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Viewpoint 

Moving into the 1980s 
The beginning of a new decade always presents the opportunity to reassess tho past and to an· 

tlclpate the future. For professional educators this could be either a depressing or an exh ilarating 
experience depending on individual perceptions of the events that shaped education In the 10 years 
Just past. 

In retrospect, public schools came of age during the 1970s. Social Issues were confronted 
directly in the schools as the politics of confrontation of the 1960s continued to challenge the goals, 
practices and expectations of public education. The courts and federal legislation had a pervasive 
Impact on the governance of education. 

If any one theme or dominant notion can be ascertained from the plethora of events Influencing 
the public schools during the 1970s, It would have to be the continued quest for equal educational 
opportunity. This que.st has been manifested In decisions of the courts, federal leglslatlon and 
regulations and state education mandates. While we may disagree with definitions of or the veracity 
of the idea of equal educational opportunity, It has become a dominant theme In American pubflc 
education. 

The Tinker legacy that neither students nor teachers shed their consti tutional rights at the 
schoolhouse gate served to establlsh new legal relationships among students, teachers, ad· 
mlnistrators and school boards. Due process became the guiding principle and served to make 
school officials more responsible for their disciplinary decisions. In succeeding cases the United 
States Supreme Court clarified and extended due process protections for students and teachers 
and provided remedies when it was denied. 

As the 1970s began and ended many schools districts were grappling with desegregation 
Issues. Busing was a super-charged, emotional Issue with children caught In the political battles. 
The focus of court challenges had shifted from the South to other regions of the country as defacto 
segregation was confronted. The promise of Brown awaits fulfillment in a society where housing 
patterns frustrate the dream. 

At the midpoint of the decade, P.L. 94·142 was enacted to specify and guarantee the education 
rights of handicapped chi ldren. Mainstreaming, due process, individual education programs and 
financing became new challenges. In concert with Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, 
P.L. 94· 142 holds the potential for major reorganization and operation of the education enterprise. 

Title IX and affirmative action established the place of women in all aspects ol public 
education. Athletics, curriculum and employment practices have been altered to bring women Into 
the mainstream of school life. These changes will continue to be made throughout the educational 
system to provide new possibilities and opportunities for women. 

Certainly, there are many other aspects of public education which deserve mention as 
significant influences in the past decade. Collective bargaining and strikes, accountability, malprac­
tice, discipline, decline in public confidence, financial woes, competency testing, school finance 
and many others are possibilities. 

But, on the whole, most of these Issues do not seem to have had the fundamental or pervasive 
impact on public education as those previously cited . This is not to deny the Importance of such 
Issues but does not suggest that there were several watershed events that set the tone for the 1970s 
as a decade characterized by the continued quest for equal educational opportunity. 

In anticipation of the decade of the '80s, I am concerned that the quest for and commitment to 
equal educational opportunity will be sidetracked and the gains reversed rather than consolidated. 
Energy, defense and inflation will be crltlcaf Issues demanding rational solutions. Certainly the 
resolution of these critical national problems will extract a high price from all of us. I am concerned 
that some leaders simply wil l ignore other social Issues which must be confronted. 

I have no quarrel with those wishing to rethink what we are about as a society, or for that matter, 
what the role of public schools should be. After all , this represents the best of the democratic 
tradition in the United States. I submit, however, that we as educators cannot and must not remove 
ourselves from the debate and process of setting social priorities. Our social agenda must include a 
continued quest for the Illusive goal of equal educational opportunity. 

We have an Important and challenging task In the 1980s to insure that the voice of professional 
educators is heard. We no longer can afford the fragmentation that has characterized public 
education. In the Issue of social priorities, the voice of students, teachers, administrators, local and 
state boards and others must be one. 

Wiiiiam E. Sparkman 
Kansas State University 



EDITORIAL BOARD OF REVIEW 
Don B. Croft, Director 

Claude c . Oove Learning Center 
New Mexico State University, Las Cruces 

PhlHp L. Smith, Assoclato Profossor 
Ohio State University 

Eddy J . Van Moler, Associate Profossor 
College of Education 
Kansas State University 

Robert Scott, Professor 
College of Education 
Kansas State University 

James C. C8rper, Assistant ProfesSO< 
Center f0<Teacher Education 
Tulane University 

EDITORS 
Chai1es E. Utz, Professor 

College of Education 
Kansas State University, Manhattan 

William E. Spa11<man, Associate Professor 
College of Education 
Kansas State University 

PRODUCTION 
Chris Baumchen 

Student Publications, Inc. 
Kansas State University 

PUBLICATION INFORMATION 
E<1uc•t1on•I con•ld•r•Uo1t1 Is publl&h6Cl fl l mu Collog6 

of Edvc:..-tlon, 1<.<in:s1u1.Sta1e Unive1a~1y ld110-11lon1I COtl• 
aldtrellcms and K;)•~t:~~ St;,lO Uni11011:111y do not 11,ecept 
1e..soonslbil!ty tor th& views fl)(prei !ICd In 111Uc1-0s, U)vl<iwG, 
and 01her conllibutio~ e,pp1a1ln9 ~n ' "" 1>ul)l lCAl10fl II\ 
kd~1>i rl(J wi th tho prol o:;:-;lo na1 oovcltlOnel conctpl lh•~ 
1esponslble l ree eitptessio11 Cfll'-• fJtOff1<110 lot11nino 3nd 41n. 
coo1age awareness of uutn. conll!bulOll 1.1e lnvltoo l o 
:ovbmil co11.;; tu:;ions ana opln~n5 eonctrnt<I wl!n vtiylf\Q 
point& of viqw in <1nd ;)bovt odvc11oliQn 

Educ1Ho"•' COntldereUont la pvbllahtO lh"t limos 
yea11y in lal!. 'Winter an<1.sor1ng E.a1tor1,1011100~ a10 \It •n.o 
College ol E<1vc.1lon, Mollo n M~U. K•n:1.11t Stal l\ Ul\IY(lf' 
$11y, M"'nl'l;,l t;µi , k.-n~s f.650S... Co«eapon<1t nct 100\il 
m:uu.seripts a•'d re·oe""a ahoulet t>t td(l1t-ttto 10 tl'lt 
Edllor. Unsollc•ted manv~c;rlpl-3 ~novl<I ~ Olltc.Ompilf'Ut<J 
by• sc1f.;add!Q~:H.1d onvtlOpe with sulhc1tn1OOll!gt 10 lf\­
.svro its rot1,11·n No 11~~:1.e<ation It 0 111-rH IOt tc<tOl tO If· 
helcs or otl"ler material autlmllled . 

~eri.:M SlJbr'tli.Uied to Ed..C•i~•I COfl t lictffllUont ~n 
Cle as bfjet a<s a pe.r-or@it or• k)nfJ ts. -ttlJ. ~ • Olot 
Al of It. in(;!Uding ~nttd QVOll'<ll m.Mter end IOO«.noli0-1. 
,should bt IJ:>od double $J*Ced F'.OOCftQ!i0$ Shoutd bf~ 
lri. MO Of Vie mtlfllilKtiP\. Hetidin9t t~ not C. " " 
Wl• eid. Plea:.e ~I Ulfff coP+ft OI Mitrt "'IRUt(f)Ot 

ll'l•<M.11hor·$ UNnQ!ete' •..-no. •ddf•u. """° to .. ~~ 
bt' sllCdd bt Ot1 a MP#M6 thffl MIKfleO tO IN Ol'OIMI 
01 OM copy OI lhe l'YIUl.l'Klt Dt. ft!)( Oft MY t Ol)ltt..a Of tht 
~*>1 ttMlf PbotoorMlhl. <ll'•,..IOC». W'OON. ""'° 
ottioi •1¥striltiOnS • Jt; waleCftlk AlilUIOf$ ~ bo 
~ed to Pf'°"idt· tt teqUHMd, COOiiH ot ptf f"ljts+on 10 
~te oooyrigN.o matter. Ouerle• M>Ol.tl POPiC>le antcle1 v• cert&'"lr •~r"1)tld. "°"''tV91'. I lt\'Ol'tc11• ltOl'f' 11 ~ 
to tiio COl'1'i4e-1M " req'1(!$t 10' tho ~tcto, For M1t1111tc!\r>t 
s1.,- <>tMr ''*' spec"'9d abot-9., be g-iM.O by 111• Mt.A 
Stvte Sheet 2nd Eon.on. Modem La11~~· AtlOCA•tiOft 01 
Am•~ ($2 Flflh ........ He• 'f'Qlk, N,l' 10011. M•r 1970, 
s1.2~. TbO c:1chlOt$ reso""o ll'IO 110M 10 111•koor•W"Nt'Clll 
c one-e1iOl'IS •!'Id Minot Chl.fl.9'S in •rtlclt 1e).lt 10 ;mp.10"' 
.:l&1iw. Add1es1 queahons about S.PKlll tltltl lO tht 
Editor. 

Svti~nptlon 'o EducetlOAel CCM'lt1<1..-1lon1 i i 54.00 l>t ' 
yoar, "''ith single copies s 1.soe,cri Co,,G$POl'lde"co ebOut 
subsctipUona ~novld oo <'dd100-lod to l hO Outlntt• 
M<ina,ger, eX> Tho E<:Jlto,, EdueeUOl\11 Con1lcletetk>n1., 
{)Ql.l~e ot EduC31ion, Ktf\taaState Unlv•rtlly, Mel\htU'"· 
IYll\!i.S 66506. Cl\eekt fo1 svbser!p1IOl'll V!Ould bO rn.ode 
out to Educt11on•I C011•1idt"T1!lo1'11, 

~nted In l h(l Ul'l!le<I SlllH ot AmGllC• 

educot ionol 
considerot ions 

Vol. VII, Number 3, Spring 1980 

Viewpoint: Moving Into the 1980s 
Wiiiiam E. Sparkman 

Mainstreaming the organization 
Donald L. Robson 

Measuring teacher effectiveness 
Dorothy R. Bleyer 

A blueprint for building an instructional team 
Wllllam Sanderson 

Department heads as decision makers 
Janice Wissman 

Developing an educational planning system 
Sidney E. Brown 

Multi -cultural education and the ' basics • 
Fred Rodriquez 

The 'Wounded Minnow' concept 
Richard S. Funk 

Review: Youth need crftical intelligence 
Edward 0. Shaffer, Sr. 

Inside front cover 

2 

5 

9 

11 

14 

17 

19 

20 



Structural barriers provide ob· 
stacles to change in special 
education. 

Mainstreaming 
the 
organization 

By Donald L. Robson 

MOdern bureaucratic organizations, once In opera· 
lion, seem to take on a lite of their own. Though adminis· 
trators flatter themselves with such labels as manager. su· 
pervlsor, leader, or director, in reality the organization con· 
trols the actions of the administrator at least as often as 
he controls and directs the organization. One of i ts great · 
est strengths as a mechanism for organizational goal at· 
tainment Is the stability and regularity of the bureaucratic 
structure. It Is this characteristic, this very stabil ity, which 
at the same time is so frequently criticized. The bureau· 
cracy, It is said, Is inflexible and unyielding. Change, It Is 
said, Is difficult to accomplish. And so it is. Frequen tl y we 
see the need for al tering our processes or our goals to ac· 
commodate new conditions. Often we would Impose our 
new perspective on an existing organizational structure 
only 10 find resistance, even refusal. Instinctively we 
blame the system tor its failure to accommodate new 
ideas and adapt to new directions. In a sense, the system 
(bureaucracy) Is at fault . 

Special education, a bureaucratically·organlzed en· 
terpr1se, has declared a fundamental alteration In its 
goals. Instead ol serving the function of educating all 
handicapped youngsters within a parallel sys tem, the 
goal now Is the maintenance of all handicapped students 
within the " mainstream" of regular education. If this goal 
is to be realized, however, more will be required than sim· 
ply adopting new slogans or assigning new values to old 
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goals. Fundamental changes in the structure of the 
delivery system will be required . Educators must un· 
derstand clearly what is to be accomplished and what 
must be done to accomplish it before their best efforls 
have any chance of enduring the natural bureaucratic aver· 
sion to the uncertainty o f change. 

The bureaucratic structure, designed to accomplish 
certain specific goals, is the major obstacle to ready 
change. In a greater sense, however, the problem lies in 
our inability to recognize the variables which must be 
altered if our desired change Is to endure. It is not enough 
to proclaim a change In our goals from this date forth. Nor 
is it enough to simply adopt a new method or procedure 
for accomplishing a specified task. Redesigning our 
physical plants will not suffice, nor will improving the 
morale of employees Insure the success of desired 
changes. Such alterations are simply tinkerlngs. The long· 
term endurance of any of these innovations within the 
educational organization is a maner of derision. Our "band· 
wagoning" techniques for adopting change are legend. 
The innovations which will endure within the bureaucracy, 
however. are those which involve changes in the structure 
of the organiuition itself. 

The Existing Structure 
It is difficult tor general educators to know how to 

react to the new urging ot advocates and special 
educators for " mainstreaming. " Their natural aversion to 
pressure groups and to the Increasing incursion of the 
federal government Into their business causes a reflex 
suspicion, even resis tance. This Is particularly true since 
on ly a few years ago special educators and advocates 
made impressive progress In the establishment of 
programs for the handicapped. These gains were made 
with !he logic that exceptional youngsters had needs 
which demanded special tacllltles and specially trained 
teachers. As a result, special f inancial arrangements 
needed to be made and an entire organizational structure 
grew up around the need to dellver special education to 
youngsters who were not or could not be served 
adequately by the " regular" system. Special educators 
made frequent appearances before boards of education. 
citizen and administrative groups to justify the need for 
ever Increasing financial support ol programs and ser­
vices based on the accepted model o f specialization of 
function. That Is, the case was made to parents of 
prospective students and to boards o f education that a 
better job of meeting the special needs of these children 
could be done by specializing services. Thus a separate 
delivery system was created with its own students, per· 
~onnel, faciliHes, adm\nlstratlve structu re, f inancing, even 
its own Washington Bureau. Today, just as this separate 
delivery system approaches Its maximum expansion, the 
rationale has changed, and th is change threatens the very 
foundation of the structure so recently built. 

This essay wi II examine some social and theoretical 
antecedents to our current general and special education 
thinking. In addition, it will attempt to state concerns of 
both general and special education administrators in 
relation to the perceived effects of the proposed change. 

Changing the Rules of the Game 
Though our rhetoric has proclaimed it, educational 

opportuni ty in America never has been universalistic in 
1970s terms. That is, when viewed from our present per­
spective, the provision of free public education has been 
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exclusionary In Its fundamental nature. While it seems, 
from listening to advocates of various excluded groups, 
that their people have been conspired against, singled out 
and marl<ed for discrimination, it is the contention of this 
observer that Jhe problem Is systemic rather than con· 
spiratonal. 

From its earliest beginnings, formal education has 
been a privilege of those who could afford it. Only in this 
century, and largely In this country, has the concept of 
universal education even approached reaflly. The process, 
however, has been one of slowly Including groups of In· 
dividuals not previously served, rather than terminating 
existing services to lndlvlduals. Further, such Inclusion 
has come about through the confrontations and struggles 
of the group not served, rather than as a result o f any 
social justice goals of the group In power. It is significant 
that thi s process o f gradual Inclusion has not come about 
as a result of changes in the service delivery system. 
Rather, fundamental views of our educailonal respon· 
sibility have been altered by changing social forces 
related toa changing view of the needs of society. 

During its formative period. there was a rather wide 
gap between this nation's philosophical adherence to irr 
dividual rights and its need for organizational and in· 
stitutional stability. The greater good was deemed to be 
national prosperity which could be evidenced by the sue· 
cess of the capitalist ic system. Group values and 
organizational Interests were reflected in our laws and 
public policies. Similarly, during periods ot war or nat ional 
stress such as the great depression, the rights of In· 
divlduals have been subjugated in favor of group needs 
and Interests. The traditional ist conservative view con· 
tlnues to stress the Individual's responsibility to the group 
rather than the group's responsibility to the ind ividual. It 
was the failure of Lyndon Johnson and Richard Nixon to 
convince Americans that they must subjugate their In· 
dividual rights in favor of the national in terest that led to 
our eventual withdrawal from Vietnam. 

The repression of dissent, the need for secrecy, the 
Inaccessibility to the decision·making process were not 
accepted as legitimate responses to a concerned 
populace. Tne struggle between ind ividual rights and on· 
dividual responsibilities gradually slli f1ed in favor of the 
former. More recently, educators who argue that the ef· 
liciency and effectiveness of the system depend upon the 
exclusion of some Individuals have seen their arguments 
fall on deaf legal ears. (See for example the PARC Md 
Mills cases.) 

The federal government, once almost totally absen t 
from the educational scene, has assumed responsibili ty 
for the protection of Individual rights of citizens vls·a·vls 
educational Insti tutions. This social justice goal often Is 
in conflict with cost effectiveness or organizational el· 
ficiency. Callahan {1962) has pointed out the social In· 
fluences which have enforced these values on educators.' 
Specialization In the context of effectiveness and ef· 
ficiency makes sense to administrators. Their concerns 
for these fundamental organizational demands should not 
be disregarded or taken lightly even In relation to so noble 
a cause. This 1s particularly so since current demands for 
accountabiflly are directly translatable Into these two 
terms. Taxpayers in revolt demand both efficiency and el· 
fectiveness. 

Structural Barriers to Change 
Social values, ttien, have gradually and subtly shifted. 
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and these shifts have created new pressures on our 
education delivery systems. Willie we might wish i t were 
otherwise, the system is slow to adjust to these new 
demands. There are a number of factors which account for 
this seeming reluctance. One ol the most obvious factors 
ls the problem of "sunk costs." The heavy investment by 
any organization in the physical plant, expensive equip­
ment, or operation acts as a natural barrier to significant 
adaptation or radical change. There is a normal reluctance 
on the part of administrators, operating under rationality 
norms, to readily abandon heavy investments In facilities, 
equipment, or operations. Having acoepted the argument 
tor such a structure, general. education admin istrators 
have been reluctant to assume responsibili ties presently 
allocated to special educators. There has bee11 a heavy 
psychological, as well as fiscal, investment in the develop· 
ment of the current special education delivery sys tem. 
Many batt.les were fought and won to ach ieve the present 
structure. Battles took place In courtrooms, classrooms, 
and legislative back rooms until ultimately, every state in 
the union had some form of mandatory special educallon. 
While the concept of mainstreaming does not operation· 
ally abrogate these gains, philosophically it is, in a sense 
antithetical to the assumptions upon which " special" edu· 
cation was established. 

The division of responslbllity, so characteristic of the 
bureaucratic form of organization, creates still another 
barrier to ready change. The responsibilities of the various 
components ot the educational delivery mechanism 
gradually have been Identified as individual populations 
have been identified. Small empires have emerged and 
special interest groups have grown into large national 
organizations . Beginning with Associations for Retarded 
Children (ARCs), the network has proliferated to include 
all special categories of handicapped, both children and 
adults. The existence and activity of such interest groups 
support tne continuance of categorical specialization. 
One result is the reluctance, even the inability, of the 
delivery system to amalgamate these divisions and 10 in· 
corporate them into the structure of general education. 
Ironically, then, the very existence of the groups which 
call for mainstreaming acts In a way to deter the 
widespread adoption ol the concept. It wi ll be necessary 
to find a way to reconclle what seem to be antithetical 
notions; separate special programs for exceptional needs 
students and educating all students In the most normal 
setting possible. 

The structure of the organization has a pervasive in· 
fl uence on its policy. In terms o f special education, the 
dissolution of categorical designations and the provision 
of a continuum of services to all children is, in fact, 
Inhibited by the existing organlzatlonal structure. State 
departments of special education distribute state and 
federal dollars to local education agencies on the basis o f 
lhe number of categorically identi fied Individuals. Further, 
the need for financial suppon is contingent upon the 
specification of various populations according to 
traditional lab<lls. As long as financing Is Inextricably tied 
to categorical labels, so too will the policy and structure 
ol the delivery system be ordered. 

Theorists recognize the fundamental organizational 
need for certainty. Thompson {1960) points out, however. 
that In organizations where " •.. knowledge of cause/et· 
feet relationships is known to be Incomplete, organiza· 
tlons under rationality norms evaluate component units In 
terms of organizational rationality."' The educational en· 



terprise operates on a clearly imperfect technological 
base. That Is, no universal truths guide alt practitioners in 
the delivery of their services to clients. Educational sub­
compcnents, then, tend to be judged, not in terms of abso­
lute empirical standards, but rather, fn terms of the unit's 
ability to meet expectations of other units with which It is 
lnterdependen1. General education, not designed to be 
universally functional, Judges special education in terms 
of its ability to deal with special popu lations of clients. 
The concept of mainstreaming, If carried to Its logical con. 
ctuslon, could thus render the special education subeom· 
pcnent impotent In the eyes of general educators. 

Similarly, the imperfect nature o f the technological 
base In education is related to the problem of imprecise 
measurement laced by educators. Increasingly, teachers, 
already uncertain of the efficacy of their methOds, are 
being threatened with the spectre of accountability. This 
term itself is not defined clearly and o ften engenders free· 
floating anxiety among teachers and administrators alike. 
The addition of "hard to teach" handicapped youngsters 
with special problems requiring special skills and 
methods, In the light ot such a posslbillty, should be un­
derstood easily as a source of concern. A clear, concise 
and exact meaning must be attached to the concept of 
mafnstreaming. The vagaries of diverse interpretations 
must be removed so that the concept may be operation­
alized, evaluated and modified for specific individuals and 
populations. Failure to recognize this ir>herent technotogi­
ca.l limltatlon of the educational dellvery system causes a 
gap between public expectations and professional capa· 
bilities. Special programs. methods, personnel and organi· 
zations were necessitated by the inabi lity o f the existing 
system to effectively serve handicapped populations. 
Rather than redesign or modify the existing system, a sep· 
arate sub·unlt was created to deal with the special prob· 
lems presented. Meanwhile. the general education system 
cont inued as before. Teacher training, administrative 
structure and methodological practice all remained 
largely unchanged. What, then, has changed to enable 
handicapped youngsters to be served adequately in the 
regular education structure? The widespread reaction of 
anxiety among general educators would seem to indicate 
that there have been no fu ndamental operational changes. 
Mainstreaming, then, represents a change In what is ex· 
pected from the delivery system rather than a change in 
any capability by that system. This Is the origin of much 
of the reaction among general educators, particularly 
those held most accountable, the administrators. 

Finally, the creation and maintenance of a separate 
delivery system for handicapped individuals has resulted 
in a certain amount ol competition, lnevllable among sub­
components of the same organization. There has been the 
need to siphon olf a share of financial resources to sup· 
port special education, a much higher per unit cost 
operation. This factor has been the subject of increased 
criticism as funds have become increasingly scarce. It 
should be noted that this factor may have as much to do 
with the current demand tor mainstreaming as any other 
influence, especially when considered in tight of some of 
the efficacy studies which show little return for the 
special education dollar. More Important from the per­
spective of the general education administrator, has been 
the emphasis among special educators of their separate 
status. During times when general education has lost 

revenues and clients, special education has continued to 
spend a seemingly inexhaustible supply of money. In 
districts forced to cut professional statr and operate with 
Inadequate supplies and equipment, special education 
programs continued to carpet classrooms, acquire SO· 
phlsticated equipment and add new teachers. Such In· 
dependence trom the common plight of general education 
has been a very real factor both among teachers and ad· 
mlnistrators in creating barriers to the acceptance of the 
mainstreaming movement. 

Even prosperity in the face of general education's 
poverty might have been overcome, however, had it not 
been for one tragic condition. In order to justify such great 
per unit costs for special education i t was necessary to 
show a disparity In the needs of these youngsters. 
Programs thus funded were not, by law, to include 
youngsters not specifically identified (via the medical 
model) as so handfcapped. Financial arrangements con· 
tlnue to reimburse on a categorical or program basis for a 
specified identifiable, uniquely handicapped population 
of youngsters. Mainstreaming, It would seem, Is by law a 
one-way street. The full continuum of services exists to 
serve youngsters specilically Identified as handicapped. 
but is not totally available to those not so identified. 
Teachers ot the mentally retarded who take "non· 
retarded" youngsters into their classroom tor reading In· 
struct ion technically are In violation of the law. Certainly, 
the structure does not encourage this "reverse In­
tegration." 

Summary 
As a soc ial justice concept, full participation in alt 

aspects ol society by all members of society is a noble 
and worthy goal. As a legal mandate to educators, 
however, it may not be a practical or reasonable ex· 
pectation withou t recognition of such system variables 
whi ch inhibit or work against full Implementation. While it 
may be that adherence to new social expectations even· 
tuall y will bring abou t such changes. there are many 
barriers which operate to make these modifications slow 
in coming and palnlut in the process. Among the factors 
discussed herein have been the natural trad itionalism and 
conservatism of educators which cause a resistance to 
change and several organizational factors wh ich inhibit 
change or cause a negative reaction to lt. Among such 
organizational characteristics are sunk costs, specializa· 
tlon of function, the influence ot structure on policy, the 
Incomplete technology of education, the high per unit 
cost, and the relative independence of special education 
from the common plight of other sub·units. While such 
factors individually and col lectively do not preclude the 
successful integration of handicapped youngsters, they 
do provide formidable obstacles to the ready adoption of 
such a philosophy among general educators. The extent 
to which these, and other concerns, are dealt wlth by 
those who anticipate such changes will determine the 
degree ot success in reaching the mainstreaming goal. 
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Evaluation of instruction is a 
complicated activity. 

Measuring 
teacher 
effectiveness 

By Dorothy R. Bleyer 

The Undergraduate Teaching and Curticulum Com­
mittee at Southern Il linois University appointed by the 
vice president for academic affairs was charged to 
develop guidelines to be used by the various schools and 
colleges within the university in formulating procedures 
for evaluating instruction within the academic units. As a 
member of the committee, the writer prepared this article 
which reviews and summarizes recent literature on the 
evaluation of teach ing effecliveness at the tertiary level. 

The purpose of this endeavor is not to investigate 
whether such evaluation should occur. For indeed, it is 
axiomatic to state that evaluation of instruction always 
takes place. Teachers constantly are evaluated by stu­
dents, administrators, colleagues, and the public. It Is 
rather the purpose of this article to provide Information 
which will assist administrators and ad hoc committees 
for review and evaluation in answering the following ques­
tions. 

1) Shall the evaluation of instruction be systematized 
by U1e development of evaluative methodology? 

2) Who shal I be the evaluators? 
3) What criteria shall be used for measuring teaching 

effectiveness? 
4) How shall the information be collected and pro· 

cessed? 
5) How shall the results of evaluation be used? 
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Teacher evaluation has been with us for as long as 
teaching has occurred; however, the methods of 
evaluation and the emphases placed upon it have changed 
with social and economic factors throughout di fferent 
periods of our history. Some writers place the search for a 
valid index of teaching skill among Mankind's Perennial 
Quests, third in order after the search for the Holy Grail 
and the Fountain of Youth. 

We are still in the Decade of Accountability (Austin, 
1971). Watergate inquiries, new guidelines for the use of 
human subjects in research, "Nader's Raiders," cost ac· 
counting in the schools, environmentalist groups-these 
and more reflect the growing concern over the degree to 
which individuals and institutions should be held respon· 
sibte for the consequences of their decisions and actions. 
That teachers need to be accountable is no longer in 
question. The present debate is over what approaches to 
accountability are appropriate for the assessment of 
teaching effectiveness. 

PhJlosophlcal views of proper met hods of teacher 
evaluation vary from the very informal, subjective. qualita· 
live assessment of a professional (Biddle and Ellena, 1964) 
to me rig Idly struct1Jrec1 statistical approach which closely 
resembles the management-by·obJectives technique used 
by industry (Bolton, 1973). Both of these views have sub· 
stantive studies and writings to support them. 

There are, however, several factors existing at the 
present time which seem to call for the pragmatic re­
sponse of some type of formal evaluation of instruction at 
all levels: 

1) Governmental controls 
The public discontent regarding educational 

quality has manifested itself in some states as 
legislat ively enacted educational assessment 
programs. In California, the legislature enacted a 
mandatory teacher·evaluation system (The Stull Act) 
tor public schools there. 

Other governmental agencies at the state and 
national levels, such as the I Iii nois Board of Higher 
Education, Division of Adu lt, Vocational and Techni­
cal Education, and HEW, which control or influence 
allocations of funds to educational institutions, in­
creasingly are requiring evidence of quality per­
formance which, in many cases, involves teaching 
competency. 

2) Institutional policies 
Internal pressures also are mandating evalua· 

tlon of teaching . The Guidelines for 1976 Promotion 
and Tenure Recommendations prepared by the vice 
president for academic affairs at Southern Illinois 
University at Carbondale state, "The first step in pro· 
motion and tenure decision making Is an evaluation 
of teaching effectiveness ..• It is vital that informa· 
lion concerning teaching effectiveness be included 
as part of tl1e evaluation." 

In an article in a recent issue of the student 
newspaper, The Dally Egyptian, SIU-C President 
Warren Brandt lists mandatory student evaluation of 
instructors as one of the impor tant campus issues. 
Other colleges and universities report similar efforts 
to require evaluation of instruction. 

3) Sophistication of research design 
The effectiveness of an instructional treatment 

may be measured by student performance. Since the 
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outcome (student performance) of any instructional 
event In which a teacher is involved is influenced by 
the teacher himself, the individual teacher must be 
considered an instructional treatment and evaluated 
as such. Much o f the teacher effectiveness research 
carried on during this century has been directed 
toward the isolation of some kind of measure of in· 
structlon that could be used as a dependent variable. 
It was hoped that such a dependent variable could 

then be used to discern the relative in fluence of 
selected independent variables. 

4) Professlonaliza tion of teachers 
Because teacher evaluations arrived at in a very 

vague and perlunctory manner were becoming the 
basis for salary Increases, and in line with their 
developing professionalism, the NEA, in its resolu· 
tion in 1961, recognized that "it is a major responsi· 
bility of the teaching pro fession. as of other profes· 

SOURCE 
Aefmln lslralors 

Sludenls 
(Pre sen I) 

lncreasi ng In 
use. 

(Former) 

Peers 

Self 

Outside 
experts 

Fig. I. Numbers In parentheses Indicate references. 

STRENGTHS 
a) Meet wi th less resistance 

because they are trad itional and 
expecled. (10, 11 , 14) 

b)Convenlent to secure. ( 11) 
c) In a position to act upon results. 

a) Resulls tend to show con­
sislenoy. (10, 14) 

b) In direct contact with leaching 
process. (14) 

c) Sludies show that college 
teachers are responsive to 
studenls' ratings (subsequent 
evaluations show Im· 
provemen t). (15) 

d) Two-way evaluation at college 
level develops a mutual feeling 
of trust. (1, 15) 

e) Positive addition to com­
munication process. 

f) Correlate highly with ad­
ministrative ratings. (9) 

g) In keeping with "consumer 
satisfaction" concept (5) 

h) Increased validity when fear of 
reciprocity Is removed. 

a) Most aware of teach Ing con­
dilions and expectations. 

b) Exchange of ideas may con· 
tribule to Improvement of in­
struction. 

c) Ranks by peers give valid 
results. (10) 

a) Self·ldentlficatton of 
weaknesses should lead directly 
to improvement. 

b) Agrees with professionalism 
resolution. 

a) Trained observers. (2) 
b) Objective evaluation. (2) 
c) Each teacher evaluated by same 

standard. (2) 

WEAKNESSES 
a) If not engaged in actual 

teaching for some time, he may 
no t be capable of judging 
teaching competency. 

b) May base his evaluation on in· 
d irect Information, due to lack of 
time lor observation. 

c) May be Influenced by "halo ef­
fect." (3) 

a) Considerable " halo effect" 
found. (6) 

b) Tangenllal factors (grades, age 
of inslruotor. etc.) may affect 
ratings. (4, 12) 

c) Some studies show that studenl 
ratings al higher education level 
correlate negatively with student 
learning gain. (6) 

d) Costly and difficult to secure. 

a) "Halo eflecl" inf luences peer 
ratings. (10) 

b) Peers dislike evaluating 
colleagues for salary, promotion. 
and tenure decisions. 

c) No time for observati on and con­
ferences. 

a) Tendency for instructors to 
overrate themselves. (10) 

b) Shows negligible correlation 
with administrative and student 
ratings. 

a) Costly. 
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sionals, to evaluate the quality of services." (NEA 
Proceedings, 1961, 189·93) 

Potentially, administrators, students, peers, self, an 
outside group, or any combination of these can engage in 
formal evaluation. All of these groups informally evaluate 
teachers now. Each of the potential evaluators brings a 
different perspective to the evaluation-a perspective 
which may limit or enhance the validity of his assessment. 

A review of the literature shows there are strengths 
and weaknesses of each source of eval ualion. These 
strengths and weaknesses are summarized and presented 
In tabular form. (See Fig. I) 

Establishing the criteria for assessing teacher el· 
!activeness may be the most complex element o f the en· 
tire evaluation process. The writers are in general 
agreement that there is diversity in criteria according to 
level of instruction. iype of subject matter, situational 
constraints, in addition to other factors. McNeil says, "In­
creasingly those In college are recognizing that good 
teaching Is not a phenomenon, but a class of diverse 
phenomena, with various criteria and sometimes in· 
compatible traits." (McNeil, 1971, p. 27) 

Most sources consulted included the following as 
possible criteria for teacher evaluation: professional 
qualifications, techniques of Ins truction. teaching results 
(measured by student performance), classroom manage· 
ment, social relations (attitudes toward students, col· 
leagues, administrators), and personal characteristics. ft 
is a general recommendation that the criteria for evalua· 
lion be developed jointly by those (or their represen· 
tatives) who are to be involved in the evaluation process, 
using a systematic and comprehensive approach. Ryans 
(1957) found that when criteria were developed from em­
pirically supported and rational considerations, they were 
likely to be relevant and usable. 

In selecting measures for evaluations, a major rule of 
thumb is "select the instrument that best fits your pur­
pose,'' i.e., identity th e measurement techniques and 
strategies that provide the data desired . Practical con· 
siderations in the choice of instruments are the (1) cost 
factor, (2) t ime factor, and (3) source factor. Other con· 
siderations in the choice of instruments are relevance, 
reliability, validity, and ease of administration. 

Instruments wh lch are being used with varying 
degrees of success include rating scales, structu red and 
non-structured comments, systematic observation, pupil· 
test performance, follow-up studies of students, and video 
tape or audio tape recordings o f classroom presentations. 
There is overwhelming evidence that the first two are used 
most often and possibly feast reliable. Their advantage is 
the low cost and the ease of administration. Rel iability of 
rating scales may be Increased by Including low-lnference 
Items and by training the evaluators. 

Systematic observations minimize the Jn fluence of 
observer bias. The observer records whether a specific 
behavior occurred but makes no value judgment as to 
whether the behavior is "good" or " bad.'' Use has shown 
this instrument to be reliable by a high degree of ln­
terobserver agreement. There are weaknesses of this In· 
strument. Negative factors not accounted tor may be so 
potent that they cancel out the teacher's positive action. 
Another weakness of all observation instruments Is that 
tendency·type research stuelies are being used to make 
particular judgments about an individual teacher. Most 
writers feel pupll·test performance sMuld not be used for 
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purposes of teacher evaluation as studies l.ndlcate that 
pupif·test performance tends to be a function of in· 
tefligence rather than teacher effectiveness. 

A follow-up study of former students in the form of a 
Questionnaire might be one of the most valuable mea· 
sures of teacher competence. However, the relatively high 
cost and d ifficulty of implementation has limited its use. 

A rather recent innovation in teacher evaluation Is 
video and audio tape recordings of mini·presentatlons in 
the classroom. This measure has real potential for use in 
self-evaluation for purposes of instructional improvement. 

This evaluation tool was used by the wri ter in a 
mathematics class during the previous semester along 
with feedback from a student evaluation team. The team 
o f students volunteered to meet regularly with a resource 
person from the University's Learning Resources Center 
to d iscuss the instructor's strengths and weaknesses. The 
learning specialist relayed the students' remarks to the in· 
structorwith suggestions for improvement as appropriate. 
The exercise was found to be constructive and non-threat· 
enlng. 

The evaluation of teachers may serve many purposes: 
to improve teaching , to reward superior performance, to 
supply information for modifying assignments, to protect 
both the individual and the institu tion in legal matters, and 
to generate plans for individual growth and development. 
There seems to be general agreement among educators 
that improvement of instruction is the most important pur­
pose. Teachers· reception to formal evaluation efforts 
tends to be far more positive if a formative evaluation 
program is developed which includes opportuni ties and 
facilities to correct weaknesses and defici-;ncies. ft is 
considered virtually unethical to subject teachers to the 
intense scrutiny of current evaluation procedures without 
offering developmental programs for their use. 

Since there is increasing pressure from boards of 
education and taxpayers to reward superior performance, 
evaluation may serve to identify tnose deserving salary in· 
creases based on merit. However, writers claim this use of 
evaluation is in direct conflict with the viewpoint of the 
majority of teachers, They suggest the teachers' major ob· 
jectlon to evaluation for this purpose stems from the sub· 
jectlve nature of most evaluation systems. The results o f a 
formalized evaluation process surely are more objective 
and to be preferred over other measures in use at the 
present time. In a recent study reported with tongue-in· 
cheek, Clifford Hooker (1978) found physical proximity to 
the merit rater (distances between offices) to be a better 
predictor of salary increase than teaching load, quantity of 
publications, or number of graduate students supervised. 

Information gathered In the evaluation process may 
be used to modify teachers' assignments, either by 
promotion, changes In teaching load, or release. While 
these are necessary activities in educational institutions, 
when evaluation emphasizes the summatlve aspect, it 
tends to be viewed negatively and to undermine staff mo· 
rale. Some writers contend, however, that better staff mo· 
rale and a better instructional program result from a well· 
defined system of evaluation and orderly dismissal proce­
pures for incompetent teachers. 

Emphasis on the legal aspects of teacher evaluation 
can be viewed negatively by teachers unless they realize 
that their own protection against unjust charges as well as 
that of the Institution can be assured by documer>tation of 
performance. 
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SUMMARY 
Researchers agree evaluation of instruction is a com· 

plicated activity, dilflcult 10 conceptualize fully in all its 
ramifications, and even more difficult to implement with 
sound substance and fair process. The writings reviewed 
by the author agree upon the following general recom· 
mendallons: 

1) that evaluators using standard lechniques recog . 
nlze their weaknesses and interpret the results ac· 
cordingly; 

2) that researchers continue to study and refine the 
more promising techniques; 

3) that all persons who are to be involved In the 
evaluation syslem also par1icipa1e in the develop· 
ment of It; 

4) that the evaluation process include multiple, 
rather than single, indicators of a teacher's ski ll, 
and 

5) that the emphasis be on helping an individual to 
improve his contribution to the learning ex· 
peroence. 
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Combined teaching efforts 
give variety to the classroom. 

A blueprint for 
building an 
instructional 
team 

By Wiiiiam Sanderson 

With the advent of team teaching in the 1960s, 
teachers and admin istrators began to implement in· 
structional team units within their buildings. The degree 
of change nece·ssary to move from autonomous teaching 
to a teaching team is not great, but it must be planned well 
in order to be effective. 

In an instructional sense, a teaching team consists of 
all the teachers of a certain subject and grade level. For 
example, al I the ninth grade mathematics instructors 
within a building may unite thei r efforts to form a teaching 
team. The central concept of a team teaching unft is 
utilization of resources and maximum efficiency in the 
use of teacher time. instructional teams allow individual 
teachers to draw on the strengths o f thei r colleagues in 
preparing and prnsenting course material. The team also 
allows for shared responsibility in developing instruc· 
tional objectives, in making decisions, and ultimately, in 
accountability. 

Combined teaching efforts also allow for variety in 
teaching techniques often impossible to find in the 
autonomous classroom. Thi s added aspect of variety may 
be a tool to help motivate students who have been low 
achievers in the classroom. as well as providing highly 
motivated students wi th the opportunity for more in· 
dividualization than would be possible In the regular 
c lassroom. 
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Some activities used successfully in a team Situation 
Include large group instruct ion for lectures. films. film· 
strips, arid guest speakers, thereby freeing one or more in· 
structors to work with students in need of special help or 
students working individually on projects; rotation of 
c lasses between teachers to allow the instructor to pre· 
pare a lesson of special interest to him and present it to a 
variety of students; small group discussions with one in· 
structor while the remainder of the students are engaged 
in another activi ty wi th other instructors; and recitation 
sessions for further explanation of activities done earlier 
In the unit, usually conducted by one or more instructors 
while other s tudents are pursuing different tasks. 

How, then, can an effective team be moldei:J? 
Outl ined below are five steps, through which teachers 
should progress to form a solid team. Each step is i:lef ined 
in terms of time parameters, and selected objectives are 
given fo r each one to guide the group through the pro· 
cess. 

STEPI 
Objectives: To outline team format 

To define units to be taught 
To select specific units for individual 
preparation and presentation to the 
team. 

Time: Two meetings, held no sooner than one 
semester before instigating the team unit in 
actual instruction. 

One of the most important aspects of team teaching 
is the abil ity to work together. At the first meeting. a 
general consensus should be reached In the following 
areas: 

1. What units shall be taught in the course? 
2. Which ind ividual teacher shal l be responsible for 

preparing each unit? 
3. What goals should we have as a team to guide our 

teaching throughout the year? 
4. What instruct ional obj ectives should be used in 

directing the course through the year? 
5. Can we work together smoothly and without major 

conflict? 
6. Which one of us should be the "team leader," and be 

responsible for calling meetings, intrateam com· 
munication, and scheduling? (Generally, the team 
leader should be elected from the group.) 
Once the consensus has been reached , the teachers 

should decide on time factors Involved In their course. 
District and state regulations govern, for example, the 
makeup of certain courses. The group should set up a 
timetable for each unit in terms of weeks needed, and a 
timetable for the year to insure that all units are included. 

When that Is completed, the members of the team 
shou ld select the units they prefer to teach. Other un its 
should be divided equally among members. At this point, 
the members each need to write the specific object ives 
for their un it, based on the group opinion obtained earlier. 
It Is best to do this individually, then meet as a group to 
edit the objectives and consolidate them as much as 
possible. Nothing is sacred when the team constructs a 
yearly schedule. Since each member is an individual, dif· 
ferences are bound to occur over teach ing methodology 
or strategy. You may have to yield some of your ideas to 
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another member of the team, but you should expect the 
same courtesy when your un it is discussed. 

STEP II 
In area one you produced a master schedule for the 
year, developed objectives, and chose units to 
develop, Area two deals with the construction of the 
actual units you plan to teach the following year. 

Objectives: To plan individual units for instruction. 
To review individual units with the team. 

Time: Three months-one meeting. 

Since you maintain a significant degree of autonomy 
In writing your units, you should feel free to cons truct 
them in any manner you think feasible. Remember, 
though, that you are now planning for the team instead of 
just yoursel f. and plans may need to be sl ightly more 
detailed than usual. Also, your un it will be taught to all the 
students of the course simultaneously, thereby requiring 
more copies of tests, handouts, study guides, assign­
ments, and other materials. With those things in mind, you 
should build you r unit around some o f the essential team 
teaching concepts, such as: 

1. Use of large group- If lectures or demonstrations are 
to be given, you should try to implement them In a 
large group If possible. You need to tell your 
colleagues what they need to do during those 
periods, and provide th em with the material to do i t. 
You may wish to construct a "proctor" schedule for 
movies and fflmstrips, so only one or two teachers are 
present with the class and the o thers are free for 
other activities. 

2. Individual strengths- If members of your team 
exhibit expertise in certain areas, let them use it to 
the students' benefit during your unit. You may wish 
to incorporate a rotation of classes so all students in 
the team unit can experience that person 's technique 
or abil ity in their area. 

3. Don't be afraid to Include field trips, since you now 
have several instructors. You can divide classes In 
such a manner that only small groups go on trips, 
while the rest are working elsewhere. 

4. lndivlduaiizat ion-lf there are students who need 
special attention, make sure they receive it during 
your unit. It may be feasible to designate one teacher 
to work with such students. 
When all the teachers have finished their units, a 

meeting should be held to review them to make sure they 
fit the objectives outlined in area one. 

STEP lfl 
Objectives: To consolidate the individual unit plans 

into a total course format. 
Time: Two meet ings. 

Once indlvldual plans are finished, a great deal of con­
solidation needs to be done. Each unit needs to be placed 
in order, with the others, to insure proper scope and 
sequence for the course. Also, for each unit, various 
secretarial needs should be completed. 

The following questions should be answered during 
your area three meetings: 

1. How should the units be arranged for the utmost et-
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feet in teaching the course? 
2. Can we as a team combine certain aspects of al l units 

(such as proctor schedules) so we have some degree 
of consistency between units? 

3. Who will be responsible for typing and collating the 
handout material for the unit? Will that person have 
adequate time to do that work without spend ing an 
inordinate amount of time outside of school? 

4. Which member of the team shall be responsible for 
working with students In need of special help? 
Shou Id II always be the same teacher? (In some 
cases, members of the team may have had training in 
that area. so i t would be best to have them free to 
work with these students i f possible.) 
At the completion of area three, each member of the 

team will know what units are to be taught, wh ich in· 
structor is teaching them, the length of each, proctor 
schedule(s) to be used, and individual responsibilities for 
each unit. 

STEP IV 
Objectives: To fi nd facil ities to accommodate your 

needs for the year. 
To schedule those facilities as needed. 

Time: One meeting. 

When your team has reached area four, the only ob· 
stacle that remains Is scheduling. Each member should 
offer suggestions for large group rooms, small group 
rooms, or other mechanical needs of the team. When a list 
of these rooms and needs has been completed, the team 
leader should visit the principal and schedule the facilities 
as needed. If a difficulty arises, there is ample time to ex­
plore other possibilities before the course begins. · 

STEP V 
Objectives: To evaluate the team teach ing unit at 

the completion of the course. 

You may wish to review the team status at the end of 
the year. The best way to do this is to meet as a group, and 
s tudy the objectives you established in area one the year 
before. The following questions may be helpful : 

1. Did we accomplish most of the objectives we 
est ab I iShed for the course? 

2. Did interpersonal ·relationships among team mem­
bers help or hinder the team's instructional effec­
t iveness? 

3. Did we each get to utilize our individual strengths to 
the fullest extent during the year? 

4. What activities seemed to be the most successfu l 
during the year? 

5. What problems were encountered as a team this 
year? 

6. Did we accomplish more as a team during the year 
than we would have teaching individually? 

The evaluation step is optional, of course, but it is 
highly recommended because It affords you the op­
portunity to strengthen your team for the coming year. It 
may be wise to conduct an evaluation at mid-term using a 
format similar to the one above to help spot flaws or 
weaknesses developing within your team before they 
grow into more serious problems. 
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Many perceive 
making role 

the decision· 
of the depart· 

ment head as becoming 
creasingly complex. 

Department 
heads as 
decision 
makers 

By Janice Wissman 

in· 

The academic department as the basic organizational 
unit within a university is a widely accepted assumption 
(Millet, 1978; McHenry and Associates, 1977; Corson, 
1975; and Bolton and Boyer, 1973). The administrator who 
traditionally heads the department is usually referred to as 
chairman or head. 

The department as the locus of decision making is 
emphasized In the literature. Roach (1976) estimated that 
80 percent of all university decisions take place at the 
departmental level. Dykes (1968) and Mclaughlin and 
others (1975) studied faculty participation in decision 
making and noted the most significant participation level 
in decision making was at the departmental level. 

It is evident administrators of academic departments 
play an important role in decision making. The importance 
of this role results from their position (administrator) and 
from the organized unit with which they are affiliated 
(department). 

The purpose of this study was to explore decision 
making by department heads through a review of literature 
and interviews with five department heads in a selected 
Col lege of Home Economics at a Midwest land-grant 
university. Specifically, the study sought answers to the 
following questions: 1) What types of decisions do depart­
ment heads make? 2) What future critical decisions do 
department heads predict? 3) Is the decision·making 
power of department heads Increasing or decreasing? and 
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4) What kind of experiences could contribute positively to 
decision-making skills utilized by department heads? 

FINDINGS 
Types of Decisions 

Corson (1976) emphasized the variability among 
departments in relation to the types of decisions made by 
department chairmen. Findings from interviews wi th five 
department heads (1979)', however, seem to be in 
agreement with such authors as Balderston (1974) and 
Hoyt and Spangler (1977) as they note department heads 
tend to make similar types of decisions regardless of the 
department. The decision types identified related to per· 
sonnel (Including facu lty placement, evaluation, tenure, 
promotion, and salary), curriculum (including scheduling 
course offerings), and budget. Only two out of the five 
department heads interviewed identified student-related 
decisions. One department administrator noted space· 
and time-related decisions. 

Personnel decisions appeared to be the most difficult 
for the department heads. There seemed to be no con· 
sensus concerning what types of decisions take the most 
time. Criteria used tor decision making by these selected 
department heads related primarily to departmental goals 
and the individuals directly affected by the decision. 
When confronted with decisions that have both long-term 
and short-term consequences, one department head said 
she almost always places more weight on the long-term 
consequences before she arrives at a decision (Spears, 
1979). 

Most writers perceive the decision-making role of 
department chairmen as becoming increasingly complex 
{Brann and Emmet, 1972; Mcintosh and Maier, 1976). 
Future cri tical decisions identified by the five department 
heads Interviewed (1979) related to faculty evaluation, 
dismissal of faculty members, space, and goal setting 
(especially critical in consideration of so many external 
pressures). One department head expressed special con· 
cern about the external pressure to take programs and 
classes off campus (Spears, 1979). 

Power and Autonomy of Department Heads In Decision 
Making 

The autonomy and power of a department head in the 
decision-making process both appear to be affected by 
such variables as pressures outside the college, outside 
the university, within the department, the professional 
field, the personality of the dean and the decision·making 
ph I losophy of the department head. 

Gross and Grambsch (1977) reported 1heir research 
findings that indicated the power role of department chair· 
men had declined between 1964 and 1971, while Corson 
(1975) noted the curtailment of autonomy of department 
chairmen due to external pressures. R.L.D. Mor.se (1979), a 
department head for 24 years, noted an overall decrease in 
power not only due to external pressures but also due to 
Internal pressures from faculty and students. Morse {1979) 
and Huyck (1979) both emphasized the part that the per· 
sonallty of a dean plays In the amount of power and 
autonomy a department head has. Mclaughlin and others 
(1975) even noted the differences In power for depart· 
mentally-made decisions among different colleges. (In 
their study, departmental chairmen In Colleges of Arts and 
Sciences had more power than their counterparts In other 
colleges including Colleges of Home Economics.) Huyck 
(1979) expressed her philosophy of decision making that 
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Is In agreement with Hoy and Miskel (1979) as they all 
point out the need tor autonomy by the administrator in 
making certain decisions. Huyck (1979) said there are 
situations when only the department head has access to 
the necessary information for decision making. 

Preparation for Declsfon·Making Roles 
of Department Heads 

Roach (1976). believing the role of department head is 
becoming more significant, points out the need lor 
training for the posi tion. McKeachie (1968) suggested all 
scholars are prepared adequately for becoming a depart· 
ment head because of their scholarly habits related to 
problem solving. Brann (197ZJ disagreed. He said scholars 
have worked wi th the tools o l analys is no t synthes is. 
Futhermore, scholars' preference tor contemplation and 
reflection Is not always appropriate in si tuations that call 
for oulck decision making. Mcintosh and Maier (1976) 
remind their readers that d ifferent skills (creative 
management skills) are needed now rather than the 
coping and balancing·the-budget skills admlnistratO<$ 
needed In the late '60s and early '70s. The tive department 
heads inlervlewed (1979) recommended a management· 
training background together with professional exper11se 
as impor tant preparation for the decision·making roles of 
a department head. These experiences were cited 
because of the perspective they provide. One deparlment 
head added. " One must also know hOw to selec t a good 
secretary" (Morse. 1979). 

Oepartmenl heads are decision makers by virtue o l 
their role (admlnlslrator) and organi zational unit alfll latlon 
(deparlment). Personnel, curriculum. and financial decl· 
slons are among the major decisions made by department 
heads Identified In this paper. Among these decisions, 
personnel·related decisions are the ones most Cllffloull lo 
make. Departmental goals and those Individuals di rectly 
affected by the respective decisions were the decision· 
making criteria most oflen cited. Goal set ting, personnel 
evaluation, facully dismissal and space.related decisions 
were Identified as future critical decisions. External 
pressures were recognized as contributing to loss of 
overall power of department heads. Managemenl training 
was an example of one of !he experiences considered ap· 
proprlate tor preparing one to make departmental 
decisions. 

CONCLUSIONS 
This artic le does not attempt to deal with the 

theoretical constructs o f decision making. It does, 
however, reveal the types of decisions department heads 
make as they operate on bo lh a horizontal and vertical 
plane. Most of lhe perceptions of the Interviewed depart· 
men! heads are consistent with the findings In the 
ll1erature concerning decision making. It Is lnteresling to 
nole !hat white many believe the overall power of depar1· 
ment heads has decreased because of external pressures, 
the declslon·making role of the department head Is 
recognized as becoming more complex. Decision·making 
programs for newly selected or elected depart men! heads, 
would·be deparlment heads, and experienced department 
heads appear 10 have an audience. As colleges and univer· 
sitiM continue to seek lo serve new markets, it behooves 
them to consider such programs. 

NOTES 
1. Oepartmenl heads Interviewed included: Jan• Bowers, Ph.D.~ 
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Elnora Huyck, Ph.D.; R.L.D. Morse, Ph.D : Mary Don Peiorson, 
Ed.D.; and Marian Spears, Ph.D. 
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A planning system should in· 
tegrate academic, financial 
and physical planning. 

Developing an 
educational 
planning 
system 

By Sidney E. Brown 

This article delineates the more relevant features that 
should be considered when developing an adequate plan· 
ning system for public education. It spells out data re­
quirements and demonstrates how they fit Into the de· 
scribed planning system. The final section is a statement 
of conclusions with respect to current approaches gen· 
erally adopted versus those developed in this paper. 

A Planning Structure 
The basic characteristics of a good planning system 

are: (1) the Integration of all forms of planning into one 
planning process, (2) the integration of the budget 
process Into the planning process, (3) planning and bud· 
gating for more than one budget period, (4) planning and 
budgeting wllhin a framework of objective (goal) accom· 
pllshment, and (5) planning and budgeting based on con· 
tinuous updating over time(Gulko, 1970). 

In school d istricts, the planning system should In· 
tegrate academic, flnancial, and physical planning. The 
specified level for which the system is built should be 
large enough so that the executive responsible for the unit 
spends the majority of his time In planning and evaluating 
rather11ian In making operating decisions. A system de· 
veloped for a school distric t shou ld Include a manage· 
ment Information system which serves as th& basis o f 
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both achieving efficiency at the school and department 
levels and evaluating the degree of their efficiency by the 
executive (Sutterfield, 1971). 

A program structure based upon the objectives to be 
accomplished Is of vital Importance. The objectives and, 
thus, the program structure should group activities in 
terms of outputs which benefit society as defined by 
the local community. It Is the program structure which 
provides the superintendent and school board with a 
benefit-to-society orientation. Benefits, however, cannot 
be considered totally independent of costs; i t is necessary 
to obtain some measure of costs by program. The school 
administrator also must consider the resource supply as 
well as the output demand. He should be as concerned 
with the school distribution capability lo achieve the sub­
program objective as he Is with the desirabili ty of the ob­
jective. In the case of programs, on the other hand, the 
priority l isting is more a question of long-range desirabil· 
ity than feasibility. The desirability versus feasibility con· 
cepts meet in the process of summing up the subpro­
grams. Thus, programs serve as a basis for stating school 
district priOfities as a guide to all decision makers in the 
school district. 

Allocations to any given administrator (principals and 
department heads in the case of Instructional programs) 
are contingent upon the unit 's contribution to sub­
programs. The allocation to administrators is a decision 
which is cooperatively worked out between the executive 
and the administrative levels of management after plans 
for the subprograms have been determined. Allocations to 
the educational unit (school or department) are to be sup· 
ported by information from the management information 
system and reconciled to the subprogram budget. 

It is important to note that this is the point where the 
executive level is most closely associated with operating 
decision making. The executive level is the planning level 
providing priorities as guidelines and direction through 
subprogram budgeting. The executive level is involved 
with operations only In cooperation with the administra­
tive level and then only to the extent of responsibility bud­
geting. 

To rei terate, this is a planning system which requires 
evaluation of operations In terms of efficiency and ef­
fectiveness and Is not a system for making operating 
decisions. A planning decision system provides the basis 
for placing priorities on objectives, A, B, C, and so on, and 
helps the executive ask the right questions of those 
responsible for the operations to Insure efficiency and ef­
fective performance of activities. An operating decision 
system would provide an admin istrator with a basis for 
determining whether method X Is a better method than 
Y In accomplishing a specific objective. The schema on 
page 15 11 lustrates the concept of a planning decision 
system united with a program structure by level . 

The decision-making process described above Is an 
essential component of a program planning system. Many 
variations are possible from the process presented. In or· 
der to design the system one must first develop a deci· 
slon.making process. Data requirements are entirely de· 
pendent upon the decision process part of the system. 

Data Requirements 
Knowledge about the relative values to society of the 

various programs and Information about costs of 
achieving the desired levels of outputs are necessary. The 
relevan t cost data need not be derived from, but may be 
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supported by, cost data developed from the books of the 
school district (Barton, 1971). 

The data must provide (1) a basis for determining the 
reasonable and logical differences in costs between sub· 
programs, and (2) a basis for evaluating the school 
district's efficiency In achieving the subprogram ob· 
jectlves. The latter evaluation Is facilitated by providing 
data which give the executive guides for asking the right 
questions of those responsible for the administration of 
activities. To determine cost differences In subprograms, 
It ls necessary to locus upon the component parts of the 
subprogram, the program elements. A program element is 
the smallest possible grouping of activities or a single ac­
tivity undertaken to achieve a stated objective. In aca­
demic programs a single course appears to flt this defini­
tion and is here considered a program element; thus, a 
cost per course Is required. 

Converting course costs into per student terms fur· 
ther allows costs to be attributed lo subprograms and 
their outputs. An analogy can be made to the cost of 
goods in process In business. Goods In process become 
final products and are then outputs. The businessman is 
aware of the cost of the goods in process at each stage 
from raw material to final product. Yet, even defective or 
rejected goods in process (such as dropouts, failures, and 
transfers In education) which do not become final prod­
ucts are fully costed. Similarly, a cost per student allows 
accounting for cost at each stage of the educational pro­
cess. 

Therefore, it is proposed that teaching, departmental 
administration, material suppl ies, equipment, space, and 
school administration. are costs to be aliocaled on a per 
course basis. These objects of expenditures are the 
causes of differences In · course costs and, thus, in 
program costs. Other categories of expenditures and cost 

may be necessary, but should be allocated to courses and 
programs on ly if they are course or program specific. 
Therefore, the cost of the school library should not be 
allocated on a per course or per student basis because 
l his cost Is assumed equal for al I courses and students 
and does not result in significant differences In program 
costs. 

Along with the measurement of benefits, this cost 
data becomes the basis for considering program priorities 
and subprogram budgets lor future years. It does not give 
actual program budgets but provides a basis for decisions 
about program budgets. The same data employed for 
executive planning of program priori ties and subprogram 
oudgets Is also important for. the measurement of man· 
agement efficiency. The data described above Is summed 
not only by program or subprograms but also by responsl­
blilty cen ter. Course costs per student of all courses to be 
offered by the department represent total costs of the In­
struction function of an academic department. 

Such desired future costs data can be compared with 
actual departmental costs on a quarterly or yearly basis. 
An analysis of the difference between desired cost and ac­
tual cost by department provides a framework for con· 
slderlng future resource allocations to departments and 
for considering the efficiency of the department ad· 
ministration. Cost differences by responslblllty center are 
measures of efficiency. Analysis of cost differences 
should point to the need for changing the faculty makeup, 
the equ ipment needs, and other areas of the department 
to the department head, the responsibility center mana· 
ger. 

As efficiency measures of the responsibility center, 
the analysis of differences between desired costs and ac­
tual costs may indicate a need for changes in ad· 
mlnlstrators II actions to eliminate future differences can· 

PLANNING DECISION SYSTEM 
Level Type Decision Program Structure Level 
Execu tive Policy 

(a) Program priorities Program 
as guidelines 

(b) Subprogram Subprogram 
allocations 

Administrative Operating 
(a) Staffing 
(b) Promotions Subprogram 
(CJ Salaries Program elements 
(d) Courses offered 

Joint: Budget 
Executive and Allocations to respon- Subprogram 
administrative siblllty centers 
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not be demonstrated. No one can eliminate all of the dif· 
ferences because the responsibility center administrator 
does not have full control over all of the variables causing 
the d lfferences. 

Conclusions 
Many proposed data support systems in school 

districts have not been based upon careful delineation of 
the decision·making process. They are generally based 
upon significantly new and complex data systems. These 
data systems are an Inadequate basis for decision making. 
As the objectives that the data system Is to accomplish 
frequently are not fully explored, they are also frequently 
Inadequate for broad planning decisions and evaluation of 
administrative efficiency. Finally, many current program 
planning systems and their data subsystems do not em· 
phaslze the key role that academic planning must play in 
school districts. 

This proposal provides a significant planning system 
with low data gathering costs. It should serve both the 
operating decisions and policy decision levels of the 
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school district and also help each administrator make the 
proper inquiries concerning his own operation. The 
executive level, now with sufficient Information, should 
have new incentive to plan policies and to measure the ad· 
mlnlstrative ability of the operating administrators. In 
short, the executive would not attempt to make operating 
decisions, a practice which ties the hands of ad· 
mlnlstrators who are responsible for the efficiency of 
organizing, administering, and operating (managing) the 
activities of the school district. 
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What is basic to one group is 
not necessarily basic to an· 
other. 

Multi-cultural 
education and 
the 'basics' 

By Fred Rodriquez 

The " back to the basics" movement continues to be 
the education media event of our time. But what is meant 
by "back to the basics"? Might multi·cultural education be 
one of those " basics" needed in our system of education? 

The "back to the basics" slogan suggests several 
messages: (1) There Is a weff·defined movement with clear 
objectives in existence for well·understood reasons; 
(2) There is a well·defined set of objectives relative to each 
discipline which may be called the basics of that disci· 
pline; and (3) At some point in our educational past, we 
were teaching these basics in a manner that deserves to 
be revived now.• 

In fact, on all three accounts, the contrary is true. Far 
from the movement having weff·defined reasons for 
existence, It appears many advocates of the movement 
are on Its "bandwagon" for reasons other than in the in­
terest of education. 

The March 1977 Issue of Phi Delta Kappen is devoted 
entirely to the examination of this movement. In one ar­
ticle, Ben Brodlnsky asserts that his search for the cauaea 
of the movement found such factors as: "nostalgia in the 
'70s, the public's whetted appetite for accountability, the 
nation's periodic swing to conservatism; the high divorce 
rate and the disintegration of the family, leading to de· 
mands that the schools provide the discipline which the 
home no longer can; the excess of permissiveness; and a 
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bundle of the causes in which Dr. Spock, TV, and creeping 
socialism are all crammed into one bag."' 

Whatever the causes, I have difficulty in pinpointing 
just what the movement is advocatlng. Objectives seem to 
range from strict drill in the three R's, to a more vague 
re turn of religious and patriotic values to the curriculum 
and the elimination of such "frills"' as for example, multi· 
cultural education. So, while one may or may not agree in 
spirit with the movement, absolute caution must be taken 
not lo assume the " basics" of instruction and learning are 
agreed upon, as well as, understood by all. What is basic 
to one group of people is not necessarily basic to another. 

Education in the United States historically has been 
Anglo·centric and dominated by the pervasive as­
similatlonist forces In American society. A major goal of 
the common school was to help Immigrants and ethnic 
group youths acquire the cultural characteristics and 
values of Anglo·Amerlcans. The goals of the common 
school reflected those of the larger society.' Regardless 
of recent legislation, which primarily is concerned with 
racial quotas, what has happened in the past continues to 
happen today. That ls, minority and majority students are 
Immersed In an educational setting that is dominated by 
the Anglo·centrlc point of view. The experience continues 
to be one of viewing minorities as stereotypes, or entirely 
omitting minorities from the curriculum. For the majority 
student, an opportunity to acquire a better understanding 
and appreciation of others, as well as of themselves, is 
lost once again. 

Granted, today we hear of a few schools in this coun· 
try that are "active" and to some extent, successfully ad· 
dressing some of these important educational concerns. 
However, one only needs to look a bit closer at the 
majority of I hose schools to determine the causes of such 
"active commitment": (1) The "threat' ' of a lawsuit fingers 
over their heads. (2) There Is the recent "threat" of 
possibly losing their federal dollars If they are not 
providing equal educational opportunities to all students. 
(3) They have lost a battle In the courtroom and have been 
ordered to be "active." (4) They now are receiving some 
form of federal flnanclal assistance to Incorporate some 
" new" programs designed to benefit minority students. 
The list of reasons for such " committed" efforts can go 
on, but the point ls this: educators and schools across the 
country are involved "actively" In these educational con· 
cerns because of their reaction to some form of pressure 
from the community, leglslatlon, or from the courts. 

A case In point is the recent implementation of Title 
IX, which prohibits discrimination on the basis of sex in all 
educational Institutions receiving federal financial as· 
slstance. The initial reaction to Title IX was very similar 
to, If not the same as that to minority education programs, 
with many, REACTING to this legislation as something 
that " we have to do," rather than examining our past 
educational practices and admitting to the Inequality of 
treatment we have provided for our students and ACTING 
upon Title IX as "the right thing to do.'' The same Is true 
for multi-cultural education. We only need to hold back 
our pride and admit that we adopted an educational 
philosophy and approach that has been slanted to the 
male, anglo-centrlc point of view. Then, we can begin to 
rectify this unfortunate situation, based on our own belief, 
that this is the right thing to do for all students concerned. 
It Is sad to think that In order to provide some degree of 
equality among our students In this country, we must be 
prodded by some form of legislation. 
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However, those schools which are so active­
primarily represent the larger urban areas of this country. 
Consequently, there are countless schools that have not 
been aflected by the pressure, legislation or court orders 
primarily because of the complacency of leaving things as 
they have been and the fact that "we don't have any 
minorities here" philosophy. The result, for the vast 
majority of schools in this country, regardless of their 
ethnic composition, is the continuance of the Anglo· 
centric, male·dominated approach. The endless cycle of 
frustration and resultant rejection by the educational 
system are experienced by the minority student. 

But equally tragic, is the fact that the majority student 
Is denied the opportun ity of Intellectual freedom and 
growth within the American system of education. We con­
tinue to graduate students from all levels who are 
"ignorant" of people who are different from themselves­
ignorant, only because of a lack of knowledge and under­
standing. What can be more " basic" than to have the func­
tional knowledge and understanding of all the people wi th 
whom we will live, love and share the rest of our lives? 

What Must We All Do? 
CHANGE. A simplistic word for such a complex 

problem. This word has a tendency to frighten most of us. 
As educators, we have a g real capacity to adopt and nestle 
with, what I call, our "self-patented" educational approach 
and philosophy. That is, once we get used to doing " our 
thing" in education a certain way, we adopt it and stick 
with it, until death do us part. Granted, we constantly are 
being bombarded by new and innovative ideas, but the 
majority of the time, we tend to observe these movements 
as " fads" that we hope eventually will go away. So, why 
shoulq I bother to change my "self·pate.nted" system? I'm 
not suggesting that what we were taught in the past and 
what we do now is all wrong, but if change comes so hard, 
how In the name of education will we ever move forward 
and continue to improve oul skills? How t1agic it is to see 
an educator who has been doing the same thing for the 
last five, 10, 15 or 20 years. It is veiy tragic, but painfully 
more common than we would I ike to adm It. To change for 
the sake of change Is wrong. To resist change because of 
some personal " hang·ups" is not only wrong, but 
detrimental to professional growth, and more Importantly 
denies all students the opportunity to acquire the 
knowledge that Is so critical for t.helr own lutures, as well 
as their present existence. Change is a "basic" educa­
tional must. We continually must update and seek alterna­
tives that will best provide all students those necessary 
skills, experience and knowledge in our ever changing 
society. 

Barriers to Change 
The educational system does not support its mem­

bers for being different. Thus, feelings ot personal 
Inadequacy on the part of the school administration and 
teachers result in low levels of personal autonomy and a 
high level of hostility focused on out-groups which pose 
real or percelved problems.• Change boils down to 
choices by majority members between following a per­
sonal value system and following the majority value 
system. Facilitating change begins with the idea of per­
sonal responsibility for individual behavior. 

Multi-cultural education is one ot those needed 
changes that will provide all our students a more realtstic 
life experience. But somehow, the term multi-cultural 
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education stirs in the minds of some people the thought 
that this is an on-American and unnecessaiy "fri ll." There 
always has been a deliberate and conscious effort to find 
and treat differences as a basis of Inequality. Once it was 
called "survival of the fittest." Today It' s the "haves" 
against the " have nots." In a period when the technicians 
are able to bring time, space, distance and peoples 
physically closer together. attitudes, beliefs. values and 
behaviors nevertheless a1e keeping people far apart. Until 
al l of us, from every strata In this society can come to act 
and believe that to be different Is s till to be equal, we can­
not achieve the ul timate goal of a truly democratic and 
pluralistic society. Students must live the ideai ·that being 
different doesn't matter.' 

How? .•. And The Reasons Why 
If I were an American teacher or teacher·to·be today, 

the best thing I could do to guarantee my own pro· 
fessional securi ty and mobili ty would be to make my­
self multl·cultural. The best thing that t could do to give 
my students self-security would be 10 make them able to 
function effectively in our multi-cu ltural society. For 
example, If I were teaching minority students, I would do 
this In such a way as not to harm their minority group 
membership, but rather strengthen it, deepen it, and 
enrich It by adding to it as much of the Anglo ·Amerlcan ex· 
perience as I possibly could . If I were teaching Anglo· 
American chi ldren, I would add to their good fortune the 
additional sensitivity and perspective that come f1om 
knowing American minority cultures. 

Multi-cultural education is not a favor fo1 the ethnic 
minority student: it is an obligation and opportunity for all 
of us to learn. five and share with each other our unique 
identities and values. What can be more ••basic" in the 
educatlona.1 process? 

Education is more than ieading. writing and arith­
metic. Education Is preparation for li fe. Students need 
more than facts and p1oblem-solvlng skills; they need to 
know how to lead ful l and useful I Ives in a complex world. 
In a nation made up of a variety of races and nationalities, 
tnat means learning how to live and work with people of 
different skin colors and cu l tural backgrounds. 

A major goal for American public school education 
should be to provide multiple experiences for all children, 
It should be as desirable for children of the rich as for 
children of the poor to know all k.inds of people who live in 
this society. Thus, the opportunity to learn and work with 
peers from various cultural backgrounds must be provided 
from nour to hour and from day to day. If this is what is 
meant by going " back to the basics." I' ll jump on your 
bandwagon! 
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How to cope with displace­
ment behavior. 

The 'Wounded 
Minnow' 
concept 

By Richard S. Funk 

My first administrative experience was as a high 
school principal in a small community. I was given spe· 
cific verbal Instructions by school board members con· 
earning what they thought should be accomplished during 
the first term of my contract. They told me that the teach· 
Ing staff was weak and that I should lnlliate a comprehen· 
sive staff development and evaluation program. They also 
pointed out to me that particular teachers were "unsatls· 
factory" and they wanted me either to Improve teacher 
~rformance or terminate contracts. 

I dutifully began the ye3r Implementing a sta1f de­
velopment program. It didn't t<1ke me very long to see 
that the " unsatisfactory" personnel were pretty bad, and 
that they had tenure. It was at this point that I wished 
someone had told me about the ''Wounded Min now" con· 
cept of human behavior. It would have made my life easier. 

Some time ago, an Ichthyologist, Karl Von Frisch, 
showed that the skin of cyprlnld fishes (minnows) con· 
talns an alarm substance {Scheckstoffen). When an In· 
jured minnow was introduced into a school of minnows, 
nothing happened at first, but after about 30 seconds the 
fish drew together and then suddenly dispersed. By 
means of apt ex~riments, Von Frisch was able to shOw 
that an alarm substance dl1fused from the lacerated skin 
and once perceived through the nasal organs of the other 
llsh, led to a panic reaction. More recent tests with 
21 species of European and Asian cyprinid fishes have 
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revealed that each species reacts to the alarm subslance 
of Its own kind. Though lhe alarm substat1ce is presenl In 
the skin of young fish, panic fllght Is not developed until 
later In life, after schooling has been established. An at· 
lack by a predator, causing Injury to a member of a school, 
leads to appropriate responses. 

At this poin1 it mlghl be In order If we developed a 
working vocabulary and a definition of 1erms so that Von 
Frlsch 's description of lhe experiment can be sludled in 
detail. 

Predator: 
Prey: 
Pheromones: 

Scheckstoffen: 
School: 

Wound: 

The principal 
The faculty member 
A chemical substance emitted by a 
wounded minnow. It can also be a 
verbal or reac1ionary emission from 
a wounded faculty member. 
Pheromones 
A group of Jacu lty m In nows, oops, 
members. 
A bad evaluation 

Faculty members are known to contain pheromones. 
When an injured or wounded faculty member is released 
back into the school, lhal faculty member gripes and com· 
plains. He emits pheromones or Schecksto1fen. The rest 
of the faculty draw together to hear what the injured 
faculty member has to say, !hen they disperse. 

Those pheromones were released from 1he skin of the 
wounded faculty member and led to a panic reaction by 
the remainder of the Jaculty. This panic reaction usually 
takes the form of, "Flrsl him, then maybe they'll be after 
me." Some veteran prlnolpals say faculty can " smell" 
!rouble. 

Recent findings of unverified 1ests' have shown thal 
each building of faculty members wi ll react to an alarm 
substance within each building. Though this alarm sub­
stance Is present In the skin of young faculty, panic reac­
tion is not developed until later In their careers. The attack 
by a predator upon the prey, causing injury toa member of 
the faculty, leads to appropriate resJ>onses. 

Why does the faculty member behave as he does? 
Behaviorists refer to lhls reaction as a form of displace· 
ment behavior. Niko Tenbergen describes displacement 
behavior in the three-splned stickleback, a belligerent, 
highly lerritorlal fish. The male stickleback digs a nest In 
the sandy bottom of the shallow waters which he Ire· 
quents at breeding time. When two male sticklebacks, 
proprietors of adjoining lerrilories, get into a border 
uproar and pursue one anolher back and forth, lhey wind 
up facing each other at an Invisible wall bubbling rage and 
frustrated fury. Both will up·end In a vertical pasition and 
while goggling at each other In loathing, stand on !heir 
heads and dig holes in the sand. 

The new principal has to realize that this type of 
dlsplacemenl behavior will occur, After all, 1hat new prln· 
clpal is infringing upon that tenured faculty member's 
school. The faculty member has been there longer than 
you. The nest corresponds to that tenured facully's niche, 
although we haven't found anylhing that is significant 
educalionally about breeding time. Wilen the principal 
confronts a faculty member with a bad evalualion, the 
dispute begins. In the initial stage of a territorial d lspule 
In a build1ng, both persons usually end up in a draw. The 
latter stage becomes: " II Is either him or me." The last 
lhing that the principal should do is to bury his head in the 
sand. 
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I have discussed this interesting phenomenon of 
animal and human behavior with many professional 
colleagues. One fellow in particular comes to mind quite 
readily. He told me that he had had a similar experience 
with faculty behaving like animals, only In his instance the 
behavior of his faculty was similar to the "mobbing" 
behavior of certain species of birds. But that is another 
story. 

Review 

Youth need 
critical 
intelligence 
HOW TO BRING UP 2000 TEENAGERS by Ralph Rutenber. 
Nelson· Hall Inc., Publishers (111 North Canal St., Chicago, 
Illinois 60606), 1979. 228 pp. 

How To Bring Up 2000 T&enagers by Ralph Rutenbar 
is a charming and enlightening source for building·fevel 
administrators who are attempting to deaf positively with 
young men and women In a school setting. Essentially, 
the book is a guide to those concerned with the moral 
decisions made and actions taken by young adults. 

Springing off his experience as a headmaster of an in· 
dependent school for girls, the New England educator 
provides his readers with illuminating and practical 
suggestions for guiding the character development of 
young people. The book gives many personal examples of 
how expectations, trust, and affection can help students 
become giving persons. For adults, who have the " heavy 
oar" of helping young people make sound moral deci· 
sions, this book will make a significant contribution to a 
greater understanding of the "Janus·like" creature-a 
teenager. 

The book suggests that adult mentors need to listen 
with a " third ear" to understand what a teenager may be 
saying In terms of real feelings, motives, and messages. 
The examination of motives and messages, not openly ex· 
pressed, can and should be made by attentive adults. The 
understandings thus derived can help adults to empathize 
and attend to the nonverbal lzed needs of teenagers. 

The-major contribution of the book Is embodied In 
those chapters dealing with the concept of justice In a 
school community. Dr. Rutenbar talks forthrightly about 
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NOTE 
1. A monograph completed In 1445 by Duyvene Dijkgraff entitled 

"Untersuchungen ueber Scheckstoffen der Seltenorgane bei 
Fischen/' and thought to explain similarities betv1een human 
and animal behavior, was found In 1973 in a bombed-out 
Bavarian church. But inasmuch as this monograph is v1ritten en· 
tlrely In early Celtic pictographs, no one is too certain that it in 
fact deals \Yith anything. 

discipline and punishment. He defines discipline as an 
ongoing process of recognizing one's obligations to one's 
communities (home and school) and acting in a manner 
which promotes the common good. Discipline Is teaching, 
and it should be taught (and learned) in the school. Pun· 
ishment, on tl1e other hand, ls defined not only in terms of 
a deterrent, but also as a " reenforcement" that acts do 
have consequences. 

To help students confront reality and Its demands, 
Dr. Rutenber suggests the use of the "disciplinary dis· 
cussion" method, which he terms the most important part 
of the disciplinary process. The method incorporates 
eight guides for its use, and according to Dr. Rutenber, the 
method has produced unusual results. In those cases re· 
lated to rule infractions by students, the discussion lo· 
cuses on getting the student to understand and accept 
the implications of actions in terms of sel f In relationship 
to the community. 

Punishment, as reenforcement, should follow the 
disciplinary discussion. It serves as a statement to the 
community that infractions do have consequences, and to 
the Individual, the punishment serves as a contribution to 
the restoration of those rules and standards which govern 
the community. Punishment, according to Dr. Rutenber, 
always should be given. There should be no exceptions or 
reduced consequences because of extenuating cir· 
cu mstances. 

The final chapters of the book deal with Or. Auten· 
ber's attempt to destroy the myths that distort the reality 
(and joy) of working with young people, and the need for a 
community of affection. The myths about sex, relativism, 
and imposed beliefs, among others, highlight Dr. Auten· 
ber's position that teenagers need to acquire the tools of 
critical Intelligence. This questioning attitude is neces· 
sary to cut through the distortions to " the imprisoned 
reality that is waiting to be set free." His "community of 
affection" is grounded in the belief that young people 
need to exhibit the same qualities expected of adults- al· 
faction, concern, and trust - If the community Is to be 
strong and vi bran!. 

Dr. Rutenber is not a sentimentalist, but an un· 
derstanding realist. He seemingly Is a man of great prac­
tical wisdom in the finest Aristotelian sense, and he has 
made a solid contribution to those who work and live with 
adolescents in the varlous·commun itles. 

Dr. Edward 0. Shaffer, Sr. 
Principe! of Central Junior High School 

Tinley Park, Illinois 
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