals in more flexible or less
flexible schools have been active members of the
teaching profession for fewer than seven years.,
The greater majority of principals in less flex-
ible schools have been in the profession for
nineteen or more years.
A1l principals i1n more flexible schools and the
majority of principals in less flexible schools
find it necessary to do some school work at home
in the evenings.
The majority of praincipals in more flexible
schools find 1t necessary to spend only one even-
ing per week on school work, while the majority of
those principals 1n less flexible schools who take
work home, find 1t necessary to spend two or three

evenings per week on school work,.
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CHAPTER V
CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION

As was pcinted out in Chapter III, a1t would have been
desirable to study the schools 1n several small districts
in terms of flexability and teacher attitudes, but was
considered beyond the scope of the present investigation.
In the one district chosen for study, the results suggest
many areas for further research and broader investigation

using improved techniques and instrumentation.

Determining More Flexible and Less Flexible Schools

The determination of more flexible schools and less
flexible schools by means of the Instructional Flexibility
Scale results in the desired dichotomy with a range in
mean IF score values of 11,10. The scale 1tself, while
being used in the Vancouver study and in this study at
both the elementary and at the secondary level, has not
been validated at the secondary level. This lack of valid-
ation, 1t 1s felt, could be a matter of some concern
involving secondary school data because several individual
1tems comprising the scale would appear to lend themselves
far better to an elementary school setting than to a second-

ary setting. (See Appendix A.) Items two, five, nine, and
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ten, dealing with choice of instructional material, marking
and reporting procedure adjustments, modifying achievement
standards, and materials suited to student abilities, res-
pectively, although educationally highly desirable goals,
are not always possible to the same extent in the more
rigidly organized, subject—oriented, teacher-specialist
type of secondary school structure one generally finds.

This concern also has been somewhat reinforced by the
unsolicited comments of some secondary school teachers
written beside certain scale 1tems of the questionnaire.

One use to which the IF Scale results have been put 1is
merely to distinguish one end of a continuum from the other,
calling one end the more flexible schools and the other,
the less flexable schools. It is the feeling of this writer
that the lack of validation at the secondary level will not
seriously affect this distinction. However, subsequent
results involving the IF Scale should be scrutinized in

light of the possible lack of validity.

Size and Flexaibility

The organizational theory outlined in Chapter II
supported the notion that the inflexibility known to be
associated with large organizations could be projected into
a school system and upon the individual schools withain that

systems, On this premise, 1t was hypothesized that a
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significant negative correlation would exist between
Instructional Flexability and school size. In other words,
large schools would be less flexible than small schools.
The results, however, indicate a correlation coefficient of
=063354 which 1s not statistically significant. Although
a negative relationship i1s shown to exist between instruc-
tional flexaibilaty and school size, 1t 1s a weak relation-
ship permitting only a speculative assumption that there
may be some relationship between these two variables in the
predicted direction., Perhaps a more ambitious investiga-
tion involving a larger sample, representative of the
schools 1n several districts, containing a greater range
of school sizes, and utilizing an improved and thoroughly
tested instructional flexibilaity scale would be a natural

consequence of the present findings.

Size and Teacher Attaitudes

Hypothesis 2 relies on a second instrument within the
teacher questionnaire. The System Flexibility Scale which,
although subjected to a principal components factor analysis
as reported in Chapter III, was not validated at either the
elementary or secondary level., This second assertion
hypothesizes that a significant negative correlation will
exist between the perceptions teachers have concerning the

system within which they function and school size.
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Once again, the organizational theory put forth in
Chapter II lends support to the premise that as organiza-
tions grow in size, the increasing need for control and
efficiency leads to a loss of personal satisfaction, pur-
pose and 1nitiative on the part of the individuals
functioning within the organization, as well as an imper-
sonality which tends to i1solate the individuals from any
real involvement in the decision-making process. This
results 1n a tendency to feel alienated from the upper
reaches of the hierarchical structure.

The resulting correlation coefficient of 0,2120,
while obviously not negative, 1s not statistically signif-
icant, and suggests no relationship between the two
variables i1n the predicted direction,

It 1s interesting to note from Table V, however, that
in the majority of cases where there 1s a sizable percentage
of unusable teacher responses, the mean percentage of
teachers 1ndicating ambivalence or a tendency to disagree
with system flexibility scale 1tems 1s comparatively low.
In other words, with fewer teachers responding, there 1s a
lower percentage of disagreement. One possible explanation
of this situation, which i1s supported by Erickson (1971,
pe 4=2), 1s that the failure of certain teachers to respond
to the questionnaire reflects their disenchantment with the
system.

This explanation would appear to lend some support to



66
the view that a negative correlation would exist between
teacher attitude and school size., If all district schools
in this study are ranked from the largest to the smallest,
the first eight (38%) contain seven of the ten schools
(70%) with unusable responses.

One must accept, however, the lack of empirical evid-
ence that unusable responses do in fact reflect teacher
disenchantment with the system, Many other variables could
certainly be the cause of teachers failing to respond to a
questionnaire.

When 1t 1s considered that this study i1s dealing with
a relatively small school district in which there are only
twenty-one schools ranging in size from five full-time
teachers on staff to fifty teachers, one could speculate
that another similar investigation involving a greater
number of schools with a broader range in school sizes may
indeed produce a significant negative correlation between

teacher attitudes and school size.

Flexibility and School Location

In the study of the Vancouver system, Ericksen (1971,
pe 4=23) reported that the researchers tested for assoc-
1ations between school mean scores on the IF Scale and
ninety-four variables for which they had reason to anticip=-

ate possible relationships. The fact that a phenomenon
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such as instructional flexibility must be related to a
great number of variables led to the exploration of two
propositions involving variables not mentioned in the
Vancouver study.

The first proposition that was considered looked into
the possibility of a relationship existing between instruc-
tional flexabilaty and the location of elementary schools
1n an urban versus a rural setting. Although 1t was
proposed that no difference would exist in flexibilaity
between urban and rural elementary schools, Table VI
indicates that 50% of all rural schools fall into the two
extremes of more flexible and less flexible, while only
17% of the urban schools fall into the same two extremes.
In other words, 50% of the rural elementary schools are
"middle-of-the-road" in terms of flexibility, while 83% of
the urban elementary schools are similarly found between
the extremes of flexibilaty.

It 1s also interesting to note in Table VI that a
greater percentage of rural elementary schools (40%) than
urban elementary schools (17%) are more flexible, and that
no urban schools are classified as less flexible while 10%
of the rural schools fall into this category.

While these facts were evident in the district under
study, a chi square test was performed on the findings in
order to determine 1f there was any significant relation-

ship between flexibility and school location, Although
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the X? volue of 1l..67 obtzined vas not significant at the
0.05 level, 1ndicating the relationchip is not statistically
significant, these observations could open up speculation
and further areas of research as the affect small urban
communities may have upon the elementary schools within

them in terms of such things as instructional programmes,
innovative practices, and perhaps, teacher-hiring practices.
This would seem to be a worthwhile topic to pursue 1in a

subsequent study.

Flex1bility and School Type

The second proposition stipulated that no difference
would exist between elementary and secondary schools with
respect to instructional flexibility. Teble VII shows that
no secondary schools are classified as being more flexable,
while 31% of the elementary schools f211 into this category.
80% of the secondary schools are less flexible compared to
only 6% of the elementary schools. These results clearly
show that more elementary schoolc are flerxible than inflex-
ible in the dictrict under study, but that 63% of all
elementary schools mucst fall between these two extremes.

By contrast, the greater majority of secondary schools fall
into the inflexible end of the continuum, with none falling
within the flexaible clacs. This latter observetion, how-

ever, 15 based on data that should be concidered sucpect

(SRS X <



A~Q

becauce of the question2ble validity of the IF Scale 2t

the secondary level mentioned earlier in this chapter, A
chi squere volue of 6,126 establiches that the relationship
between school type ard flexribility is statistically
significont,

Even with the indicated reservations in mind, these
results do suggest that the more formally organirzed,
subject—oriented, teacher-specialist type of secondary
school structure does exert a negative influence upon
instructional flexibility within such 2 school. This
would appear to be another arca worth pursuing 1n another

study.

Attitudes of Prinecipals and Teachers in More #lexible Schools

The next group of propositions dealt with teacher and
principal attitudes as they anpear in more flexible and
less flexible school cettaings, and in the system as a whole,

Proposition 3 suggested that teachers and principals
in more flexable schools vould display the same attitudes
towsrd the school system, Table VITI shows, however, that
principals in more flexible cchools 2re considerably less
negative in their attitudes toward the school system than
are the teachers 1n more flexible =schools, The mean

diiferences are not <ignificant, however, as the

[~

test

alue of 2,139, mentioned in Chapter TV, indicates, Tn
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only one of the twelve scale items do praincipals exhibit a
greater percentage of negativeness than do teachers, and
that 1tem deals waith the available freedom to adapt the
curriculum to different student needs, This result is
understandable since 1t 1s the teacher who actually adapts
the curriculum to student needs, and perhaps, does so at
times without the knowledge of the principal.

It 1s interesting to observe that, in i1tem six, deal-
ing with school board officials' awareness of the different
needs of schools, teachers exhibit the greatest percentage
of ambivalence or disagreement (86.88%) while principals
exhibit less than half that percentage (40%). Again, these
results are understandable since 1t 1s the principal who
generally has direct contact with school board officials
and 1is, therefore, more aware of their actions and reactions
to school needs. In fact, on the scale as a whole, 1t would
appear logical that praincipals' attitudes toward the system
should be less negative than teachers' attitudes since it
1s the principal who deals with both subordinates and super-
ordinates within the system and 1s more acutely aware of
the feelings and actions of both groups as well as being the
one to have a clearer vision of his school's placement and
position in the total educational setting of the system,

In other words, the principal should have fewer misconcep=-
tions of the educational structure and administrative

hierarchy than his teachers.
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Attitudes of Principals and Teachers in Less Flexible Schools

The fourth proposition i1s very saimilar to the third,
but deals with the attitudes of teachers and principals in
less flexible schools. Table IX 1llustrates a situation
which 1s almost the reverse of that shown in Table VIII
concerning flexible schools. It can be seen that, on the
scale as a whole, principals in less flexible schools are
more negative in their attitudes toward the school system
than are the teachers in those schools. But, once again, a
t test result (-1.277) indicates that the mean differences
are not significant. Only on i1tems five, seven, nine and
eleven, dealing with the rigidity of schedules and time
tables, promising 1deas being against school board policy,
well informed people choosing equipment and materials, and
the up-to-dateness of the system in terms of materials,
technologies, applications of research findings and cur-
riculum revisions, do principals exhibit less ambivalence
or disagrement than do teachers,

A careful analysis of the content of the twelve items
on the System Flexibility Scale suggests that the four
scale 1tems mentioned above appear to be the only items in
which a principal could judge himself to be directly
involved and, perhaps, threatened. If this were the case,
then the fact that principals reacted to these i1tems less

negatively than did teachers could be considered quite
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natural. On the other hand, the fact that principals in
less flexible schools reacted so much more negatively than
did praincipals in more flexible schools on all scale 1tems
but number one, allows the speculation that the degree of
instructional flexibility present in a school i1s more than
Just remotely related to the principal and his personal
attitudes and professional performance.

To help affirm the conjecture mentioned above, a t
test was performed on the mean percentage of principals
indicating ambivalence or a tendency to disagree in res-—
ponse to SF Scale items in both the more flexible schools
and the less flexible schools. The t value of -2.537
obtained proved to be statistically significant at the 0,05
level., Although this significance should be observed with
some reservation since the number of subjects in the two
samples 1s relatively small, nevertheless, the actual
difference i1n means of 20% would seem to be large enough to
allow one to speculate that these two groups of prancipals
do perceive the school system in which they function in
quite different ways which in i1tself could be a contribut-
ing factor to the noted differences in flexibility in the

two groups of schools.

Attitudes of District Principals and Teachers

Proposition five 1s very similar to the preceding two
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propositions and suggests that praincipals in the district
w1ll perceive the system less negatively than will district
teachers. Table X i2ndicates that this 1s the case on the
scale as a whole, but once more the mean differences are
not significant (t = 0.865). Only on two items, i1tem two,
dealing with the possible pettiness of "inspectors' "
criticisms, and 1tem twelve, concerning changes being
introduced in bandwagon fashion, do praincipals perceive the
system more negatively than do teachers,

Concerning item two, it 1s conceivable that principals,
perhaps, are more aware of some "inspectorial" criticisms
which never reach the ears of teachers., Often a praincipal
may act as a buffer between "inspector" and teacher and
thereby absorbs a little additional craiticism of a learning
situation than does the teacher,

With respect to principals reacting more negatively
than teachers concerning the way in which changes are
introduced to the schools, 1t would seem that the reverse
should be true. In so many cases principals are instru-
mental in brainging about changes in their schools, while at
other times, changes are brought in after consultation with
and usually consent by them,

As was mentioned in discussing proposition three, 1t
1s not surprising that, on the total System Flexibility
Scale, principals perceive the system less negatively than

do teachers. The principals are more keenly aware of the
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feelings and opinions of school board officials than are
teachers since they are somewhat identified with the
system's administrative structure and, because of this,
principals should have a better understanding of district

policies and decisions,

Principals?' Background Questionnaire

The final area that was investigated in this study
dealing with the training and professional background of
principals was atcomplished by means of a second question-
naire administered to district principals. The results
received from praincipals in more flexible and in less
flexible schools were tabulated and appear in Table XI.

The majority of findings in this area lend support to
similar findings in the Vancouver study done by Erickson
(1971). It can be seen that most principals in both flex-
i1ble and inflexible schools possess a bachelor's degree,
with the only praincipal having a master's degree being found
in a less flexible school. Erickson (p. 4-26) reports that
66% of the principals with master's degrees in the Vancouver
system are found in less flexible schools., A chi square
test on the faindings in this study indicate that the
relationship between flexibility and the type of degree a
principal holds 1s not significant,

While twice as many principals in less flexible schools




£
have taken graduate courses in educational administration
and supervision, and more such courses, than their counter-
parts in flexable schools, there 1s a tendency for the
principals in more flexible schools to have taken thear
courses more recently. This tendency was also found to be
true in the Vancouver system (Erickson, p. 4-26) and 1s in
keeping with findings of several studies done elsewhere and
cited by Erackson (Antley, 1966; Gross, 1965; Hemphill,
1962; Morphet, 1966). Chi square analyses of the findings
in the present study indicate no significant relationship
between flexibility and any of the three variables,
principals having taken graduate courses in educational
administration and supervision, the number of such courses,
or the recency of such courses.

80% of the principals in less flexible schools have
held a principalship, and have been in their present
position for thirteen or more years, while a similar 80% of
the principals in more flexible schools have been principals
for twelve or fewer years and have been in their present
position less than seven years.

There 1s also a tendency for principals in more
flexible schools to have less teaching experience and to
spend more evenings at home on school work than their
counterparts in less flexible schoocls, Once again Erickson
(pe 4=27) reports similar findings regarding years of

service and evening work of principals presently in flexible
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and inflexible schools.

Chi square analyses again indicate there 1s no signif-
1cant relationship between flexibility and either the number
of years a principal has held a praincipalship or the number
of years he has been i1n the teaching profession. Likewise,
the relationship between flexaibility and the number of
evenings spent on school work is not significant.

A chi square value of 6.800, significant at the 0,05
level, does indicate, however, that the relationship
between flexaibility and the number of years a principal has
spent 1n his present position 1s statistically significant,
Although causality cannot be assigned to this latter
relationship, 1t would appear to be yet another factor con-
cerning praincipals which has some bearing on the level of
instructional flexibility found within schools,

To summarize the results of the background question-
naire, the findings suggest that principals in more flexible
schools, as estimated in the IF Scale, tend to differ from
principals i1n less flexible schools in the following ways:

l. They tend to have slightly less extensive formal

education than principals in less flexible schools.,

2. They are likely to have had fewer graduate courses

in educational administration and supervision, and
to have done their graduate work more recently.

3. They seem to have spent fewer years in their

present school, to have been a principal for fewer
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years, and to have somewhat less teaching exper-
1ence than inflexible school principals,

L. They tend to spend more nights at home on school

work,

Although these findings are consistent with the
findings 1n the Vancouver study, they merely show that
instructional flexibility, as estimated in the IF Scale,
1s associated with a number of characteristics of school
principals., It cannot be concluded that these associations
1n any way demonstrate cause-effect relationships, but
these associations do tend to be the type that would lead
one to speculate certain characteristics of a principal,
perhaps, contribute something toward the flexibility of any
given schools, In any case, the relationship of a praincipal
and instructional flexibility should prove to be a worth-—
while field for further research since this study tends to
raise important issues involving the following:

l. The affect of years of teaching experience on the

performance of a principal.

2. The extent to which graduate courses in education-

al administration and supervision assist a
practicing principal.

3. The importance to the performance of a principal

of taking graduate work at various intervals.

Le The length of time a principal can remain effec-

tive 1n any given school.
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The 1mportance of ~ctively ceeking the cualities
- v - 3

\Nn
L]

of hich enerzy levels end strong achievement drive

in candidates for a princip=alshin,

Sammary
S T e — - s -

This study has been unable to sustain the tvo key
1ssues involving school size. Hypothesis 1, dealing with a
negative correlation between instructional flexibility and
school size has been rejected, 3s has Hypothesis 2 suggest-
ing a nezative correlation between teacher attitudes end
school size. However, both areas indicete imnlications
for further research on a brooder scale involving several
school districts and a waider range of school sizes using
improved instrumentation,

The first two exploratory propositions point up
differences in terms of inctructional flexaibality betveen
urban and rurzl elementary schools, with the mejority of
urban schools being categorized 2s a middle-~of-the-road
style of flexibility, and between element-ry and cecondary
schools with the mejority of secondary schools being
classified 2s lecs flexible, Only the second proposition
proved to be statistically significant,

The next three eryploratory pvropositions reveal thsat
princip2ls in mare flexible schools perceive the school

system less negetively than do teachers in thoce schools,
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while principals i1n less flexible schools perceive the
system more negatively than do the teachers in less flex-
1ble schools.s All district principals considered together,
perceive the school system less negatively than do all
district teachers. Only the mean differences between
principals in more flexible schools and those in less flex-
ible schools proved to be statistically significant.
Certain differences 1n responses of teachers and principals
on some System Flexibility Scale i1tems can be justified if
one considers that principals are probably more closely
1dentified with and understand better the system's admin-
istrative structure.

These findings suggest the possibility of a relation-
ship between instructional flexibility and principal
performance. While not clearly identified in this study,
this possible relationship should prove a rewarding area
for further investigation.

Comparisons of principals in more flexible and in less
flexible schools in terms of formal education, teaching
service, years as a principal, and amount of school work
done at home, compare favourably with results put forth by
Erickson i1n a study of the Vancouver schools and lead to
several searching questions involving graduate work for
principals, tenure of a principalship i1n a given school,
and qualities to be sought 1in prospective principals

concerning years of experience, training, and drive. The
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answers to these questions, as well as other related
questions should be of vital concern to school officials
and prospective as well as practicing principals alike,
Subsequent 1nvestigations using the present findings as a

beginning could prove enlightening.
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APPENDIX A

INSTRUCTIONAL FLEXIBILITY SCALE

Most teachers in this school

La

2e

3e

Lo

5e

Modify curriculum content to
suit the backgrounds and
abilaities of their students,

Use ainstructional materials
(1ncluding textbooks, work-—
books, films, etc.) that are
appropriate for their students.

Use instructional methods well
sulted to their students,

Have most of their students
learning at the pace best
suited to them,

Adjust marking and reporting
procedures to suit the specifac
conditions they face at the
time,

Vary the relative amount of
time spent on different sub-
Ject matter areas in accord-
ance with the state of learning
of their students.,

Strongly Tend to Maybe and Tend to Strongly
Apree Apree Mavbe Not Disagree Disagree

€8



APPENDIX A (cont'd)
INSTRUCTIONAL FLEXIBILITY SCALE

Strongly Tend to Maybe and Tend to Strongly
Aoree Apree Maybe Not Disagree Disagree

7. Readily depart from scheduled
activities to take advantage
of unforeseen opportunities.

8. Handle disciplinary problems
1n the way that seems best
for the students involved,

9. Modify achievement standards
to correspond with the
abilities of their students.

10, Have most of their students
working with materials suited
to their ability levels.

68
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SYSTEM FLEXTIBILITY SCALE

this teaching situation

1.

2e

3.

Lo

5e

There 1s ample freedom to adapt
curriculum to different student
needs,

Criticisms by "inspectors" are
generally petty and insignif-
1cant.

School board policies provide
broad areas in which teachers
can exercise their professional
Judgement.

School board officials respond
promptly to reasonable re-
quests for materials.,

Schedules and time tables are
much too rigid,

School board officials seem
aware of the different needs of
schools, and they alter their
approaches accordinglye.

APPENDIX B

Strongly Tend to Maybe and Tend to

Apree

Agree

Mavbe not Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

06
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9.

10.

11.

12,

APPENDIX B (cont'd)

SYSTEM FLEXIBILITY SCALE

Strongly Tend to

Apgree

Apree

Maybe and Tend to
Maybe Not Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Almost every promising 1idea
that comes along seems to be
against school board policy.

School board officials gener-
ally seem informed and con-
cerned about classroom problems,

In general, our equipment and
materials seem to be chosen by
people who are well informed
about classroom needs,

Principals who exercise
1initiative are backed up by
school board officials,

The system 1s reasonably up=-
to—-date 1n terms of materials,
technologies, application of
research findings, and curric-
ulum revisions,

Too many changes are introduced
into our schools i1in bandwagon
fashion, because 1t 1s the thaing
to do at the moment.

T6



APPENDIX C
PRINCIPAL'S QUESTIONNAIRE

Please respond to each of the following items by placing a tick (v~ ) beside
the appropriate response,

MALE FEMALE

l. In what type of school are you

the Praincipal® Elementary Secondary
2. What 1s the extent of your formal Bachelor's Master's Doctoral
education® degree degree degree

3. Have you taken any graduate courses
in educational administration and Yes No
supervision®?

(a) If "YES", how many graduate
courses 1n this area have 1 -3 L = 6 7 or more
you taken?

(b) If "YES", how recently have Within L - 6
you taken such graduate work? last 3 years 7 or more
years ago years ago
Zyo gizntigzlzears have you been a 1-6___ 7-12___ 13 or more___
5. How many years have you been 1n -
your present position? 1-6__ 7=12___ 13 ormore_

26
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APPENDIX C (cont'd)
PRINCIPAL'S QUESTIONNAIRE

How many years have you been an
active member of the teaching
profession®

Do you find 1t necessary to spend
any evenings at home on school

work?

(a) If "YES", how many evenings
at home per week would you
average on school work®

1 -6 7 = 12 13 - 18

19 or more

Yes No

1 2 or 3

L or more

£6
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APPENDIX D

FACTOR LOADINGS FOR INDIVIDUAL ITEMS OF THE IF SCALE

Factor
Loadings

Most teachers in this school

.68 1. Modify curriculum content to suite the backgrounds
and abilities of their students.

.65 2. Use instructional materials (including textbooks,
workbooks, films, etc.) that are appropriate for
their students,

o7k 3. Use instructional methods well suited to their
students,

+ 76 L. Have most of their students learning at the pace
best suited to them,

.66 5, Adjust marking and reporting procedures to suit
the specific conditions they face at the time.

+ b7 6. Vary the relative amount of time spent on
different subject matter areas in accordance
with the state of learning of their students,

«58 7. Readily depart from scheduled activities to take
advantage of unforeseen opportunities.

.63 8. Handle disciplinary problems 1in the way that
seems best for the students involved.

«67 9. Modify achievement standards to correspond with
the abilaties of their students.

.78 10. Have most of their students working with
materials suited to their abilaity levels.



APPENDIX E

FACTOR LOADINGS FOR INDIVIDUAL ITEMS OF THE SF SCALE

95

Factor
Loadings
In this teaching situation

46 1. There 1s ample freedom to adapt curriculum to
different student cbilities.,

-e53 2. Criticisms by "inspectors" are generally petty
and insignificant,

«55 3. School board policies provide broad areas in
which teachers can exercise their professional
Judgement,

«58 L School board officials respond promptly to
reasonable requests for materials.

-«32 5. Schedules and time tables are much too rigid.

62 6. School board officials seem aware of the differ-
ent needs of schools, and they alter their
approaches accordingly.

-¢52 7. Almost every promising i1dea that comes along
seems to be against school board policy.

.64 8. School board officials generally seem informed
and concerned about classroom problems,

56 9, In general, our equipment and materials seem to
be chosen by people who are well informed about
classroom needs.,

.61 10. Principals who exercise initiative are backed up
by school board officiels,

«52 11, The system is reasonably up-to-date in terms of
materials, technologies, zpplication of research
findings, and curriculum revisions,

-.30 12, Too many changes are introduced into our schools

in bandwagon fashion, because 1t 1s the thing t
do at the moment,

O
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F

SPEARMAN RANK ORDER CORRELATION COEFFICIENT FOR SCHOOL

IF SCORES AND SCHOOL SIZE

96

Ident. IF School 5
No. Score Rank S17e Rank d d
9903 L7.70 2. 11 11 -10 100
9902 L6,78 2 20 65 =Le5 20.25
9907 Ll4 50 3 9 43 -10 100
9914 L3e25 4 7 16.5 -12.5 156425
9913 L3423 5 17 8e5 -3e¢5 12.25
9910 41.71 6 4 1645 -10.5 110,25
9904 41,07 7 17 8.5 -1l.5 2425
9912 1,04 60 8 6 18 -10 100
9911 L0454 9 14 10 -1 1
9905 40425 10 5 20 =10 100
9917 L0s14 11 9 13 -2 L
9915 39.78 12 5 20 -8 64
9906 37.56 13 8 15 -2 L
9908 3743 14 21, 4 10 100
9919 36.87 15 50 ) 14 196
9916 36450 16 9 13 3 g
9901 3533 d¢ > 20 -3 g
9920 35.10 18 22 5 13 169
9922 34481 19 32 3 16 256
9921 34458 20 20 6+ 5 13.5 182.25
9923 33.60 21 34 2 19 361

Td° = 2056.50
r, ==0.335L; n = 21; p ¥« .05




APPENDIX G

SPEARMAN RANK ORDER CORRELATION COEFFICIENT FOR THE

MEAN PERCENTAGE OF TEACHERS INDICATING AMBIVALENCE

OR A TENDENCY TO DISAGREE IN RESPONSE TO SYSTEM

FLEXIBILITY SCALE ITEMS AND SCHOOL SIZE

9

Ident,

Mean % of

School

No. Teachers Rank Size Rank d d2
9916 78.70 21 9 13 8 61,
9905 68451 20 8 15 5 25
9914 65463 19 f 16.5 245 6,25
9921 6.4 66 18 20 6,5 1l.5 132,25
9907 6L 58 17 9 13 L 16
990L 62.78 16 17 8.5 T+5 56425
9911 6145 15 14 10 5 25
9903 54417 14 11 3 9
9913 53«05 13 17 8.5 Le5 20,25
9912 53.33 12 6 18 -6 36
9922 51,07 11 32 3 8 6,
9905 45.83 10 5 20 -10 100
9902 43,42 9 20 645 2.5 6425
9923 43.18 8 34 2 6 36
9901 41,67 7 5 20 -13 169
9917 40,63 6 9 13 -7 L9
9915 37.50 5 5 20 =15 225
9910 36,91 A 7 16.5 =12.5 156425
9903 34.78 3 2L L -1 1
9919 34469 2 50 1 1 1
9920 30.16 1 22 5 =l 16

¥ 4% = 1213.50

r. = 0.2120; n = 21; p << .05

O



APPEI'DIX H

CHI SQUARE TEST OF INDEPENDEMCE OF

SCHOOL LOCATION AMD FLEXIBILITY
School More Lecs
Locotion Ml evible Flevable
URBAN 1 0
RURAL L 1




09
APPEIINIL I

CHI SQUARE TEST OF INDEPENDENCE OF

SCIIO0L, TYPE AND FLEXIBILITY

School More Less
Tvrne Floxible Flexible

ELTMENTARY . 1

SECONDARY 0 I

x° = 6,126 df = 2 p << .05
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APPENDIX J
t TEST OF MEAN DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE PERCENTAGE OF
TEACHERS AND PRINCIPALS IN MORE FLEXIBLE SCHOOLS
INDICATING AMBIVALENCE OR A TENDENCY TO DISAGREE
IN RESPONSE TO SYSTEM FLEXIBILITY SCALE ITEMS

Item PercentTeaChirS x? PercengrlnClialS x 2
| 3.28 =50.13 2513.01 20.00 =15,00 225400
2 45490 =751 56,40 20,00 =15.00 225.00
3 60. 66 725 52.56 40,00 5.00 25,00
I 68.85 15.44 238.39 60,00 25,00 625,00
5 21,31 -=32,10 1030.41 20,00 =15.00 225.00
6 86.88 33.47 112024 40,00 5.00 25,00
7 57438 3.97 15,76 20,00 -15.00 225.00
8 78.69 25428 639.08  60.00 25.00 625.00
9 3934  =14.07 197.96 20,00 -15.00 225.00
10 62429 8.88 78.85 40,00 5.00 25.00
11 L2.62 =10.79 116,42 20,00 -15.00 225.00
12 7377 20,36 414,53 60,00 25.00 625.00
X£ = 53«41 Kb = 35,00

t = 2.139; af = 113 p < .03
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APPENDIX K
t TEST OF MEAN DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE PERCENTAGE OF
TEACHERS AND PRINCIPALS IN LESS FLEXIBLE SCHOOLS
INDICATING AMBIVALENCE OR A TENDENCY TO DISAGREE
IN RESPONSE TO SYSTEM FLEXIBILITY SCALE ITEMS

Teachers 5 Principals >
Ttem Percent ;o *x Percent ¥ X

1 16,67 =29.40 864,36 20,00 =35,00 1225,00

2 38,90  =7.17 51,41 40,00 ~-15.00 225,00
3 47.23  1.16 1.35 60,00 5,00  25.00
L 55.56  9.49  90.06 80,00  25.00  625.00
5 51,85 5,78 33.41 40,00 =15,00 225,00
6  63.39  17.82  317.55 80,00 25,00  625.00
7 Lhuhh  =1.63 2,66 40,00 =15.00 225,00
8 58,33 12,26  150.31 80,00 25,00 625,00
9  42.59  =3.48 12,11 40,00 =15,00  225.00
10 hhok5  -1.62 2,62 60,00 5,00 25,00
11 48,14 2,07 Le28 40,00 <15,00 225,00
12 40.7h  =5.33  23.41 80,00 25,00 625,00
X£= 46,07 25 = 55,00

t = =1.277; df = 11 p < .10



APPENDIX L

t TEST OF MEAN DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE PERCENTAGE

OF ALL DISTRICT TEACHERS AND PRINCIPALS INDICATING

AMBIVALENCE OR A TENDENCY TO DISAGREE IN RESPONSE

TO SYSTEM FLEXIBILITY ITEMS

102

Teachers

Principals

Ttem Percent x X2 Porcent X x?

1 11.11 =36.46 1329.33 9.52 =31.35 982.82
2 40495 -6.62 L3.82 L7.62 675 L5456
3 49.53 1.96 3.84 28,57 =12.,30 151.29
L 59.39 11.82  139.71 5714 16,27  264.71
5 33.66 =13.91 193.49 33.34 -7¢52 58.91
6 73.02 25.45  647.70 7143 30,56  933.92
7 48457 1.00 1.00 23.81 =17.06  291.04
8 66.99 19.42  377.14 66,67 25,80 665,64
9 37.47 =10,10 102,01 19,05 =21.82 476.11
10 51.75 L.18 17.47 33.33 ~7+56 59422
11 Ll e13 =34l L. 60 28,58 =12,29 151.04
12 54,428 6.71 45,02 71,42 30.55 933.30

i£ = L7.57 Xg = 40,87

t = 0.865; af = 11; p < .10



APPENDIX M
t TEST OF MEAN DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE PERCENTAGE OF
PRINCIPALS IN MORE FLEXIBLE SCHOOLS AND IN LESS
FLEXIBLE SCHOOLS INDICATING AMBIVALENCE OR A TENDENCY

TO DISAGREE IN RESPONSE TO SYSTEM FLEXIBILITY SCALE ITEMS

Flexable Pr1n01pa182 Inflexaible Pr1n01pals?
Jtem Percent X X Percent X %~

1 20,00 =15.00 225400 20,00 =35.,00 1225,.,00

2 20,00 -15.00 225,00 40,00 =15,00 225,00
3 40400 5.00 25.00 60.00 5.00 25,00
L 60,00 25,00 625,00 80,00 25,00 625,00
5 20,00 =15,00 225,00 40,00 -15,00 225,00
6 40,00 5.00 25.00 80,00 25,00 625,00
7 20,00 =15.00 225,00 40,00 =15,00 225,00
8 60,00 25,00 625,00 80,00 25.00 625,00
9 20,00 =-15,00 225,00 40,00 =15.00 225,00
10 40,00 5,00 25,00 60,00 5,00 25,00
11 20,00 =15,00 225,00 4,0,00 =15,00 225,00
12 60,00 25,00 625,00 80,00 25,00 625,00
Xep = 35.00 X, = 55.00

t ="20537; df = 11; P < 005
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APPENDIX N
CHI SQUARE TEST OF INDEPENDENCE OF THE UNIVERSITY
DEGREES PRINCIPALS POSSESS AND FLEXIBILITY

Princaipal's More Less
Decree Flexaible Flexible
BACHELOR'S 5 L
MASTER'S 0 1
%x® = O ar = 1; p < .99



105
APPENDIX O
CHI SQUARE TEST OF INDEPENDENCE OF WHETHER
PRINCIPALS HAVE TAKEN GRADUATE COURSES IN EDUCATIONAL
ADMINISTRATION AND SUPERVISION AND FLEXIBILITY

Taken Graduate More Less
Courses Flexible Flexible
YES 2 I3
NO 3 1
% = 0,418 af = 1; p 4£.60
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APPENDIX P

CHI SQUARE TEST OF INDEPENDENCE OF THE
NUMBER OF GRADUATE COURSES PRINCIPALS HAVE TAKEN
AND FLEXIBILITY

Number of More Less
Courses Flexible Flexible
1-3 2 1
L - 6 0 1
7 or more 0 2
X? = 2,666; df = 2; p <K .20



APPENDIX Q

107

CHI SQUARE TEST OF INDEPENDENCE OF THE RECENCY

OF PRINCIPAL'S GRADUATE WORK AND FLEXIBILITY

Recency More Less
(years aso) Flexable Flexible
0 -3 0 0
L - 6 2 2
7 or more 0] 2

x? = 1.502; af = 2 p £ 40



APPENDIX R

108

CHI SQUARE TEST OF INDEPENDENCE OF THE NUMBER

OF YEARS A PRINCIPAL HAS HELD A PRINCIPALSHIP

AND FLEXIBILITY

Number of More Less
Years Flexible Flexible
1 -6 1 1
7 - 12 3 0
13 or more 1 L
X% = 1,.800; df = 23 p < .20
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APPENDIX S
CHI SQUARE TEST OF INDEPENDENCE OF THE NUMBER
OF YEARS A PRINCIPAL HAS SPENT IN HIS PRESENT
POSITION AND FLEXIBILITY

Number of More Less
Years Flexible Flexible
1 -6 L 1
7 - 12 1 0
13 or more 0 L
X° = 6.800; af = 2; p < .05
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APPENDIX T
CHI SQUARE TEST OF INDEPENDENCE OF THE NUMBER
OF YEARS TEACHING EXPERIENCE OF A PRINCIPAL
AND FLEXIBILITY

Number of More Less
Years Flexible Flexible
1 -6 0] 0
7 - 12 2 0
13 - 18 1 3
19 or more 2 L
xX* = 2,667; df = 3; p < 40
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APPENDIX U
CHI SQUARE TEST OF INDEPENDENCE OF WHETHER
PRINCIPALS SPEND ANY EVENINGS AT HOME ON
SCHOOL WORK AND FLEXIBILITY

Work More Less
Evenangs Flexaible Flexible
YES 5 3
NO 0 2
x? = 1.750; af = 13 p 4 .10



APPENDIX V

112

CHI SQUARE TEST OF INDEPENDENCE OF THE

NUMBER OF EVENINGS PRINCIPALS SPEND AT

HOME ON SCHOOL WORK AND FLEXIBILITY

Number of More Less
Evenings Flexible Flexible
1 3 1
2 or 3 2 2
L, or more 0 0

x* = 0,534 af = 23 p £ .70
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