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ABSTRACT 

This study was designed to develop a profile of progress for Arizona schools 

compared to trends identified in national studies. Additionally, the degree of 

implementation of the recommendations identified in Arizona Middle Level Schools: A 

Survey Report (Clark and Clark, 1990), was to be determined. Survey 1994: Revisiting 

Arizona Middle Level Schools was mailed to 185 Arizona middle level principals in 

February, 1994. 

8 

Data analysis revealed Arizona middle level schools pattern program component 

implementation trends similar to those reported in national studies, with some noted 

exceptions. Grade level configurations of 7-8 continued to dominate Arizona middle level 

schools. Arizona appeared to be ahead of national trends in site based school governance. 

A higher proportion of middle level principals were women, than was the case nation wide. 

The percentage of schools utilizing the homebase/advisory program for student guidance 

decreased significantly. The proportion of male middle level teachers decreased as did the 

number of teachers obtaining specialized training in techniques and strategies for educating 

young adolescents. 

The 1994 survey did not identify specific progress toward all recommendations 

from Arizona Middle Level Schools: A Survey Report (Clark and Clark, 1990); however, 

conclusions for a number of the recommendations were formulated. Arizona middle level 

educators appeared to be examining programs to assure they are functioning well for 

adolescents as shown by data on grade level configurations, interdisciplinary teaming, and 

curriculum integration. Although the number of schools implementing teaming and 

integrated instruction increased, school enrollments also increased, scheduling practices 

were rigid, and the use of advisory programs decreased. The number of schools 

employing counselors increased, and an increase in students participating in co-curricular 

activities resulted from schools scheduling more co-curricular activities during the school 

day. Virtually all Arizona middle level schools reported an increase in parent/community 

involvement, and sponsored numerous student community service activities. Little effort 
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was made by the State Department of Education to enhance teacher certification for middle 

level educators or to provide support for the implementation of the recommendations of the 

Arizona Middle Level Task Force Committee. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

THE PROBLEM 

Introduction 

The concept of middle level education, or at the very least, a different type of 

educational approach for the schooling of pre and early adolescents, has existed since the 

early 1900's. From its inception, and continuing to the onset of the 21st century, the 

predominant theme and underlying purpose for separate schools for the junior high/middle 

level student, has been the provision, promotion, and implementation of programs 

designed to meet the unique and special needs of the 10-14 year old. 

Middle level education is in a state of transformation. While the concept of separate 

middle level educational institutions and programs may not be new, certainly the most 

notable progress has been made during the past 10-15 years. Educators are reacting to the 

vast array of knowledge presented during the last twenty years, referencing successful, 

developmentally responsive schools (Venerable, 1993). The emergence of an awareness of 

the unique qualities of this age level, coupled with the failings and shortcomings of the 

ideology of the 70's, has launched a renewed interest and determination for practitioners 

.. and researchers alike. Knowledge and research bases have exploded with over 400 

bibliographic entries since 1982, compared to less than 200 prior to 1982, when referenced 

for age appropriate and developmentalJy,responsive practices for middle level schools 

(Alexander and McEwin, 1986). 

This momentum for change has been fueled further by the increasing demands 

placed upon schools and upon society'S young adolescents. A substantial rationale may 

account for the general dissatisfaction and perceived failure of existing programs. The 

breakdown of the family as the traditional support system, coupled with the rise of 

adolescent participation in potentially fatal social activities is suggested as a contributory 

factor (Lounsbury, 1990). The visions and organizational structures of middle level 

schools are being significantly affected as a direct result of a demand for well-educated, 
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technologically literate students, who are prepared to meet the challenges of today's society 

(Clark and Clark, 1991). Others identify a need for mandated systemic change, stemming 

from the lack of quality of students exiting the system. Most students are characterized as 

completing their educational experiences, " ... without ever being seriously challenged, 

without ever knowing what they are capable of learning and doing, and without having 

gained the tools and skills they need to survive and prosper" (The National Educational 

Panel, 1993, p. 2). 

The availability and categorization of information defining the status of middle level 

education has been a continuing concern for middle level advocates. Despite the fact that 

middle level schools have been accepted practice for the past two decades, their recognition 

by national and state departments of education has been limited. Public school 

informational references continue to be presented and published primarily in the traditional 

"elementary" and "secondary" categories. This traditionalist phenomenon, coupled with 

the explosion of activities and information addressing the middle school movement, leaves 

early adolescent educational advocates hungering for information and validation of practice 

(Alexander and McEwin, 1989). 

The practice and programs of middle level schools have been the focus of a number 

of national studies. The National Association of Secondary School Principals, with 

support from the Geraldine R. Dodge Foundation, completed a two volume study from 

1981 to 1983 describing middle level principals and programs (Valentine, Clark, 

Nickerson, and Keefe, 1981; Keefe, Clark, Nickerson, and Valentine, 1983). In 1983, 

the National Institute of Education conducted A Study of the Demography of Schools for 

Early Adolescents (George and Oldaker, 1985-1986). Alexander and McEwin (1986) 

presented data supporting acceptance and confirmation of middle level educational 

programs and components, concluding that middle level schools were here to stay. In 

1988, the Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development sponsored a national 

survey of 672 middle level schools to determine the methods being utilized by schools to 

meet the needs of pre and early adolescents (Cawelti, 1988). The National Association of 
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Secondary School Principals sponsored Schools in the Middle: Progress 1968-88 

(Alexander and McEwin, 1989) and has also published studies of sixth, eighth, and ninth 

grades in middle level schools around the nation (Lounsbury and Johnston, 1988; 

Lounsbury and Clark, 1990; Lounsbury and Johnston, 1985). At the close of decade, a 

study to determine national practices and trends was conducted under the sponsorship of 

the Center for Research on Elementary and Middle Schools at John Hopkins University 

(Epstein and Mac Iver, 1990). 

Concomitantly, studies have been conducted in such states as Michigan (Reigle, 

1971; Hawkins, 1972), Texas (Billings, 1973), Ohio (Bohlinger, 1977; Lindley, 1977), 

California (Holmes, 1982), illinois (Minister, 1985), Colorado (Munsell,1985), and 

Rhode Island (Sheehan, 1989) in an effort to compare each state's implementation success 

compared to national reports. The findings of these studies generally revealed varying 

degrees of acceptance, as well as varying levels of middle level program implementation in 

their respective state's schools. A trend evident in the reports revealed that despite initial 

high momentum for implementation, most programs never achieved full middle level 

operational status (Venerable, 1993). 

A single study, Survey of Arizona Middle Level Schools (Clark and Clark, 1989), 

was conducted in February, 1989. Under the collaborative effort of the Arizona 

Department of Education, the University of Arizona's College of Education, the Greater 

Tucson School University Partnership's Middle Level Support Group, the Arizona 

Consortium for Middle Level Education, and the Central/Southern Arizona Middle Level 

Associations, the survey was undertaken to describe the status of middle level education in 

Arizona (Clark and Clark, 1990). Upon completion of the task, Arizona Middle Schools: 

A Survey Report (Clark and Clark, 1990) was published and distributed throughout the 

state. This report concludes with 15 recommendations for improving the quality of 

education early adolescents receive in Arizona. 

As a result of the 1989 study, The Arizona Task Force on Middle Level Education 

was commissioned by the Arizona Department of Education in May, 1990, to develop 
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guidelines and recommendations for middle level schools in Arizona. The findings and 

recommendations of the committee were fonnally presented to the State Board of Education 

in July, 1991, in the report, Restructuring Arizona's Middle Level Schools (Clark and 

Clark, 1991). Upon acceptance of the report, the State Board established The Arizona 

Middle Level Task Force Committee to develop guidelines for implementing the 

recommendations outlined in the report. 

Statement of the Problem 

The purpose of the study is to determine the degree of implementation of program 

components which define developmentally responsive middle level schools within the 

Arizona educational system. The study will replicate the 1989 Survey of Arizona Middle 

Level Schools (Clark and Clark, 1989) to determine the pattern of progress Arizona middle 

level schools have made toward the implementation of research supported, developmentally 

appropriate practice for pre and early adolescents. Replication of the study will provide 

comparative data descriptions and conclusions based upon changes which have occurred 

during the five year period since the original survey. Additionally, the data collected will 

provide a profile of schools serving Arizona's early adolescent popUlation and will enable 

comparison of trends as reported in national survey results. Finally, the degree of 

implementation of the recommendations, policies, practices and procedures of the Arizona 

Middle Level Task Force will be determined from the responses. 

Research Questions 

1 . How do the frequency distributions of responses from participants of the Survey-

1994: Revisiting Arizona Middle Schools, compare to the reported frequency 

distributions of responses from participants of the 1989 Survey of Arizona Middle 

Level Schools (Clark and Clark, 1989)? 

2. How do the frequency distributions of responses from participants of the Survey-

1994: Revisiting Arizona Middle Schools Survey compare to middle level education 

trends and issues identified in national studies of effective middle level schools? 
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3 . To what degree have the recommendations contained within Arizona Middle Schools: 

A Survey Report (Clark and Clark, 1990) been implemented in Arizona schools 

serving the pre and early adolescent? 

Significance of the Study 

Obtaining first-hand information from middle level principals throughout Arizona 

will provide clarity and quantification of what is practiced in middle level schools. This 

information will be of benefit to all of Arizona's middle level educators. An analysis of 

trends and degrees of implementation, when compared to the 1989 survey, will provide an 

understanding of the middle level direction the state has taken over the past five years. This 

knowledge can then be utilized in the formulation of policy, the determination of practice, 

and the selection of procedures to further promote the implementation of developmentally 

responsive curriculum and programs. Additionally, the data will provide validation for 

middle level educators working toward full implementation of research-driven effective 

school components. The significance of the study, thus lies in the application of the results 

to: 

1. Improve the quality of educational programs for early adolescents in the state of 

Arizona. 

2. Provide an understanding of the changes that have occurred in Arizona's middle 

level schools during the past five years with regard to implementation of identified 

effective components of developmentally responsive schools. 

3. Provide an understanding of how the issues and trends identified by Arizona's 

middle level schools compare to those recognized in national studies of effective 

middle level schools. 

4. Identify policy, practice, procedures, and philosophy which can become focal 

points for staff development and training for middle level educators in the state. 

S. Provide a data base of current information which can be utilized to garner support 

from local school boards, the State Board of Education, legislative and other 

governmental agencies for the implementation of developmentally appropriate 



practices in Arizona schools. 

6. Provide supportive data for the recognition necessary to establish middle level 

education as a separate entity, distinctly different from elementary and high 

schools. 

Definition of Terms 

AdvisOlY program - Provisions to enable teachers and/or other staff members to provide 

guidance in and monitoring of the academic and social development of students in 

small-group settings (Carnegie Task Force, 1989). 
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Arizona middle level schools - Those public schools identified in the Arizona Education 

Directory (Arizona Department of Education, 1993) which are separate schools 

serving populations of two or more consecutive grade levels ranging from grade four 

through nine. 

At risk - Students who have been identified as having exceptional potential for unsuccessful 

school experiences as a result of factors influencing poor performance. 

Block schedule - Units of time which can be utilized in various ways during the school day 

for the study of academics, electives, and exploratory programs to accommodate 

instructional needs and activities (Wiles and Bondi, 1993). 

Co-curricular activities - Opportunities for school involvement, decision making, and 

socialization which provide supplemental enrichment to the academic, social, and 

emotional development of young adolescents (Clark and Clark, 1994). 

Common planning period - A specified period of time during the school day provided for 

team members to jointly meet to conference, organize, and plan the instructional 

program for their assigned students. 

Community member - A resident or business proprietor within the local school attendance 

boundaries with no children enrolled in the school. 

Community service - Volunteer activities, available to all students, with a primary purpose 

of promoting civic responsibility. 

Developmentally responsive - Appropriately responding through policy, practice, 



curriculum, philosophy, and procedures to the social, emotional, physical, and 

intellectual needs of the pre and early adolescent. 
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Elective course - Supplemental enrichment/special interest courses selected by the student. 

Exploratory course - Supplemental enrichment/special interest courses required for all 

students. 

Giftedffalented - Students who have been identified with exceptional ability/achievement in 

verbal, quantitative, or non-verbal reasoning cognitive areas as prescribed by Arizona 

legislation and regulations. 

Heterogeneous - Student grouping without regard to any single identifying characteristic 

other than grade level. 

Home base program - Used synonymously with advisory program; provisions to enable 

teachers andlor other staff members to provide guidance and monitoring for the 

academic and social development of students in small-group settings (Carnegie Task 

Force, 1989). 

Homogeneous - Student grouping based upon identifying characteristic(s) other than grade 

level. 

Interdisciplinary teaming - A combination of two or more teachers from different subject 

areas who plan and deliver the instructional program for a specified group of 

students. 

Interscholastic program - Athletic or other events in which participation is limited by ability 

and whose primary purpose is to foster competition between schools and school 

districts (Wiles and Bondi, 1993). 

Intramurals - Athletics or other events occurring during the school day which provide 

opportunities for participation by all students without regard to ability (Wiles and 

Bondi, 1993). 

Leadership team - A formally or informally identified group of local school andlor 

community members, appointed or elected, that assists in the leadership operation of 

the school. 
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Pre and early adolescents - Those young people between the ages of 10 and 15 years of age 

(Carnegie Task Force, 1989). 

Required courses - Academic/core subject matter courses required for all students. 

Self-contained - A single teacher responsible for the instruction of all academic subjects for 

a group of students assigned to a single classroom. 

Single subject - organization of the school day in a manner such that each student receives 

instruction from a different teacher for each subject matter offering. 

Team leader - A specified member of a teaching team who is responsible for the successful 

functioning of the team. 

Assumptions 

1 . This study is based upon self-report data. The results are therefore subject to the 

accuracy and sincerity of the responses presented. 

2. The survey instrument was sent to the building level principals of identified schools 

serving the defined population of the study. It is assumed the building level principal 

was responsible for completion of the responses. 

3. This study assumes that the survey questionnaire is a reliable instrument and 

appropriate to measure the degree of implementation of developmentally appropriate 

essential characteristics of effective middle level schools in Arizona. 

4. This study assumes that the respondents possessed a working knowledge base of 

middle level education terminology and practice. 

Limitations 

1. This study will include only responses from principals of Arizona public schools 

providing educational programs for the defined sample. 

2. This study will include only responses from principals of Arizona public schools 

listed in the Arizona Department of Education DirectOlY (Arizona Department of 

Education, 1993). 

3. Non-public schools will not be included as a part of the survey sample. 
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4. Responses to the survey will be largely based upon the perceptions of the 

respondent. These data mayor may not reflect actual level of implementation of the 

specific characteristic of effective middle level education components. 

5. The respondent responsible for completing the 1994 survey mayor may not be the 

same respondent having completed the 1989 survey. The extent to which this 

limitation will affect the results of the study are uncertain. 

Organization of Remaining Chapters 

Chapter Two presents a review of the literature as well as an in-depth overview of 

the related trends and issues. Chapter Three reviews the instrumentation including a 

description of the sample, survey instrument development and validation, the data 

collection procedures, and treatment of the data. Chapter Four presents an examination of 

the data of the respondents and the findings related to the research questions. Chapter Five 

will provide a comparative analysis of the responses from the 1994 survey with the 

responses reported by Clark and Clark from the 1989 survey. A summary of the findings, 

conclusions, and recommendations will complete the dissertation in Chapter Six. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

Introduction 

The intent of this study is to provide a basis for determining the extent to which 

Arizona middle level schools have implemented developmentally responsive program 

components to accomplish their assigned task of educating early adolescents. The 

utilization of the trends and issues identified in national studies will assist in defining 

acceptable appropriate practice, in a comparative profile of Arizona schools and middle 

level schools across the nation. Through replication of the 1989 Survey of Arizona Middle 

Level Schools (Clark and Clark, 1989) five year patterns of progress of middle level 

component implementation will be determined. The levels of implementation of the 

recommendations from the report of the Arizona Middle Level Task Force (Clark and 

Clark, 1991) will also be measured. 

The remainder of Chapter Two begins with an overview of the development of the 

middle level school and review of the literature which summarizes the identification of 

national trends and issues with respect to middle level education program and practice. 

Chapter Two concludes with a review of the findings of the 1989 Arizona Middle Level 

Survey (Clark and Clark, 1989) and subsequent recommendations of the Arizona Middle 

Level Task Force (Clark and Clark, 1991). 

Historical Overview of Middle School Development 

Definition of a Middle School 

A separate school designed to meet the special 
needs of young adolescents in an organizational 
structure that encompasses any combination of 
grades five through nine, wherein developmentally 
appropriate curricula and programs are used to 
create learning experiences that are both relevant 
and interactive. 

Sally N. and Donald C. Clark (1994, p. 6) 

While the concept of separate middle level educational institutions and programs 

may not be new, the most notable progress has been made over the past 10 to 15 years. 
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Many of the practices found in today's middle level institutions are as old as the 

foundations of middle school practice. Child-centeredness, student-engaged learning 

strategies, teaming, and other component practices are not necessarily new concepts. 

However, the organization of age appropriate practices to develop an institution responsive 

to the needs of pre and early adolescents is unique to the modern era (Wiles and Bondi, 

1993). The emerging awareness of the unique nature of the age level, coupled with the 

recognition of the failings and shortcomings of practices of the 70's, launched a renewed 

interest and determination for practitioners and researchers alike. 

One commonality in studies of middle level education and institutions is in 

agreement of the single underlying rationale for the existence of middle level schools. 

What distinguishes the middle level school from its predecessor, the junior high school, is 

its purpose and direction (Wiles and Bondi, 1993). Addressing the needs of the pre and 

early adolescent in an environment which is developmentally responsive has been the 

identified purpose from the early studies of Briggs (1920), Koos (1927), and Pringle 

(1937), to the more recent studies ofNASSP (1985), Clark and Clark (1987), Lounsbury 

and Clark (1990), Lounsbury (1991), and Clark and Clark (1994). 

Clark and Clark's (1994) further suggestion that the need for middle level education 

institutions to be separate not only in facility provisions, but also in the design and delivery 

of program and curriculum, is supported by a majority of middle level educators. This 

separatism is in reference to the necessary accommodations for adolescent needs and 

characteristics which distinguish the middle level institution from elementary and secondary 

schools (George and Oldaker, 1985; Clark and Clark, 1994). 

The accepted date for the birth of the junior high school as a separate educational 

facility for young adolescents is the early part of the 20th century. The 1909-10 school 

year brought the new structure to both Columbus, Ohio, and Berkeley, California. The 

most popular configurations prior to this time were the 6-6 and 8-4 plans, which had been 

receiving increasing criticism for their inability to address the unique needs of adolescent 

children (Melton, 1984). The first middle school, however, is believed to have evolved as 

a result of the perceived failures of the current organizations as opposed to an attempt to 



introduce a new concept into American education (Hansen and Hearn, 1971). These 

criticisms, according to Thomas H. Briggs (1920), included: 

• An exploding number of children continuing their education beyond elementary 
school, necessitating an increase in the number of high schools. 

• The need for curriculum differentiation with regard to developmental readiness, 
ability, and sex. 

• Changes in lifestyles including both social and career orientation .. 
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In 1919, the North Central Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools formally 

identified and defined junior high schools as separate buildings containing students in 

grades seven through nine. The number of junior high schools in America skyrocketed to 

four hundred in 1920 and continued to grow until approximately 6500 were in existence by 

1955 (Wiles and Bondi, 1993). 

A number of reasons were cited as contributing factors to the inability of the junior 

high school to deliver a program which accommodated the intent of its existence. A 

tremendous concurrent growth of high schools saw most of the resources going to new 

facilities and materials for the secondary school. The junior high school assumed the role 

of the younger sibling, receiving mostly hand-me-downs. Staff development and teacher 

preparation for junior high schools was virtually non-existent. In 1940, William Gruhn 

and Harl Douglass listed integration, exploration, guidance, differentiation, socialization, 

and exploration as the six basic areas of function of the junior high school. Probably the 

greatest contributor to the failures of these schools was the identification of junior high 

schools as mini-high schools in practice and organization. Departmentalization, content

centered curriculum, interscholastic athletics, formal graduation ceremonies, and other 

practices forced early adolescents to become young adults before their time. In some cases, 

it was difficult to distinguish between high schools and junior high schools (Wiles and 

Bondi, 1993). 

Two events of the 1950's served to seal the fate of the traditional junior high 

school. First, when the Russians launched their space satellite, Sputnik, in 1957, the 

junior high school was attacked by traditionalists as presenting a non-academic 



environment. Secondly, the full impact of racial integration of schools was felt in 1959 

when junior highs were characterized as non-caring and non-responsive to individual 

differences (Wiles and Bondi, 1993). 
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While the aforementioned factors may not be the most valid reasons justifying the 

reorganization of junior high schools into middle schools, the circumstances provided a 

ripe opportunity for educators to "seize the moment" and to initiate school reform toward 

the design and implementation of developmentally responsive schools for the pre and early 

adolescent. In a publication entitled The Middle School, Donald Eichorn (1966) 

established the formative concepts of middle level education. Eichorn provided a 

philosophical base supported by applicable purpose and practice which became the 

mainstay for middle level associates. 

In 1967, William Alexander conducted a study (funded by a W. K. Kellogg 

Foundation grant) to identify innovative 5-8 and 6-8 grade schools. As a result of 

findings, he was the first to use the term middle school to describe these three hundred 

schools identified across the United States. In the publication, The Emergent Middle 

School (Alexander, et. al., 1968), three primary justifications are cited for the development 

of middle level institutions. These include the following: 

1. The need for a program specifically designed to account for the wide variety of 
individual differences and special needs of early adolescent; 

2. The need for continuous education program transitions from elementary school and 
into secondary school; 

3. The need to provide an organizational structure which promotes curricular and 
instructional innovation (Alexander, 1968). 

The middle school provided for a special program for 10-14 year old students 

beginning and continuing through a unique period of growth and development. Lacking in 

most junior high schools was the special attention necessary for addressing the physical, 

emotional, social, and intellectual needs of the young adolescent. Utilizing new programs 

and innovative organizational restructuring, the middle school emphasized program 

tailoring which reflected the individual differences and needs of each student. Curriculum 



and instructional practices accounted for wide ranges of physical, social, and intellectual 

growth which heretofore were not available in the traditional junior high school. In these 

middle schools, educators provided an innovative environment conducive to the 

implementation of practice previously talked of, but seldom put into place. By 1969, the 

middle school movement was well under way (Wiles and Bondi, 1993). 
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Early on in the middle school movement, Pearl Brod (1966) identified sixteen 

advantages to the middle school which middle level experts claim to still exist today. These 

sixteen advantages include: 

• Unique status and individual identity 

• Facilitation of the introduction of fifth and sixth grades 

• Facilitation of reorganizing of teacher training for middle grades 

• Developmental likeness in grades 6-8, compared to grades 6-9 

• Provisions for special attention, programs, and teachers needed during adolescence 

• Availability of special facilities and specialists prior to high school 

• Emphasis on program continuity and enrichment of basic skills 

• Facilitation of guidance services into lower grades 

• Reducing the tendency to accelerate the process of growing up emphasized by 
junior high schools 

• Promotion of positive social development 

• Unification of grades 9-12 permitting better coordination of senior high school 
courses. 

• Emphasis on the importance of ninth grade as part of the senior high school record 
for college admission 

• Elimination of special programs and facilities needs for ninth grades at the junior 
high school 

• Reduction in duplication of facilities and equipment, thus focusing all facilities and 
equipment toward the benefit of all students 

• Flexibility of building planning to accommodate changing school populations 

In 1975, The Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development published 
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The Middle School We Need in an attempt to identify the characteristics and components of 

the middle school. Included as features of middle schools were the following: 

• Program uniqueness adapted to the needs of pre and early adolescents 

• A variety of intellectual, social and physical experiences addressing a wide range of 
needs 

• Exploration opportunities with basic skill emphasis which account for, and teach 
tolerance and respect of, individual differences 

• An intellectual climate which fosters problem solving and discovery 

• A faculty knowledgeable of, and sensitive to, the intellectual, social, emotional, and 
physical needs of early adolescents 

• A transitional organization which facilitates successful movement from elementary 
school to middle school and from middle school to high school 

• A child-centered environment which focuses upon ensuring success for all students 

• Advisement and guidance which foster positive, productive citizenship skills and 
attitudes for healthy lifestyles 

• Competent, qualified personnel dedicated to providing an educational environment 
and experience specific to the needs of the 10-14 year old 

• Facilities and organization which encourage flexible programming, promoting 
opportunities for effective delivery and accomplishment the goals of the middle 
level institution 

Over the past decade, middle level education has been the focus for intensive 

investigation and extensive documentation. Alexander and McEwin (1986) reported that 

knowledge and research bases exploded with over 400 bibliographical entries after 1982 

compared to less than 200 prior to 1982, that referenced age and developmentally 

appropriate practice for middle level schools. 

The Geraldine Dodge Foundation co-sponsored a two-volume study with the 

National Association of Secondary Schools Principals (Valentine, Clark, Nickerson, and 

Keefe, 1981 and Keefe, Clark, Nickerson, and Valentine, 1983). A description of 

developmentally responsive middle level schools in four demographically distinctly 

different schools was authored by Joan Lipsitz (1984). A 1985 study by George and 

Oldaker, of 130 successful middle level schools identified organizational and instructional 
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components which successfully addressed the unique needs of early adolescents. 

Based upon the results of their study in 1986, Alexander and McEwin, proclaimed 

that middle level schools were here to stay. They indicated a growing awareness of the 

necessity for specialized programs for the 10-14 year old and an increasing acceptance for 

the need for separate programming. The authors of the study pointed out the increase in the 

membership of professional organizations on the national, regional, state and local level as 

indicative of renewed interest. Improvement in the quality and quantity of professional 

publications, in addition to a resurgence of workshops, conferences and seminars designed 

to address the implementation of program components, affirmed the belief that restructuring 

of middle level schools was well under way. Reporting the results of the study, Alexander 

and McEwin cited the improvement of training programs and specific courses of studies for 

middle level teachers as a growing factor. Based upon the historical data on grade level 

configurations, indicators revealed an acceptance of grades 6-8 as increasing in popularity 

among middle level educators. 

Two national studies were conducted toward the close of the 80's. The Association 

for Supervision and Curriculum Development produced a study of middle level schools 

designed to gather data which describes the degree of implementation, and the impact of 

middle level components in schools for early adolescents (Cawelti, 1988). William 

Alexander and Kenneth C. McEwin (1989) completed a study sponsored by the National 

Middle School Association further detailing data on the middle school movement and 

implementation progress from 1968-88. 

In 1989, The Carnegie Council on Adolescent Development released its report, 

Turning Points: Preparing American Youth for the 21st CentulY. Claiming that a large 

number of middle level schools failed to provide programs which successfully addressed 

the developmental needs of young adolescents, the Council drafted a plan to restructure 

middle grade schools. Focusing upon the educational, health, and social needs of middle 

level students, the report contained eight significant recommendations: 

1. Middle Level schools should strive to create smaller learning communities 
within the larger school community. 
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Donald Eichorn (1966) and John Lounsbury (1991) both point out that during 

the middle level years, the need for a sense of identity and belonging are very 

strong for early adolescents. Lipsitz (1984) advocated the reduction of the size of 

focus groups to personalize the quality of adult/student relationships and to 

promote positive peer group interactions. 

2. Middle Level institutions should teach·a common core of knowledge. 

Keating (1988) states that there is no apparent, or inherent reason why early 

adolescents are not capable of learning and practicing critical thinking skills. 

Students should be provided with opportunities to problem solve, analyze, 

synthesize, formulate, speculate, hypothesize and create. Early adolescents have 

learned to make comparisons, recognize likenesses and differences, meet failure, 

accept criticism, face reality, and make judgments and generalizations based upon 

reflective thinking (Georgiady and Romano, 1977). 

According to Thornburg (1980), pre and early adolescents are becoming 

increasingly aware of their bodies and growth. As a result of this heightened 

awareness, middle level students should have health education infused through the 

regular curriculum. 

Subject matter should be integrated whenever and wherever possible. 

Meaningful education for middle level students takes place when they are able to 

see relationships, applicability, and purpose in their course work. James Beane 

(1990) suggests the development of an integrated curriculum based upon the 

overlap of adolescent immediate and personal needs and their immediate and distant 

(global) needs. 

Middle level students should have the opportunity to practice active 

citizenship to appropriately prepare themselves to become productive citizens in the 

21st century. 

Finally, adolescents need to be taught to learn and test successfully. 

Assessment at the middle level should be authentic and instruction (curriculum) 
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driven. 

3. Middle level schools should provide an environment which fosters. promotes. 
and ensures success for all students. 

Ensuring student success requires the development of a wide variety of 

instructional delivery techniques to match the variety of learning styles encountered 

in a middle school. These techniques include cooperative learning, cross age 

tutoring, independent study, skill mastery, and outcome based instruction. 

Individualized instruction ensures student success. Instruction based upon the 

characteristics of early adolescents is not only desired, but is the most effective. 

Ensuring student success necessitates a change in grouping practices. Oakes 

(1985) and Wheelock (1992) report no supportive research which justifies 

homogeneous grouping andlor tracking. 

Extending learning opportunities through formats that match the needs of young 

adolescents assures success for middle level students. Before and after school 

classes, inter-sessions, year round schooling, and week-end opportunities are 

some options for alternative learning opportunities. 

Modification of standard 45 minute period time allotments using flexible 

scheduling, blocking time periods and using other strategies creatively assists in 

assuring student success. 

Finally, ensuring success for all early adolescents requires appropriate 

identification of the skills necessary to instill students with the desire to become 

lifelong learners. Middle level students need to gain not only an appreciation for 

learning but also the skills for cooperation, teamwork, and consensus. 

4. Teachers and administrators should be empowered to make educational program 
and delivery decisions. 

Empowering teachers and administrators to make decisions regarding the 

educational programming and experiences of young adolescents allows the experts 

to make the decisions. Michael Fullan (1982) advocates site based management 

and participatory decision making based upon trust rather than fear. Site based 
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management, with shared, and participatory decision making provides a local 

avenue for modification of curriculum according to student needs. Accountability 

for decisions must be supported through data gathering, which is an accurate 

measure of student success. Teachers need to have the opportunity to exercise 

some degree of control over budget, staffing, and staff development offerings. 

5. Quality programs for teacher training and preparation should be developed. 

The more educators understand the characteristics of young adolescents and the 

teaching strategies and techniques which enhance learning, the stronger the 

probability of establishing developmentally appropriate practices at the middle 

level. Teacher training and staff development should focus upon methodology, 

curriculum development, adolescent psychology, learning styles, characteristics of 

early adolescents, and teaming. Teacher training and preparation programs need to 

be more available and of higher quality than those which presently exist. 

6. Middle level schools should promote student achievement through the inclusion 
and fostering of healthy lifestyles. 

Promotion of student achievement through a healthy lifestyle necessitates the 

incorporation of health education into the regular curriculum. Students need to 

become familiar with their own bodies through instruction which explains human 

sexuality, growth and development (Thornburg, 1980, Alexander and George, 

1981). Sex education, substance abuse and AIDS awareness should be integrated 

across subject matter. Physical education activities should be provided on a daily 

basis to accommodate the rapid growth of middle level students. Students and 

parents alike should be afforded access to mental health services, possibly through 

the use of a school health coordinator (Carnegie, 1989). 

Lastly, but equally important, the school must model healthy lifestyles. 

Tobacco free campuses, nutritious cafeteria menus, promotion of nutrition breaks, 

and current information regarding fat, caloric intake and like subjects will preview 

the school as a health conscious institution. 



7. Middle Level schools should develop and implement programs designed to re
engage the family in the education of their children. 
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Epstein (1987) points out that the number of families which participate in their 

child's school, drops to an ultimate low during the middle level years. Families of 

early adolescents need to be taught how to become more involved. Family training 

may take the form of parenting classes, curriculum explanation, and subject matter 

instruction. Additionally, involving parents through meaningful roles in school 

governance assists in curriculum improvement and the identification of community 

needs. 

8. Middle Level schools should solicit and utilize local community resources to 
expand and enhance curricular and co-curricular opportunities. 

Involving community resources and services with the school program enhances 

the development of social responsibility and civic pride in middle level students. 

Curricular components, including career exploration and jobllife skills, promote 

understanding of interests and abilities. Ensuring the availability of social and 

health service agencies for early adolescents enables appropriate understanding and 

attention to the special needs and circumstances of young adolescents. The 

formation of schooVbusiness partnerships provides additional resources for the 

school. These partnerships not only provide materials and supplies, but also foster 

an understanding of necessary job skills for successful entry into the job market. 

The 1989 Carnegie Council report, Turning Points: Preparing American Youth for 

the 21 st Century, has been cited as the decade's single most significant document on 

middle level education. Its significance is a result of being the first national report 

specifically concerned with education for the early adolescent completed by a non

educational agency. The report reinforced and supported many of the beliefs of middle 

level advocates in addition to validating current programs and strategies reported by 

practitioners. In addition, it presented new areas of curriculum and instruction designed to 

invoke community responsibility for the education of middle level students (Clark and 

Clark, 1992). 
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Three student shadow studies were completed for sixth (Lounsbury and Johnston, 

1989), eighth (Lounsbury and Clark, 1990), and ninth grades (Lounsbury and Johnston, 

1988), resulting in an awareness that responsive programs for adolescents must have 

substance which supports design. A national survey of middle level practice and direction 

was conducted by Joyce Epstein and Douglas Mac Iver (1990) under the sponsorship of 

the Center for Research on Elementary and Middle Schools, at John Hopkins University. 

The response of middle level researchers and practitioners to the demands for 

improved educational opportunities for the pre and early adolescent were reflected in the 

trends of the 1980's and early 1990's. The literature reveals the success and advancement 

of programs for the middle level student as well as the failures and tasks to be undertaken 

in the next decade. 

Organization and Practice in Current Middle Level Schools 

From the establishment of the first junior high/middle level school in 1910, to the 

over 12,000 existing educational institutions for early adolescents, middle level educators 

have been pursuing the design and implementation of developmentally appropriate practices 

for young adolescents. The studies cited in the preceding section provide the opportunity 

to examine the similarities and differences of middle level schools across the nation. 

Summarization of the data compiled over the past decade profiles typical middle level 

school demographic information, governance structure, program environments, program 

content, and curriculum and instructional strategies. 

Principal Tenure 

Junior high school principals with three or less years tenure in their present schools 

declined from 1966 to 1980. (Valentine, Clark, Nickerson, and Keefe, 1981). However, 

the number of principals in their first three years of their present assignment increased by 

12% from 1981 to 1988 (Valentine, Clark, Irvin, Keefe, and Melton, 1993). Nearly one 

half of middle level principals in their present position for three or less years indicates a 

fairly high turnover rate among middle school leaders. 

Principal Gender 
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The gender distribution of building level leaders is rapidly changing to favor more 

women principalships. From 1966 to 1980, junior high school principals hips held by 

females showed a modest gain of only 2% (Valentine, Clark, Nickerson, and Keefe, 

1981). A much more significant gain was shown from 1981 to 1992, with 21 % of the 

principalships reported to be held by females (Valentine, Clark, Irvin, Keefe, and Melton, 

1993). 

Grade Level Configuration 

In the 1920's, 80% of American schools were of a K-8, 9-12 organization. By the 

1960's, 80% of our schools were configured in a K-6, 7-9, 10-12 fashion (Ford, 1960). 

During the 1980's, trends toward a 6-8 configuration reported a dramatic increase while K-

6 schools decreased by one-fourth. The number of four year high schools reflecting a 9-12 

grade level configuration increased. 

Valentine reported that in the 1960's, 18% of those responding to the survey 

indicated a preference for a K-6 configuration and a resounding 80% favored a 7-9 junior 

high set up. By 1981, however, nearly 80% of those surveyed preferred a 6-8 grade 

division with only 17% in favor of a grade 7-9 division. 

In the 1981 NASSP study, while the 7-9 configuration was still the most popular 

grade level configuration for middle schools, an increase in the popularity of the 6-8 grade 

level organization was also reported. Principals' opinions of the ideal grade level structure 

for middle level schools dropped from 65% in 1966 to 17% in 1981 for the 7-9 grade 

organization. During the same time period, preference for the 6-8 grade level configuration 

increased from 18% to 54% (Valentine, Clark, Nickerson, and Keefe, 1981). Joan Lipsitz 

(1984) further supported the trend. She indicated that the 7-8 school configuration was 

demonstrating favor for the concept of keeping the 6th grade in the elementary school 

setting while at the same time giving an affectionate shove to push the 9th grade into the 

high school. 

Alexander and McEwin (1986) reported the number of K-8 grade schools declined 

32% from 1971 to 1981. Concurrently, K-5 elementary schools increased by 57% and K-

6 grade level schools declined by 23%. High school organizational structures of grades 9-
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12 demonstrated a 13% growth. 

The data from the Alexander and McEwin (1989) study revealed 11 % of middle 

level schools with a 5-8 organization, 40% with grades 6-8, 24% of 7-8 grade 

configuration, 20% containing grades 7-9 and 5% with other types of organization. Over 

one half (51 %) of the middle level schools participating in the Alexander and McEwin 

(1989) study reported a grade level configuration of 5-6 or 6-8. The most likely 

configuration of middle level schools in the early 1990's is of grades 6-8, followed by 

those of grades 7-8 and 7-9 (Clark and Clark, 1994). 

Student Enrollment 

Junior high schools with grades 7-9 tend to have higher student enrollments than 

middle level schools with grades 6-8. A median school size between 400-800 students was 

consistently recorded in the major studies of the past decade. As reported by Clark and 

Clark (1994), the average size for 6-8 schools is 557 students; for 7-8 schools, the size is 

491; and for 7-9 schools, the average is 733 (Epstein and Mac Iver 1990; Valentine, Clark, 

Irvin, Keefe, and Melton, 1993; Valentine, Clark, Nickerson, and Keefe, 1981). 

School Restructuring 

Almost one-fifth of all middle level schools reported being in their current grade 

level configuration for 5 or less years in 1981. A majority of 5-8,6-8, and 7-8 schools had 

undergone organizational change within the past ten years. Over one-third of the 7-9 junior 

high schools had remained unchanged for more than 20 years (Valentine, Clark, 

Nickerson, and Keefe, 1981). 

Alexander and McEwin (1989) reported an acceleration in the formation of middle 

schools after 1962. Their data revealed 94% of the participating schools had been 

established since 1962, with 68% occurring after 1971. 

One-third of middle level schools in 1991 had maintained their present grade level 

configuration for five or less years with 54% having changed as recently as within 10 years 

ago (Epstein and Mac Iver 1990; Valentine, Clark, Irvin, Keefe, and Melton, 1993). 

Teacher Gender 

Women represented the majority of middle level teachers in 1981 with 62% of 
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middle schools having more than 50% female teachers. This predominance was consistent 

regardless of grade level configuration (Valentine, Clark, Nickerson, and Keefe, 1981). 

Eighty-six percent of the middle level schools in 1992 reported faculties with more than 

50% female teachers, an increase from 62% only 20 years earlier (Valentine, Clark, Irvin, 

Keefe, and Melton, 1993). 

Teacher Preparation 

Less than one-half of the middle level schools in 1981 indicated specific middle 

level preparation or training for teachers they employed, and only 11 % of the schools 

indicated the majority of their teachers had middle level certification (Valentine, Clark, 

Nickerson, and Keefe, 1981). Alexander and McEwin (1989) reported that nearly two

thirds of the middle level schools indicated less than 25% of their faculty had received 

middle level preparation, and only 9% of the schools reported more than 75% of their 

teachers with middle level specific training. Middle level certification programs were more 

widely available in 1992, with 66% of the states offering middle school teaching certificates 

(Valentine and Mogar, 1992). In addition, the number of reported secondary certified 

teachers in middle level schools decreased by 17%, while the number of elementary 

certified personnel increased proportionately (Valentine, Clark, Irvin, Keefe, and Melton, 

1993). 

Assistant Principals 

After a substantial increase (42% in 1966 to 77% in 1980) of schools reporting one 

or more assistant principals as part of their middle school staff, no growth was reported in 

the percentage of middle level schools with assistant principals for the time period from 

1981 to 1992. Slightly over two-fifths of all middle level schools indicated assistant 

principalship positions were held by women (Valentine, Clark, Irvin, Keefe, and Melton, 

1993). 

Counselors 

Ninety percent of middle level schools in 1980 reported having one or more full 

time counselors, compared to 61 % in 1966 (Valentine, Clark, Nickerson, and Keefe, 

1981). Utilizing full-time counselors to counsel students was reported by 78% of the 



schools in 1988 (Alexander and McEwin, 1989). 

School Governance 

Principals reported leadership teams in 68% of middle level schools in 1992. 
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Formal membership and specific responsibilities were reported in 61 % of those schools 

indicating utilization of leadership teams. The typical leadership team was comprised of 

seven or more members, who were 25% female and 75% male, and was represented most 

often by principals, assistant principals, teachers, counselors, and team leaders. The 1992 

findings did not indicate a high degree of active involvement in decision making; rather the 

norm involved making recommendations to the administration and identification of school 

related issues and concerns (Valentine, Clark, Irvin, Keefe, and Melton, 1993). 

Instructional Formats 

Students in middle level school in 1980 spent most of their instructional days in 

traditional classroom formats, receiving traditional classroom instruction, in traditional 

classroom groupings of 15-35 students. Both individual and large group (>35 students) 

instruction were the least often reported (Valentine, Clark, Nickerson, and Keefe, 1981). 

Daily uniform periods were reported by over 80% of schools with grades seven and 

eight, nearly two-thirds of those with grade six, and 40% of those schools with grade five 

in 1988. At that same time, flexible scheduling practices were reported as being used in 

20% of eighth grades to 31 % of fifth grades (Alexander and McEwin, 1989). 

By 1992, although a variety of instructional formats (block, modular, flexible, etc.) 

were reported, the single subject/period schedule still predominated. Just under one half of 

the schools reported a seven period day of 41-45 minutes each, with 24 percent of the 

schools employing an eight period day (Valentine, Clark, Irvin, Keefe, and Melton, 1993). 

Co-CurricularlExtra-Curricular Activities 

In general, the higher the grade level configuration of the middle level school, the 

more co-curricular and extra-curricular activities were offered, with the exception of 

intramural sports, in which those schools with lower grades showed higher percentages. 

In addition, students were allowed more participation opportunities to participate in every 

activity as they progress through the grade levels. The growth of the variety of activities 
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and number of schools offering co-curricular opportunities is consistent with the increased 

attention given to the importance of exploration and development of interests in early 

adolescents (Valentine, Clark, Nickerson, and Keefe, 1981; Alexander and McEwin, 1989; 

Valentine, Clark, Irvin, Keefe, and Melton, 1993). 

Parent/Community Involvement 

When asked to evaluate the degree of parent involvement, just over one half of 

middle level principals in 1980 reported parent involvement remained relatively the same as 

in previous years; however, more schools reported parent involvement increasing as 

opposed to decreasing. The most common roles for involved parents were resources for 

the instructional program, volunteer aides, and assistants in student activities. Middle level 

schools with grade configurations of 5-8 and 6-8 were more likely to have parent 

involvement than those of other grade organizations. Additionally, parents of 6-8 grade 

middle schools were more likely to be involved with areas related to educational program, 

while those at the 7-9 school were most often involved in student activities (Valentine, 

Clark, Nickerson, and Keefe, 1981). Little change has occurred in parent involvement 

since 1981. However, parents and citizens are more involved in the planning and advisory 

roles of middle level schools. This involvement was expanded due to the multitude of 

additional areas available for assistance (Valentine, Clark, Irvin, Keefe, and Melton, 1993). 

Interdisciplin<lQ' Teaming 

Alexander and McEwin (1989) reported a 30% average increase in the use 

interdisciplinary teaming in grades five and six, and a 20% average increase in grades 

seven and eight from 1968 to 1988. Overall, nearly 33% of the schools surveyed utilized 

teaming. Epstein and Mac Iver (1990) reported nearly a 10% increase in schools organized 

by interdisciplinary teams (42%), while the data from the NASSP study conducted in 1992 

showed an additional increase in utilization of interdisciplinary teams to 57% of the 

surveyed schools. Data from the studies consistently showed that middle level schools 

organized with grades 6-8 are most likely to use interdisciplinary teaming, followed by 5-8, 

and 7-9 school configuration. (Alexander and McEwin, 1989; Epstein and Mac Iver, 1990; 

Valentine, Clark, Irvin, Keefe, and Melton, 1993). 
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The selection of teachers and assignment of teachers to individual teams was 

reported as being done at the discretion of the school administrator. Epstein and Mac Iver 

(1990) found that most teams were administratively arranged. Sixty-one percent of the 

schools with interdisciplinary teaming indicated teacher input was included as part of the 

decision making process. A small percentage (10%) of the schools indicated teachers were 

allowed to select their own teams (Valentine, Clark, Irvin, Keefe, and Melton, 1993). 

Team leaders were utilized to facilitate teamwork in 77% of the schools that utilized 

interdisciplinary teaming. The most frequent method of selection was by the team 

members, followed by administrative appointment. A lesser number of teams rotated the 

team leader responsibility among themselves (Valentine, Clark, Irvin, Keefe, and Melton, 

1993). 

As reported by Epstein and Mac Iver (1990), almost 30% of the middle level 

schools utilizing interdisciplinary teaming offered no common planning time. In 1993, 

Valentine, Clark, Irvin, Keefe, and Melton reported that more than one-third of schools 

with teaming arrangements provided common planning time for team members, while 15% 

provided a planning period for teachers, but not necessarily at the same time. A final piece 

of data from the 1992 NASSP study revealed that 54% of the schools had managed to 

provide both a common planning period plus individual planning time for members of 

interdisciplinary teams. 

While the four subject team (language arts, mathematics, science, social studies) 

was still predominant, Epstein and Mac Iver (1990) showed that the data revealed a slight 

increase in the tendency to include reading as a fifth subject in the lower grades. In 1992, 

English/language arts, mathematics, science, social studies, and reading were the primary 

subjects included in the interdisciplinary team organization. In 7-9 grade schools, reading 

was the exception to team inclusion, and was more often arranged in an elective or remedial 

type fashion (Valentine, Clark, Irvin, Keefe, and Melton, 1993). 

Student assignment to interdisciplinary teams occurred heterogeneously in 88% of 

the schools surveyed in 1992. Schools configured with grades 7-8 were more likely to use 

homogeneous grouping plans than other middle level school grade organizations 
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Core Requirements 
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In virtually all middle level schools, the core curriculum consists of 

English/language arts, mathematics, science, and social studies (Valentine, Clark, 

Nickerson, and Keefe, 1981; Alexander and McEwin, 1989; Epstein and Mac Iver, 1990; 

Valentine, Clark, Irvin, Keefe, and Melton, 1993; Clark and Clark 1994). Alexander and 

McEwin (1989) indicated that reading was utilized as a fifth team subject at the lower 

grades, while the 1992 NASSP study reported a higher predominance of teams including 

reading than those that did not (Valentine, Clark, Irvin, Keefe, and Melton, 1993). 

Physical education, while not normally considered a core "academic" subject, was reported 

as high on the priority list of required subjects in all grade levels (Valentine, Clark, 

Nickerson, and Keefe, 1981). 

ExploratorieslElectives 

In general, more requirements and fewer choices were available to students in lower 

grade configured schools (5-8, 6-8) than those in schools with higher grade organizations 

(7-8, 7-9). Instrumental music, vocal music, art, orchestra, foreign language, and practical 

arts courses become more available as grade levels increase (Valentine, Clark, Nickerson, 

and Keefe, 1981). New content areas appearing for the first time in 1992 included 

technology education, organizational skills, sex education, and journalism. Instrumental 

music remained the most popular elective for all grade levels (Valentine, Clark, Irvin, 

Keefe, and Melton, 1993). 

Programs for the Gifted 

In 1981, 30% of the administrators surveyed said they had no gifted programs in 

their schools. Nearly 70% of 6-8, 7-8, and 7-9 schools indicated the presence of such 

programs, with only slightly more than 50% of 5-8 schools confirming the use of gifted 

programs. Individual, within class projects was the most commonly listed means of 

program delivery, followed by released time, programs in conjunction with another 

agency, and alternative time programs (Valentine, Clark, Nickerson, and Keefe, 1981). 

The number of schools offering gifted programs has grown by 14% from 1981 to 
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1992. Although 84% of the surveyed middle level schools reported a specialized program 

for identified gifted students, the instructional strategies for delivery of services has 

remained fairly constant (Valentine, Clark, Irvin, Keefe, and Melton, 1993). 

Teacher Advisory Programs 

Alexander and McEwin (1989) reported that 39% of middle level schools surveyed 

utilized a home base or teacher advisory program. Home base advisory periods were most 

often less than 20 minutes in length and occurred daily (five per week). 

Instructional Strategies 

In the ASCD study, Cawelti (1988) reported the most common method of 

instructional delivery used by middle level teachers was direct instruction. Teacher lecture, 

drill and practice, and similar teacher directed delivery methods were used consistently in 

98% of the responding schools. While the utilization of other strategies such as problem 

solving/inquiry (41 %), cooperative learning (40%), independent study (30%), and 

individual learning style diagnosis (26%) were recorded, the fact that they are practiced less 

than 50% of the time would indicate less progress has been made than desired (Clark and 

Clark, 1994). 

The 1989 Arizona Middle Level Survey 

While national studies offered a perspective of what was occurring in middle level 

schools across the country 1989, a clear picture of the status of middle level education in 

Arizona had yet to be developed. Utilizing criteria similar to that of the national studies, 

Clark and Clark developed and distributed Survey of Arizona Middle Level Schools in 

February, 1989. The purpose of the study was to obtain and categorize information 

regarding the status of middle level education in Arizona, and to then use that information 

as a basis to stimulate middle level school improvement (Clark and Clark, 1990). The 

remainder of this section of Chapter Two presents the summarized findings and subsequent 

recommendations of the 1989 Arizona study. 
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Summarized Conclusions 

School Organization 

Schools organized for grades 7-8 were the most common, followed by 6-8, 7-9, 

and 5-8 middle level school configurations. Enrollment figures for over 50% of the 

schools fell into the 300-699 range. Those middle level schools with grade organization 7-

9 displayed the least amount of recent reorganization with 6-8 grade schools reporting the 

highest percentage of change in the previous 10 years. 

Arizona middle level schools' organizational patterns followed those of concurrent 

national studies with the exception of grade level configuration. The dominant 7-8 grade 

organization was contrary to national trends of 6-8 grade schools reported in the ASCD 

study (Cawelti, 1988) and that of Alexander and McEwin (1989). The high incidence of 

organizational change in Arizona's 6-8 schools was suggested as evidence of movement 

toward the national norm (Clark and Clark, 1990). 

Personnel 

Twenty-seven percent of middle level principalships and 38% of the assistant 

principalships were held by women in 1989. In addition, 60% of the counseling positions 

and teaching positions were secured by females. Only 12% of middle level teachers held 

an Arizona middle level endorsement. 

Opportunities for females in Arizona middle level schools were greater than those 

noted in national trends. The 1981 NASSP study reported only 4% of middle level 

principals to be female (Valentine, Clark, Nickerson, and Keefe, 1981). Only 11 % of the 

schools in national studies indicated the majority of their teachers had middle level 

certification (Valentine, Clark, Nickerson, and Keefe, 1981). Alexander and McEwin 

(1989) reported that nearly two-thirds of middle level schools indicated less than 25% of 

their faculty had received middle level preparation, and only 9% of the schools had more 

than 75% of their teachers with middle level specific training. The impact of the Arizona 

Middle Level Endorsement appeared to be in harmony with national trends. 



Core Curriculum 

Almost all Arizona middle level schools required students to take mathematics, 

English/language arts, science, and social studies, with reading required as a separate 

subject in two-thirds of the schools. Health and physical education instruction was also 

required for a majority of students; however, the requirement dropped off in the latter 

grades. 
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In national studies, virtually all middle level schools reported a core curriculum of 

English/language arts, mathematics, science, and social studies (Valentine, Clark, 

Nickerson, and Keefe, 1981; Alexander and McEwin, 1989). Alexander and McEwin 

(1989) indicated that reading was utilized as a fifth team subject at the lower grades. 

Physical education, while not normally considered a core "academic" subject, was reported 

as high on the priority list of required subjects in all grade levels (Valentine, Clark, 

Nickerson, and Keefe, 1981). 

ExploratOIylElective Courses 

Heavy emphasis was found on fine arts, home economics, industrial arts, physical 

education, computers, and health education as exploratory experiences for Arizona middle 

level students. Elective courses were focused on performing arts courses such as band, 

orchestra, chorus, speech/drama, and theatre. Expansion of exploratory courses to elective 

status were also frequently mentioned, including foreign languages. 

National studies at this time indicated instrumental music, vocal music, art, 

orchestra, foreign language, and practical arts courses became more available as grade 

levels increased (Valentine, Clark, Nickerson, and Keefe, 1981). Alexander and McEwin 

(1989) identified art, industrial arts, home economics, and music as the most common 

exploratory courses. Arizona middle level schools responded similarly. 

Co-CurricularlExtra-Curricular Activities 

Arizona schools reflected national trends, especially in the area of interscholastic 

sports and intramural programs (Clark and Clark, 1990). In general, the higher the grade 

level configuration of the middle level school, the more co-curricular and extra-curricular 

activities were offered, with the exception of intramural sports; those schools with lower 
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grades showed higher percentages of intramurals. In addition, students are allowed more 

participation opportunities in every activity as they progress through the grade levels. The 

growth of the variety of activities and number of schools offering co-curricular 

opportunities is consistent with the increased attention given to the importance of 

exploration and development of self-explored interests in early adolescents (Valentine, 

Clark, Nickerson, and Keefe, 1981; Alexander and McEwin, 1989). 

Instructional Strategies 

Those instructional strategies most commonly identified by Arizona middle level 

schools were in-school suspension, study skills, and essential elements of instruction. 

Cooperative learning and programs emphasizing higher order thinking skills were also 

frequently mentioned. Some schools indicated use of outcome based instruction and 

learning style diagnosis on a limited basis. 

In the ASCD study, Cawelti (1988) reported the most common method of 

instructional delivery used by middle level teachers was direct instruction. Teacher lecture, 

drill and practice, and the like were used consistently in 98% of the responding schools. 

While other strategies were recorded such as problem solving/inquiry (41 %), cooperative 

learning (40%), independent study (30%), and individual learning style diagnosis (26%), 

frequencies of less than 50% would indicate less progress has been made than desired 

(Clark and Clark, 1994). It would appear Arizona middle level instructional strategies 

paralleled those of other schools across the country. 

Scheduling 

Arizona middle level schools reported the single subject schedule as the most 

frequently used type of school day schedule; however, many schools (48%) indicated they 

used a combination of schedules. The seven period day was the most common in both 5-8 

and 7-8 schools. Six period days were more likely to be found in 6-8 and 7-9 grade 

configured schools. The length of the class period most frequently fell into the 46-50 

minute time span. 

Daily unifonn periods were reported by over 80% of schools with grades seven and 

eight, nearly 66% of those with grade six, and 40% of those schools with grade five in 
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1988. At that same time, flexible scheduling practices were reported as being used in 20% 

of eighth grades to 31 % of fifth grades (Alexander and McEwin, 1989). The Arizona 

results closely followed national trends. 

Interdisciplinruy Teaming 

Thirty-nine percent of Arizona middle level schools reported utilization of 

interdisciplinary teaming in 1989. Those schools organized with grades 6-8 and 7-8 were 

more likely to have teams. Four teacher teams were cited as being most often utilized, 

while two and three member teams were the next most frequently used. Least used were 

five or six teacher teams. Core subjects most commonly included as part of the 

interdisciplinary team were mathematics, English/language arts, reading, science, and 

social studies. 

Arizona middle level teachers were most often assigned to teams by the 

administrator who gave consideration to the teachers' input. Eighty-nine percent of the 

schools indicated that students were heterogeneously assigned to interdisciplinary teams. 

Common planning periods for team teachers were available in 80% of schools. 

Sixteen percent of the schools provided two planning periods for teachers. Thirty-four 

percent of the schools utilized a bi-weekly planning meeting. 

Alexander and McEwin (1989) reported nearly 33% of the schools surveyed 

utilized teaming, while Epstein and Mac Iver (1990) reported close to a 10% increase in 

schools organized by interdisciplinary teams (42%). 

The selection and assignment of teachers to individual teams was for the most part 

reported as completed at the discretion of the school administrator. Epstein and Mac Iver 

(1990) found that most teams were administratively arranged. Sixty-one percent of the 

schools with interdisciplinary teaming indicated teacher input was included as part of the 

decision making process. 

Almost 30% of middle level schools utilizing interdisciplinary teaming were 

reported by Epstein and Mac Iver (1990) to offer no common planning time. 

While the four subject team (language arts, mathematics, science, social studies) 

was still predominant, Epstein and Mac Iver (1990) showed the data revealed a sight 



increase in the tendency to include reading as a fifth subject in the lower grades. 

Homebase/Teacher-AdvisOly Program 

Three-fifths of Arizona middle level schools reported utilization of homebase 

programs in 1989. The large majority of programs (87%) were organized for daily 

instruction of 15 to 30 minutes. 
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Alexander and McEwin (1989) reported 39% of middle level schools surveyed 

utilized a home base or teacher advisory program. Home base advisory periods were most 

often less than 20 minutes in length and occurred daily (five per week). The presence of 

homebase/advisory programs appeared more frequently in Arizona middle level schools 

than in those middle level schools reported in national studies. 

Parent/Community Involvement 

A high percentage of Arizona middle level schools reported regular parent (82%) 

and community (93%) involvement. Parents participated most often in assisting with 

school programs and activities, serving on advisory committees, and as members of school 

related organizations. Community involvement most often was accomplished as a result of 

service projects and charitable work by student groups. 

Just over one-half of middle level principals in 1980 reported the level of parent 

involvement remained about the same as in previous years. Slightly more schools reported 

parent involvement increasing than schools that indicated parent involvement as decreasing. 

Parents were most commonly utilized as resources persons for the instructional program, 

but were also used as volunteer aides and in assisting in student activities (Valentine, Clark, 

Nickerson, and Keefe, 1981). 

Arizona Middle Schools: A Survey Report 
Recommendations 

Clark and Clark (1990) concluded Arizona Middle Schools: A Survey Report. with 

15 recommendations focused upon improving the quality of middle level educational 

programs for early adolescents in Arizona. Their recommendations were a result of the 

recommendations from the 1989 Carnegie report, Turning Points: Preparing American 



Youth for the 21 st CentUlY, data which described trends from other national studies, and 

the data provided by Arizona middle level schools in the Survey of Arizona Middle Level 

Schools (Clark and Clark, 1989). 
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1 . All middle level schools develop assessment programs to determine the 
knowledge level of teachers, administrators, and parents concerning the 
developmental characteristics of early adolescents and the components of 
successful middle level schools. 

2. Middle level educators look closely at programs (Le., interdisciplinary teaming, 
homebase, etc.) in their schools to be sure they are functioning in the ways they 
were designed to function. 

3. Schools that have not yet implemented programs which have been identified as 
being developmentally responsive begin to take steps to develop and implement 
these programs. 

4. All schools, regardless of size, have at least one counselor to guide and direct the 
school's guidance program. 

S. The Arizona Department of Education and school districts undertake a study to 
examine the nature of middle level curriculum. 

6. Schools seek out and implement schedules that offer greater flexibility of time. 

7. Middle level educators investigate ways to schedule more co-curricular activities 
during the schools day. 

8. Middle level educators seek ways, as the Carnegie Council on Adolescent 
Development (1989) suggests, to reengage the family in the education of early 
adolescents. 

9. Schools develop programs that actively promote the concept of student service to 
the school and community. 

10. Exemplary middle level schools throughout the state be identified and honored. 

11. University teacher education programs in the state recognize the importance of 
middle level education and develop programs at both the undergraduate and 
graduate level for the preparation of teachers of early adolescents. 

12. Attention be given to exploring ways to meet the increasing staff development! 
inservice needs of middle level teachers. 

13. The Arizona Department of Education, in conjunction with the state's teacher 
preparation institutions and school districts, take steps to enhance the certification 
structure for middle level educators. 

14. The Arizona Superintendent of Public Instruction appoint a Middle Level Task 
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Force to develop guidelines for middle level education in the state of Arizona. 

15. The Arizona Department of Education, universities, school districts, and schools 
throughout the state of Arizona unite in cooperative efforts to promote effective 
middle level education (Clark and Clark, 1990, pp 52-56). 

Clark and Clark (1990) concluded their report with a challenge to the educators, 

parents, community members, business leaders, and state officials of Arizona. Ensuring 

the opportunity to achieve personal, academic, and social success for all middle level 

students was the task to be undertaken. Creating environments which are developmentally 

responsive to the unique needs of the early adolescent was the goal to be achieved. 

The Arizona Middle Level Task Force 

In response to the challenge set forth in Arizona Middle Schools: A Survey Report 

(Clark and Clark, 1990), the Arizona State Superintendent of Public Instruction established 

the Arizona Middle Level Task Force. Consisting of twenty-two members from the 

business, education and public service professions, parents, and representatives from the 

State Department of Education, State legislature, and local school boards, the Task Force 

prepared a report of the findings, recommendations, and responsibilities for implementation 

in six major areas important to the development of responsive middle level schools. The 

six areas of focus targeted early adolescents and their schools; curriculum and instruction -

student success; school organization, programs, and governance; professional preparation 

and certification; parent/school involvement; and school community cooperation. 

The recommendations of the Arizona Middle Level Task Force were generalized 

into two very broad categories. These included what Arizona middle level schools should 

look like and responsibilities and involvement in the creation of more responsive schools 

for early adolescents. The following are summaries from the recommendations of the Task 

Force: 

1. Arizona middle level schools organize differently, redefine curriculum 
requirements, and examine the methods of instructional delivery. 

Organization- Daily schedules must be more flexible; smaller learning 

communities need to be created; advisement and guidance must 



Curriculum-

Instruction-

be consciously provided; and additional alternative learning 

opportunities should be made available. 
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Middle level curriculum must be clearly defined and its 

relationship to meeting the needs of early adolescents established 

through integration of core subjects. Exploratory experiences 

must provide connectivity between adolescent life experiences 

and subject matter. Opportunities for youth community service 

should be curricular requirements. 

Active, involved, engaged learning should characterize the 

learning process; opportunities for appropriate social interaction 

should be encouraged, and instruction should emphasize critical 

thinking skills with discussion, investigation, and questioning. 

2. Efforts to restructure Arizona middle level schools is the responsibility of all 
citizens and should reflect broad based cooperative decision making. 

Decision Making- Teachers, administrators, and parents should cooperatively 

make decisions about the education of early adolescents; 

therefore, governing agencies should provide legislation and 

policy which enables and encourages this to occur. 

Accountability- Accountability is commensurate with responsibility for decision 

making; thus, mission and goal statements defining middle level 

education must include congruent evaluative procedures. 

(Clark and Clark, 1991) 

The Task Force concludes their report with a call to action for all middle level 

school faculty and staff, parents, community members, and citizens to begin the process of 

"revisioning and reconceptualizing" (Clark and Clark, 1991, p 87) Arizona middle level 

schools. It is clear that developmentally responsive middle level schools are places where 

all students can be successful learners in a climates that are safe, nurturing, and supportive. 

We know a great deal about successful middle level schools. "It is time to act on that 

knowledge" (Clark and Clark, 1991, p 87). 
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Surmmuy 

This chapter began with a review of the literature which provided an historical 

overview of the development of middle level schools. The middle school concept evolved 

in the early part of the 20th century in response to the belief that traditional junior high 

schools failed at meeting the unique needs of early adolescents. The growth and 

proliferation of junior high schools during the first two decades of the 1900's reflected a 

knee-jerk response to overcrowding and perceived failures of existing organizational 

structures instead of in response to a specialized need for transitional appropriateness for 

adolescents. Junior high schools continued to function as younger siblings of the high 

schools until the mid-fifties when the launching of the first space satellite and mounting 

racial tensions precipitated a re-examination of educational programs and organization of 

schools for the pre and early adolescent. In 1967, William Alexander introduced the term 

"middle school" to describe developmentally responsive schools for the 10-14 year old. 

Over the past decade, middle level education has been the focus for intensive investigation 

and extensive documentation. In 1989, The Carnegie Council on Adolescent Development 

released its report, Turning Points: Preparing American Youth for the 21 st Century, which 

contained eight significant recommendations for improving America's middle level 

educational institutions. 

Chapter two concluded with a summarization of the results and recommendations of 

the 1989 Survey of Arizona Middle Level Schools (Clark and Clark, 1989), followed by 

the recommendations of the Arizona Middle Level Task Force. In February, 1989, Clark 

and Clark developed and distributed the Survey of Arizona Middle Level Schools with the 

intent to obtain and categorize information regarding the status of middle level education in 

Arizona. This information was then to be used as a basis to stimulate middle level school 

improvement (Clark and Clark, 1990). In response to the challenge set forth in Arizona 

Middle Schools: A Survey Report (Clark and Clark, 1990), the Arizona State 

Superintendent of Public Instruction established the Arizona Middle Level Task Force. The 

Task Force prepared a report of the findings which included recommendations and 
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responsibilities for implementation in six areas crucial to the development of responsive 

middle level schools for Arizona. The Task Force concluded their report with a call to 

action to begin the process of "revisioning and reconceptualizing" (Clark and Clark, 1991, 

p 87) Arizona middle level schools. 



49 

CHAPTER THREE 

MErHODOLOOY 

Introduction 

In February, 1994, Arizona middle level principals received Survey 1994: 

Revisiting Arizona Middle Level Schools. The survey was conducted to determine the 

degree of implementation of program components which defme developmentally 

responsive educational programs for early adolescents. The study replicated the 1989 

Survey of Arizona Middle Level Schools (Clark and Clark, 1989), which was undertaken 

to describe the status of middle level education in Arizona at that time. As a function of this 

replication, the data collected was utilized to compare and contrast the responses of Arizona 

middle level principals on the two surveys, to profile Arizona middle level schools with 

reference to nation wide trends and issues, and to determine progress toward 

implementation of the recommendations contained within Arizona Middle Schools: A 

Survey Report (Clark and Clark, 1990). 

Research Questions 

1 . How do the frequency distributions of responses from participants of the Survey 

1994: Revisiting Arizona Middle Schools compare to the reported frequency 

distributions of responses from participants of the 1989 Survey of Arizona Middle 

Level Schools (Clark and Clark, 1989)? 

2. How do the frequency distributions of responses from participants of the Survey 

1994: Revisiting Arizona Middle Schools compare to middle level education trends 

and issues identified in national studies of effective middle level schools? 

3. To what degree have the recommendations contained within Arizona Middle Schools: 

A Survey Report (Clark and Clark, 1990) been implemented in Arizona schools 

serving the pre and early adolescent? 
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Design of the Study 

A survey research design was utilized to conduct this study. All participants in the 

study were selected as a result of meeting specified criteria. The written responses of the 

participants returning the survey were recorded, tabulated and categorized to present the 

data collected in a manner which responded to the objectives of this study. 

The Research Sample 

The research sample consisted of the principals of all middle level schools in 

Arizona. Arizona middle level schools, for the purpose of this study, were those public 

schools identified in the Arizona Educational Directory (Arizona Department of Education, 

1993) as a separate and unique school serving a population of two or more consecutive 

grade levels ranging from grade four through nine. The Arizona Principals/ 

Superintendents Mailing Lists, June 24, 1993 revision, prepared by the Arizona 

Department of Education technology services, was utilized to obtain the names, addresses, 

and grade level configuration of those schools/principals selected for the study. In 

addition, the 1993 edition of the Arizona Department of Education Directory of Arizona 

Schools, (Arizona Department of Education, 1993), was cross referenced with the mailing 

list to assure accuracy of the sample population. A total of 185 Arizona middle level 

schools received surveys to complete as members of the sample for this study. 

Instrumentation 

Survey 1994: Revisiting Arizona Middle Level Schools was developed based upon 

the 1989 Survey of Arizona Middle Level Schools (Clark and Clark, 1989), (Appendix A). 

The intent of the replication of the Survey of Arizona Middle Level Schools (Clark and 

Clark, 1989) was to gather current data on the status of middle level education in the State 

in order to develop a comparative analysis of past versus present practice. Additionally, the 

author of the Survey 1994: Revisiting Arizona Middle Level Schools attempted to gather 

new data in specific areas not requested for response during the original study. Data 

comparisons were made regarding the growth and progress of the development and 
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implementation of age appropriate programs for the young adolescent throughout Arizona. 

Finally, advancements in the development and implementation of middle level programs for 

young adolescents in Arizona schools were compared to the national trends as reported in 

similar studies. 

Valid comparative data was assured through the utilization of an instrument which, 

as closely as possible, matched the previously administered survey. A review of the results 

of the 1989 study published by the Arizona State Department of Education in 1990, 

Arizona Middle Schools: A Survey Report (Clark and Clark, 1990), provided the 

opportunity to develop an instrument which closely matched the original survey, 

maintained the appearance of an easier, more "respondent-friendly" format. Whenever 

possible, responses from the 1989 survey were utilized to develop questions with selection 

items, rather than open ended questions. Wherever necessary, vocabulary was modified to 

reflect current and accepted terms. Finally, clarifying directions and respondent 

expectations occurred in those places which required additional explanation. 

The first draft of Survey 1994: Revisiting Arizona Middle Level Schools was sent 

to seven recognized middle level educators ranging from university professors to assistant 

superintendents. Care was taken to assure the draft of the survey was not sent to potential 

survey respondents. Each recipient was asked to analyze the 1994 instrument with 

reference to the following: 1) Time necessary for completion; 2) Clarity of directions and 

questions; 3) Thoroughness and breadth of the instrument; and 4) Omissions which 

should be included. All draft surveys were returned and subsequently the comments, 

criticisms, and suggestions of the sample were reviewed. A wide variety of modifications 

and additions were made based upon the information received from the panel of experts 

(Appendix B). The final draft of the instrument was then prepared, resulting in the 

instrument used for the 1994 study (Appendix C). 

Procedures 

Survey 1994: Revisiting Arizona Middle Level Schools was mailed to all Arizona 

middle level school principals in late February, 1994. A cover letter from C. Diane 
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Bishop, State Superintendent of Public Instruction was included to demonstrate the support 

of the Arizona Department of Education. Additionally, a letter of support from the 

University of Arizona, College of Education introduced the survey to the participants. 

Participants were provided with a self-addressed, stamped envelope for return of the 

survey. 

Follow up letters were mailed to non-responding participants in mid and late March 

to solicit the return of the completed survey. Additional surveys were sent to those 

participants requesting a second mailing. Letters of appreciation for survey returns were 

sent to all responding participants. 

Analysis of Data 

The frequencies of responses for each of the items of the Survey 1994: Revisiting 

Arizona Middle Level Schools were tabulated. The data resulting from written responses to 

open ended questions were individually recorded and similar responses were analyzed and 

placed into like categories. Category determination and response placement into categories 

were at the sole discretion of the researcher. 

Response frequencies were rated and/or ranked according to the results of the data 

collection. Rates and/or rankings of responses from the data of the 1994 survey were then 

compared to equivalent results from questions and responses from the data of the 1989 

survey. The response frequencies data from the 1994 survey were used to determine the 

degree of implementation of the recommendations outlined in Arizona Middle Schools: A 

Survey Report (Clark and Clark, 1990). 

Summruy 

Chapter three presented a review of the purpose of the study and the research 

objectives. The design of the study and population sample were described. The 

instrumentation, including a description of the modifications made to the 1989 survey and 

evidence of validity, were outlined as was the procedural methodology for conducting the 

study. Finally, a description of the method of data analysis was presented for both item 
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responses and respondent-generated data. 



CHAPTER FOUR 

THE FINDINGS 

Introduction 
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Chapter four presents the findings obtained from the data collected from Survey 

1994: Revisiting Arizona Middle Level Schools. The results are detailed in seven separate 

sections; each section is further sub-divided when appropriate to more specifically address 

each main topic. The first section summarizes the response rate of the sample population. 

Section two reports the findings of the demographic data of responding schools, including 

school enrollment, school and district organization, personnel, and school governance. 

The third section presents the data gathered that represent the program environment. This 

includes scheduling practices, co-curricular activities, community and parent involvement, 

and interdisciplinary teaming. Section four details data describing the program content of 

Arizona middle level schools with reference to core requirements, exploratories, electives, 

gifted and talented, reading instruction, at-risk, and recognition programs. The fifth 

section of the chapter lists participants' responses to items describing homebase programs. 

Data describing responses to curriculum and instructional delivery strategies are presented 

in the sixth section. The last section provides a categorical summarization of responses 

from participants which reflects their visions of the future of early adolescents and their 

schools. 

RESPONSE RATE 

In February, 1994, all 185 Arizona middle level principals were sent Survey 1994: 

Revisiting Arizona Middle Level Schools. A total of 110 (59.5%) completed surveys were 

returned (Appendix D). In addition, three surveys were returned by school principals who 

indicated that they did not consider their school to be a middle school, declined to 

participate, and claimed to have returned the survey; however, there was no record that it 

had been received. An examination of the populations and geographical locations of the . 

communities of the schools from which the surveys were returned revealed a cross

sectional representation of the state. 
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DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 

Section two presents the findings of the demographic data in four parts: description 

of personnel, school organization, school governance, and district information. 

Personnel 

The first part of this section reports the findings of the various aspects of personnel 

in Arizona middle level schools, including administrators, counselors and teachers. The 

data will address issues of sexual parity for each job, assistant principal and counselor 

positions, and teacher certification. 

Principal Gender 

Schools responding to the survey indicated 80 (73%) of the principalships were 

held by men. The number of female principalships was 30 (27%). 

Of the reported principalships held by males, 44% were in 7-8 grade schools, 29% 

were in 6-8 schools, 11 % were in schools with 7-9 grade configurations, and 6% were in 

5-8 schools.. Forty-three percent of the female principalships occurred in schools with 

grades 6-8, while 27% were in 7-8 schools, and 7% each were in 7-9 and 5-8 grade 

schools. 

Analysis of the data from all middle level schools revealed women principalships in 

36% of 6-8 schools, 29% of 5-8 schools, 19% of 7-8 schools, and 18% of 7-9 schools. 

Correspondingly, 82% of 7-9 schools, 81% of 7-8 schools, 71% of 5-8 schools, and 64% 

of 6-8 schools had male principals. 

Principal Tenure 

Of the 110 principals responding, over 50% indicated they had been in their present 

position for five years or less. The largest percentage of principals (15%) had 2 years of 

tenure in their current school, followed by those who had 3 years (14%), and those having 

completed one year of service (13%). Slightly more than 10% indicated they had 10 or 

more years experience in the same building. 

In schools housing students of grades 5-8, 86% of the principals had been in their 

present position five years or less. Sixty-four percent of 6-8 grade schools' principals had 

more than five years tenure in the same building, with 58% of 7-8 grade schools' and 54% 



of 7-9 grade schools' principals occupying their position for the same time period. 

Principal 1989 Survey Completion/Awareness 
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Principals who indicated they had been responsible for completing the 1989 Survey 

of Arizona Middle Level Schools (Clark and Clark, 1989)~ numbered 53 (49%), while the 

number of principals who reported they were aware of the 1990 report, Restructuring 

Arizona's Middle Level Schools (Clark and Clark, 1990), was 83 (77%). 

Assistant Principals 

Out of 108 participating middle level schools, 72 (67%) indicated at least one 

assistant principalship position. Those schools with assistant principals reported that 61 % 

of the positions were held by males, and 39% were staffed by females. Further data 

analysis revealed the following: 

• 5% of schools had both male and female assistant principals. 

• 40% of schools had only male assistant principals. 

• 22% of schools had only female assistant principals. 

• 33% of schools had no assistant principals. 

Counselors 

A summarization of the data of participating Arizona middle level schools shows 97 

(87%) indicating the use of counselors to some degree. Of the number of counseling 

positions reported by responding schools, 61 % were staffed by females and 39% were 

staffed by males. Additional analysis of the data of responding schools showed: 

• 37% of the schools had both male and female counselors. 

• 22% of the schools had only male counselors. 

• 37% of the schools had only female counselors. 

• 11 % of the schools had no counselors. 

Additional comments by those responding to question seven indicated that six 

percent of the schools shared or utilized the services of a counselor on a 1/2 time or part

time basis. 

Certified Teachers Gender 

Responding schools reported a total of 3620 full-time regular certified teachers. 



The number of female teachers reported was 2336 (64.5%), while the number of male 

teachers reported was 1284 (35.5%). 

Teachin& Staff Certification 
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Those schools responding to the survey question that delineated certification 

distributions among staff members reported 40% of staff with elementary certification only, 

38% of staff with only secondary certification, 22% of staff with both elementary and 

secondary credentials, and 6% of staff with the Arizona Middle Level Endorsement. 

Forty percent of the reporting schools indicated having one or more teachers with 

the Arizona Middle Level Endorsement. Of the schools reporting teachers with the Arizona 

Middle Level Endorsement, 7% had a grade level configuration 5-8, 41 % had a 

configuration of 6-8, 36% had configurations of 7 -8, 11 % had configurations of 7-9, and 

5% had other organizational configurations. 

School Organization 

The second part of section two presents the data gathered from responding schools, 

detailing the type of school organizational patterns, and including grade levels served, 

recency of restructuring, student enrollment, school governance, and school district 

information. 

Grade Confi&uration 

Grade level configurations of school organizational structure data showed the 

following: 

• 4% of the schools contained grades 4-8. 

• 5% of the schools contained grades 5-6. 

• 6% of the schools contained grades 5-8. 

• 33% of the schools contained grades 6-8. 

• 39% of the schools contained grades 7-8. 

• 10% of the schools contained grades 7-9. 

• 3% contained other combinations of grades. 

Restructurin& Time Frame 

School grade level organizational restructuring was reported by 32 (30%) of 
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participating schools as having occurred in the last five years. Schools indicating 

organizational change which occurred in the past 6-10 years numbered 25 (24%). 

Seventeen schools (16%) reported a most recent grade level organizational change having 

occurred within 11-15 years. Eight schools (8%) reported having had the present structure 

for 16-20 years, and 23 schools (22%) indicated that the current grade level organization 

had been in place for over 21 years. 

Of those schools reporting grade level organizational change in the past five years 

50% consisted of grades 6-8, 25% consisted of grades 7-8, 9% consisted of 7-9, and 16% 

consisted of other grade configurations. 

The data of those schools reporting grade level organizational change in the past 6 -

10 years revealed that 44% contained grades 6-8, 40% contained grades 7-8, 8% contained 

grades 7-9, and 8% had other grade configurations. 

Schools indicating organizational grade level changes within 11-15 years resulted in 

4 (24%) having grades 6-8, 10 (59%) having grades 7-8, and 3 (17%) having other grade 

level ranges. 

Schools that reported a restructuring of grade levels which had occurred from 16-20 

years ago were evenly distributed with 25% of the schools indicating configurations of 6-8, 

7-8, 7-9, and other arrangements. 

Of those schools reporting present grade level organizational structures in place for 

more than 21 years, 13% had grades 6-8, 57% had grades 7-8, 13% had grades 7-9, and 

17% were from other grade level configurations. 

Enrollment 

The enrollment of responding schools ranged from a low of 88 students to a high of 

1815 students. Schools with less than 300 students numbered 13 (12%), while those with 

student populations of 300-399 totaled 29 or 27%. Student enrollments of 500-499 

accounted for 20 (19%) of the responding schools and 18 (17%) of the participating 

schools reported a student body of 700-899. An enrollment of 900-1099 was reported by 

15 (14%) of responding schools, and 13 (12%) of the schools recorded a campus 

containing over 1100 students. 
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Data from schools with grade level configurations of 5-8 showed 57% had a 

student enrollment of 300-499, while those schools which supported enrollments of either 

<300,500-699, or 700-899 accounted for 14% each of the 5-8 sample. 

The highest percentage (37%) of schools housing grades 6-8 had enrollments of 

500-699 students. Student populations of either 300-499 or 700-899 each represented 

17% of the 6-8 schools. Eleven percent of 6-8 schools had a population of 900-1099. 

Sixth through eighth grade school configurations represented 9% of participants with 

enrollments of <300, and an equal percentage in schools of> 11 00 students. 

One-fourth of all 7-8 schools reported a student enrollment of 300-499. Seventh 

through eighth grade schools with enrollments of 700-899 and 900-1099 were recorded as 

representing 23% and 21 % of this sample. Schools with <300 or 500-699 seventh and 

eighth graders accounted for 12% each of these schools. Seven percent of 7-8 schools 

reported a student body of> 11 00. 

Sixty-four percent of all 7-9 grade schools indicated an enrollment of> 11 00. 

Schools with 300-499 students accounted for 18% of all 7-9 grade schools. An equal 

amount (9%) of 7-9 schools recorded student populations of either <300 or from 900-

1099. 

Governance 

The third part of this section reviews the data outlining the governance and decision 

making practices in Arizona's middle level schools. The decision making process and the 

involvement of the educational community in this process will be described. 

Leadership Team 

A total of 87 (80%) of the responding schools indicated the utilization of a school 

leadership team to direct the school improvement process while 22 (20%) of the schools 

stated that they did not utilize a leadership team. 

Sixty-two percent of the responding schools reported one administrative member on 

their leadership team. The number of administrative members on leadership teams ranged 

from 0 to 5. The number of teacher memberships reported ranged from 0 to 12, with the 

most frequently cited being five (22%) memberships. Twenty-five percent of the 
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responding schools indicated a minimum of one student member on the leadership team; 

however, the most common response from 75% of respondents showed that no students 

were included in the process. Non-certified or classified staff members were present on 

67% of the reporting schools' leadership teams, while the most common response showed 

that 54% required one teacher per team to act on the committee. While 29% of the schools 

reported no parent representation on their leadership teams, 71 % of the leadership teams of 

reporting schools indicated that parents were represented with memberships ranging from 

1-8 parents. No community members were present on 75% of the leadership teams of the 

schools responding. Of those indicating the presence of a community member, the number 

of members ranged from 1-4. 

Additional comments from 10% of the responding schools specified certified non

teaching (Librarian, Counselor) employees as members of their leadership teams. Three 

percent of schools cited school board members and/or central office employees holding 

leadership team positions. Two percent of participating schools indicated a maximum 

number of membership positions, shared by groups of stakeholders (teacher/classified, 

parent/community), without designation of specific numerical representation of each group. 

School ImprovementlDecision Makin~ Process 

Of the schools responding, 91 % described their decision making process as 

involving standing or special groups, committees, or teams consisting of members which 

represented the various aspects of the educational community (administrators, teachers, 

classified, parents, students, community members). Data generated from surveys and/or 

research was utilized to formulate targeted areas for improvement. Group input leading to 

consensus at the local level prior to implementation, with confirmation by the local school 

board if necessary, completed the process. 

The responsibility for identification and implementation of school improvement 

plans specifically rested in the hands of the building level administrator for 8% of the 

responding schools. These schools defined the role of committees, groups, and teams as 

advisory, with decisions solely the responsibility of the principal. 

The utilization of a model defined by an organization outside the school or district 



(North Central Association) was listed by 2% of the schools as their primary means of 

directing the school improvement process. 

District Infonnation 

The final part of section two describes the demographics of the districts in which 

participating schools are contained. The data addresses district size and organization. 

School District Population 
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School district enrollments for 6% of responding schools were less than 1,000 

pupils. Those districts reporting student populations from 1,000-1,999 totaled 19% of the 

participants. The most common range of student membership was 2,000-4,999, 

accounting for 24% of schools. Nine percent of the districts housed 5,000-9,999 pupils, 

with 14% of the respondents indicating a district size from 10,000-19,999 students. 

Twelve percent of the districts of participating schools contained 20,000-29,999 students, 

and 15 districts (16%) had student populations of over 50,000. 

School District Organization 

Thirty of the participant schools (28%) indicated they were a part of an Elementary 

(K-8) school district configuration. A total of 79 schools (72%) were part of a Unified (K-

12) school district. 

PROGRAMENVmONMENT 

Section three reports the data collected regarding the type of environment presented 

by Arizona middle level schools. This section profiles the types of scheduling strategies 

utilized, co-curricular and extra-curricular activities provided, community and parent 

involvement, and interdisciplinary teaming. 

Scheduling 

The first part of section three reviews the scheduling practices of Arizona's middle 

level schools, including the type of schedules utilized, the number of periods per day, the 

length of periods, and class period requirements for students as well as teachers. 

Type of Schedule 

Of the responding schools, 53% reported utilization of some type of combination of 
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self-contained, block, or single subject schedules. Eighty-six percent of schools with 

grades 5-8 indicated utilization of more than one type of school schedule. Seventy-seven 

percent of schools housing grades 6-8 reported using multiple scheduling methods. Less 

than one half of the 7-8 schools (46%) and just over one fourth (27%) of 7-9 schools 

indicated more than one type of scheduling was used. 

Exclusive use of the single subject schedule was reported by 37 (35%) of the 

participating schools. Schools containing grades 5-8 and 6-8 reported the lowest 

percentages of 14% and 17% respectively. Over one half of the 7-8 schools (59%) said 

they used only the single subject schedule while the highest reported use was in schools 

with grades 7-9 (64%). 

Ninety (85%) of the survey respondents reported some utilization of the single 

subject schedule in their scheduling strategies. Grade level configuration differences reveal 

that 100% of5-8, 89% of 6-8, 88% of 7-8, and 91% of 7-9 schools make use of the single 

subject schedule to some degree during their school day. 

Table 1 presents a further review of the data with regard to the percentage of 

exclusive utilization of each of the three types of scheduling practices within each grade. 

Table 1: UTILIZATION OF SCHEDULING PRACTICES 

Percentage of Exclusive Utilization in Each Grade Level 

Grade Level 
5 6 7 8 9 

~ 
Self-contained 55% 26% 0% 0% 0% 

Single Subject 5% 11% 50% 57% 91% 

Block Schedule 5% 15% 10% 10% 9% 

Number of Periods Per Day 

Forty-eight percent of the responding schools reported a seven period instructional 

day. Twenty-nine percent indicated a six period day; 19 percent recorded an eight period 

day; and 2% each reported a nine or four period day. 



Table 2 illustrates the percentage of schools containing the specific grade level 

distribution and corresponding number of periods per day. 

Table 2: SCHEDULING PERIODS PER DAY 

Percentage of Schools of Given Grade Level 
With Specified Number of Periods 

Grade Levels 
5-8 6-8 7-8 7-9 Other 

Periods/Da!l 
6 67% 45% 13% 45% 50% 

7 0% 45% 52% 55% 50% 

8 33% 10% 29% 0% 0% 

Other 0%' 0% 6% 0% 0% 

Length of Period 
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The length of an instructional period ranged from a low of 40 minutes to a high of 

85 minutes. Twenty percent of those schools responding reported a period length of 40-45 

minutes. Nearly one-half (48%) listed period length of 46-50 minutes, with 17 

respondents (28%) recording 51-56 minute instructional periods. 

The 46-50 minute period was the most common response of both 6-8 (42%) and 7-

8 (53%) schools. A period length of 51-56 minutes was reported by 67% of 5-8 schools 

and by 43% of 7-9 schools. The mean period length for all schools reporting was 50 

minutes. 

Student Periods Required 

The number of periods required for a student ranged from a minimum of four to a 

maximum of eight. The majority of schools (56%) responding favored a seven period day. 

The most common response from those schools with grades 5-8 (67%) was a six period 

requirement for students. Periods of required student attendance in 6-8 schools with 

grades 6-8 was equally distributed between six (45%) and seven (45%) periods. Data from 

7-8 grade level configuration schools reported most frequently (63%) a seven period 



requirement for their students. Schools serving students in grades 7-9 indicated a fairly 

equal preference between seven (45%) and eight (55%) periods of required attendance, 

however, the seven period day was favored slightly. 

Required Teaching Periods 
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The number of periods required for a teacher to instruct ranged from a low of three 

to a high of seven periods. The most common response (55%) was six teaching periods. 

In addition, the most common response from survey participants in each of the grade level 

configurations (5-8, 6-8, 7-8, 7-9) was six teaching periods. A five teaching period 

requirement was reported by 45% of 6-8 schools, 26% of 7-8 schools, and 45% of 7-9 

schools. 

Co-Curricular and Extra-Curricular Activities 

Part two of section three presents data from survey participants related to co

curricular and extra-curricular activities. The data describes scheduling of these activities, 

participation rates of students, and school involvement with the local community. 

Co-Curricular Activities Scheduling 

Responses of 18% of participating schools indicated <20% of their co-curricular 

activities were scheduled prior to school. Seven percent of schools said that 20-39% of 

these activities occurred before school while 4% indicated 40-59% of their extra-curricular 

activities took place before school. A small (2%) number of schools in the sample reported 

>80% of these activities taking place prior to school. The largest (69%) number of schools 

said there were no co-curricular activities that occurred before school. 

Twenty-nine percent of the sample reported that <20% of co-curricular activities 

took place during the school day. Sixteen schools (19%) showed 20-39% of these 

activities occurred within the school schedule, and 13% recorded >80% of their activities 

took place at some time during the school day. Less than 5% of the schools reported either 

40-59% or 60-79% activities concurrent with the school day. No co-curricular activities 

during the school day were reported by 31 % of responding schools. 

Forty-two percent of the respondents indicated that greater than 80% of co

curricular activities take place after school. An additional 19% said 60-79% of these 
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activities took place after school, while 14% indicated 40-59% of extra-curricular activities 

during post school times. Four percent of the respondents each recorded 20-39% or <20% 

after school co-curricular activities. Two schools stated that they scheduled activities on 

weekends. 

Additional comments indicated utilization of a combination of times throughout the 

school day. Utilization of lunch periods, extended homeroom periods, activity periods, or 

individual team arrangements were offered as methods of concurrent school day offerings. 

Scheduling activities on weekends was the response of two schools. 

Before-school activities were recorded as occurring in 14% of the 5-8 schools, in 
I 

30% of 6-8 schools, in 38 % of 7 -8 schools, and in 46% of 7-9 grade schools. Co-

curricular activities available during the school day were reported in 71 % of schools with 

grades 5-8, 70% of schools with grades 6-8, 63% of schools with grades 7-8, and in 78% 

of 7-9 grade schools. After school co-curricular activities were reported as occurring in 

86% of both 5-8 and 6-8 schools, while 87% of 7-8 grade schools reported that after 

school offerings were available. Of the 7-9 grade schools responding, 100% indicated 

after school activity opportunities for students. 

Co-Curricular Activities Participation 

Survey participants indicated the percentage of boys and girls participating in 

interscholastic sports, intramurals, clubs, student government, performance groups, and 

other activities. The findings are reported in five categories. They include the percentage 

of schools reporting less than 20%, schools reporting 20-39%, schools reporting 40-59%, 

schools reporting 60-79%, and schools reporting greater than 80%. Tables 3 and 4 present 

the data reported for boys' and girls' participation in co-curricular activities. 



Table 3: BOYS: PARTICIPATION IN CO-CURRICULAR ACTIVITIES 

Percentage of Boys Participating in Each Activity 

Schools-Percent of Particillation 
<20% 20-39% 40-59% 60-79% >80% 

Activity 
Interscholastic-

Sports 28% 39% 15% 4% 2% 

Intramurals 12% 23% 11% 5% 11% 

Clubs 50% 13% 3% 2% 5% 

Student 
Government 91% 4% 3% 0% 0% 

Performance 
Groups 51% 30% 9% 1% 1% 

Table 4: GIRLS: PARTICIPATION IN CO-CURRICULAR ACTIVITIES 

Percentage of Girls Participating in Each Activity 

Schools-Percent of Partie illation 
20% 20-39% 40-59% 60-79% >80% 

Activity 
Interscholastic-

Sports 32% 39% 14% 0% 1% 

Intramurals 17% 22% 7% 4% 10% 

Clubs 48% 14% 4% 3% 5% 

Student 
Government 88% 6% 2% 0% 0% 

Performance 
Groups 41% 30% 12% 5% 1% 

Survey data was recorded in two additional categories which provide data for 

student involvement in co-curricular activities. Tables 5 and 6 display the data indicating 

the absence of participation by boys and girls in each of the five listed co-curricular 

activities with regard to grade level configuration of participating schools. 

66 
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Table 5: BOYS: NON-PARTICIPATION 
IN SPECIFIC CO-CURRICULAR ACTIVITmS 

Percentage of Schools of Different Grade Level Configuration 

Schools-Grade Level Configuration 
4-8 5-6 5-8 6-8 7-8 7-9 

Activity 
Inter-Scholastic Sports 33% 80% 29% 9% 2% 0% 

Intramurals 33% 60% 57% 33% 36% 36% 

Clubs 67% 40% 57% 21% 19% 18% 

Student Government 33% 80% 14% 3% 0% 0% 

Performance Groups 33% 0% 29% 6% 10% 9% 

Table 6: GIRLS: NON-PARTICIPATION 
IN SPECIFIC CO-CURRICULAR ACTIVITIES 

Percentage of Schools of Different Grade Level Configuration 

Schools-Grade Level Configuration 
4-8 5-6 5-8 6-8 7-8 7-9 

Activity 
Inter-Scholastic Sports 33% 80% 29% 9% 5% 0% 

Intramurals 33% 60% 71% 39% 36% 36% 

Clubs 67% 40% 57% 21% 21% 18% 

Student Government 33% 0% 14% 6% 2% 0% 

Performance Groups 33% 0% 29% 9% 10% 9% 

A variety of additional responses were recorded for other types of co-curricular 

activities drawn from the sample. Included in these were listings of school service groups 

such as MESA, APEX, NJHS, and NHS. Student-led groups representing activities that 

focused on the affective domain were noted. Some of these include Respect Groups, 

Young Entrepreneurs, Support Groups, and Mediators. Lastly, a wide variety of co-



curricular activities involving academic competitions were listed. 

School Involvement With Community 
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Of the schools responding, 95% indicated student participation in school sponsored 

community service activities. A student participation rate of <20% was the most common 

response (33%) when all data was considered. Twenty percent of the reporting schools 

indicated a 20-39% student participation rate with 18% recording 40-59% student body 

involvement and 15% indicated a 60-79% rate of student participation. Thirteen percent 

(13%) of the responding schools listed 80% student involvement in community service 

activities at >80%. 

Types of School Involvement With Community Activities 

Ninety-one percent of those schools responding indicated participation in 

community food drives by their students. The response rate by the sample for other 

community involvement activities included fund raising (86%), clean-up projects (71 %), 

visits to senior citizen's facilities (62%), charitable work (44%), and special Olympics 

(37%). 

The responding schools offered additional community involvement activities in the 

areas of charitable contributions of goods, services or money, and involvement in peer 

andlor student tutoring, environmental concerns (recycling, tree planting, clean-up), and 

fine arts/festival related events. 

Parent/Community Involvement 

The third part of this section examines the data describing parent and community 

involvement in middle level schools in Arizona. Included in this part is information 

regarding parent and community participation rates in addition to the types of activities in 

which both parents and community members participate. 

Parent Involvement With School 

Sixty-nine percent (69%) of the sample indicated <20% of their parents were 

regularly involved in school activities. Nearly one-fourth, 22% of the respondents, 

reported a parent participation rate of 20-39%, with 7% recording 40-59% involvement 

figure. Two percent (2%) of the sample listed a 60-79% rate of parent involvement, and no 
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schools reported regular parent involvement rate of >80%. 

The most common response for all grade level configurations was a parent 

involvement rate of <20%. The rate of participation for parents in schools with grade level 

configurations of 4-8,6-8, and 7-8, were fairly consistent with 70-75% of these schools 

indicating <20% parent involvement as the most frequent response. The next most 

frequent response revealed 23-25% of these schools recording a 20-39% parent 

participation figure and 5-7% regular involvement of 40-59% of their parents. Schools 

with grade level configurations of 5-8 showed 57% and 43% of the schools with rates of 

parent involvement of 20% and 20-39% respectively. These schools (5-8) did not indicate 

any levels of parent involvement higher than 49%. Of those schools which had students in 

grades 7-9, 73% showed a regular parent involvement rate of <20%, while 9% indicated a 

parent participation rate of 20-39% and a 40-59% rate of involvement by 18% of these 

schools. None of the 7-9 grade schools indicated a parent involvement rate of >59%. 

Community Involvement With School 

A total of 99 schools (92%) reported regular involvement in school activities by 

<20% of their community members. Additional involvement rates of 20-39% were 

reported by 6% of the sample, 40-59% by 2% of the sample, and >80% by 1 % of the 

sample. 

The most common rate of involvement reported was <20% for community 

members. All schools with grade level configurations of 5-6, 5-7, 5-8, 5-9, and 7-9 

reported a community member participation at a rate of <20%. Seventy-five percent (75%) 

of schools with 4-8 grades indicated <20% community member participation with 25% of 

these schools (4-8) recording an involvement rate of 20-39%. Of those schools housing 

grades 6-8, 94% indicated 20% regular community member involvement and 6% said 20-

39% of the community were regular participants in school activities. Ninety percent (90%) 

of 7-8 schools had <20% community involvement, and an equal number of 7-8 schools 

(5%) reported participation from community members in both the 20-39% and 40-59% 

range. 



Types of Parent/Community Involvement With School 

Table 7 presents a table indicating the relative rankings of the types of 

parent/community involvement activities reported by schools participating in the survey. 

The ranking was derived from the frequency of responses from those schools reporting 

each activity as a method for involving parent/community members in the school. 

Table 7: PARENT/COMMUNITY SCHOOL INVOLVEMENT ACTIVITIES 

Relative Rankings of Frequency of Responses 

Parents Community 
Activities 

ParentlTeacher Conferences 1 10 

Advisory Committees 2 (Tie) 6 

Field Trips 2 (Tie) 5 

ActivitieslDances 4 7 

Sports/GameslIntramurals 5 2 

ParentlTeacher Organizations 6 8 

Guest Speakers 7 1 

Volunteer Aides 8 4 

Volunteer Tutoring 9 3 

Carnivals 10 9 
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Other parent/community involvement activities listed included assisting in the front 

office, parents on patrol, mentoring programs, and civic organization partnerships. 

InterdisciplimllY Teaming 

The final part of section three details the data from participants describing 

interdisciplinary teaming. Utilization of interdisciplinary teams, number of teachers per 

team, size of teams, subject matter included in teams, methods of student and teacher 

assignment to teams, team leadership, meeting frequency, planning time for team and non-



team members, and inclusion of special needs students on teams are presented in this 

section. 

Utilization of Interdisciplinary Teams 
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Sixty-eight percent (68%) of the survey participants reported utilization of 

interdisciplinary teaming. Those schools with grade levels 5-8 (14%) were less likely to 

engage in interdisciplinary teaming. The data indicated interdisciplinary teaming was most 

likely to occur in 6-8 schools (77%), 7-8 schools (74%), and 7-9 schools (73%). 

Only those schools with enrollments <300 (15%) were less likely to employ 

interdisciplinary teaming. Schools with student populations of 300-499 (57%) and 500-

699 (65%) were more likely to utilize teams. The schools most likely to organize with 

interdisciplinary teams were those with enrollments of 700-899 (89%), 900-1099 (93%), 

and >1100 (85%). 

Number of Teachers Per Team 

Among all schools reporting the utilization of interdisciplinary teaming, four (27%) 

and five (27%) teacher teams were equally utilized. Nineteen percent (19%) of the teams 

had three members, and 16% of the sample said six member teams were used. Two 

teacher teams were reported in 11% of the schools. 

Schools with grade level configurations of 6-8 were just as likely to have three 

member (41 %), four member (46%), five member (36%), or six member (32%) teaching 

teams. Two member teams were found in 22% of 6-8 schools. 

In those schools that housed grades 7-8, both four (47%) and five (55%) teacher 

teams were most likely found. Nineteen percent of these schools had either three or six 

member teams and 9% of 7 -8 schools utilized teams consisting of two teachers. 

One half (50%) of 7 -9 schools reported using three member teaching teams. Both 

two and four member teams were reported by 25% of the 7-9 schools. Thirteen percent of 

this sample indicated using either five or six teachers per team. 

Table 8 displays the percentage of schools, by specific enrollment ranges, that 

utilize teaching teams of various memberships. The figure shows that two through six 

member teams are also likely to occur in schools with student enrollments of 300-499. 
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Teaching teams with four, five, or six members are most likely to occur in schools 

reporting enrollments of 500-699 students. Four and five member teams, most likely to 

occur in schools with 700-899 students, are followed closely by both three and six teacher 

teams. Those schools with an enrollment of 900-1099 reported using teams with four and 

five teachers more often than those with two or three teachers, very seldom employing six 

member teams. Those schools reporting a student body> 11 00 indicated three and five 

member teams more often than two, four, or six member teams. 

Table 8: MEMBERSHIP OF INTERDISCIPLINARY TEAMS 

Percent of Team Sizes Utilized By Enrollment 

Student Enrollment 
300-499 500-699 700-899 900-1099 >1100 

Team Members 

2 25% 0% 19% 21% 20% 

3 25% 14% 38% 29% 40% 

4 31% 43% 56% 43% 27% 

5 27% 36% 50% 50% 37% 

6 27% 36% 38% 7% 18% 

A large number of responses indicated flexibility in team membership depending on 

the purpose of the team, the student enrollment, the grade level popUlation, and the grade 

level configuration. 

Variation In Team Sizes 

Twenty-eight percent of the schools indicating they used interdisciplinary teaming 

reported varying team sizes (student membership) based upon grade levels. Most schools 

reported a range of student membership per team or a specified student/teacher ratio. 

Because of the variety of numbers of teachers per team reported above, a student/teacher 

ratio was used to report the findings. 

The most frequently reported ratio (28%) was 30-32 student per teacher. 
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Student/teacher ratios of 24-26:1 (14%),26-28:1 (14%), or 28-30:1 (13%), were the 

second most likely to occur. A 36-38: 1 proportion of students/teacher was indicated by 7% 

of this sample while 4% of the participants utilized a 32-34: 1 rate. Three percent (3%) of 

the respondents reported 22-24:1,34-36:1, or 40-42:1 ratio. Just over 10% of the sample 

reported student/teacher ratios other than those listed. 

Subjects Included in Interdisciplinruy Teams 

Table 9 displays the responses of participants regarding subject matter included 

within their teams. The data shows English/language arts, reading, mathematics, science, 

and social studies are most likely to be included in the team structure. Seventh, eighth, and 

ninth grade teams are less likely to include reading. Exploratory courses, physical 

education, health, and advisory are more likely to be included as part of the sixth grade 

team organization than in any other grade level. 

Table 9: SUBJEcr MA TIER INCLUDED IN TEAMS 

Percentage of Inclusion by Grade Level 

Grade Levels 
5 6 7 8 9 

Subj~ct Area 
English/ 67% 90% 96% 81% 22% 
Language Arts 

Reading 75% 77% 67% 55% 11% 

Mathematics 75% 90% 84% 75% 30% 

Science 67% 83% 87% 72% 30% 

Social Studies 50% 87% 97% 81% 22% 

Exploratories 25% 47% 35% 25% 10% 

Physical Education 25% 47% 39% 31% 11% 

Electives 0% 20% 30% 29% 11% 

Health 25% 50% 31% 25% 11% 

Advisory 25% 43% 30% 18% 11% 
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Other subjects included in teams included humanities, foreign language, study 

skills, self-esteem/self-concept programs, writing, and geography. One respondent 

indicated exploratory, elective, and physical education courses comprised their own teams. 

HeterogeneouslHomogeneous Grouping in Teams 

Virtually all schools that responded to the survey (96%) indicated that students were 

heterogeneously assigned for students to interdisciplinary teams. Schools that indicated the 

use of homogeneous grouping practices listed special needs (special education, at-risk, 

gifted), grant requirements, and programmatic considerations (band, chorus, orchestra) as 

methods for assigning students to teams. 

Teacherffeam Assignments 

Most schools indicated a combination of methods for selecting or assigning teachers 

to interdisciplinary teams. The highest percentage of responses (73%) listed cooperative 

decision making involving teacher request and administrative approval as the preferred 

method. Thirty-four percent of participating schools said that teachers volunteered, 

organized, and worked out their own assignments, or were assigned by the administration. 

Thirty-nine percent of the responding schools indicated team assignments as a result of 

special strengths, expertise, or compatibility of philosophy. 

Method of teacher assignment to interdisciplinary teams for most schools followed 

the same pattern of various grade level configurations; however, teachers in 7-9 schools 

appear just as likely to be assigned as a result of cooperative decision making utilizing 

choice or request by teacher and administrative approval as they are through volunteering, 

organizing or working Qut their own assignments. The data also shows that teachers in 7-9 

grade schools are least likely to be assigned by special strengths, expertise, or compatibility 

of philosophy. 

Team Leader 

Two-thirds (67%) of the respondents reported the use of team leaders as part of the 

organization of interdisciplinary teams. Most grade level configuration schools reported a 

similar response rate with the exception of 7-9 schools. Slightly over one-third (38%) of 

these schools indicated team leaders were used. When categorized by student popUlation, 
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all schools except those with enrollments of 300-499, reported similar results. Schools 

with student body populations of 300-499 indicated that it was nearly as probable (56%) to 

have team leaders as to not have them (44%). 

Team Leader Selection 

Those survey participants responding to the use of team leaders most often 

indicated the selection of team leaders was completed by team members (71 %). Twenty

four percent (24%) of this sample said team leaders were appointed by the administration, 

and 20% indicated team leadership was rotated among team members. Most participants 

indicated more than one method of assignment was employed based upon a variety of 

circumstances. 

When the data were analyzed with regard to grade level configurations, all schools' 

results conformed to the overall tendencies, with the exception of team leader rotation in 

schools with grades 7-9. Survey participants indicated no utilization (0%) of this practice 

at this level. 

Further analysis of team leader selection data based on school population revealed 

less tendency than the general sample for schools with 700-899 (50%) and those> 11 00 

(43%) to have teams select their own leader. When compared to the results of all schools, 

a higher proportion of these same schools, 40% for 700-899 and 43% for> 11 00, utilized 

administrative assignment for selection of team leaders. Team leader rotation was more 

likely to occur in schools with student populations of 500-699 (27%) and 700-899 (40%), 

than in those schools with less than 500 (13%) or greater than 899 (14%). 

Common Planning Time for Members of Teams 

Of those schools utilizing interdisciplinary teaming, 78% reported the availability of 

common planning time for members of the teams. Analysis of the data by grade level 

configurations reveals similar results. However, reviewing the data with regard to school 

population shows those schools with <300 (50%) or 300-499 (47%), as having less 

opportunity for common planning time than the total sample. 

Additional Planning Time for Teams 

The number of schools providing both common planning time for teams and 
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additional individual planning time for team members was nearly equal (47%) to those 

schools who did not (53%). Schools with grade level configurations of 6-8 (65%) and 7-8 

. (44%) were more likely to provide both common and individual planning time for team 

members than those schools configured with grades 7-9 (12.5%). The data also revealed 

that schools with a population> 1100 (27%) were much less likely to provide for both 

common and individual planning time for team teachers than those in all other schools. 

A variety of methods for providing individual planning and common team planning 

time were listed by survey participants. These methods generally fell into one of three 

categories. Those include the following formats (in order of frequency of responses): 

• One common team planning period plus one other individual planning period. 

These two periods of time could either be blocked, back to back, or at different 

times throughout the school day. 

• One common team planning period plus periodic opportunities for individual 

planning time during the school day or week such as early release, late start, time 

during special electives, or time provided in some grade levels, but not in others. 

• One common team planning time plus time before or after the school day for 

individual teacher planning and preparation. 

Frequency of Team Planning Meetings 

The most frequent response for how often interdisciplinary teams met for planning 

was 2-3 times per week (39%). Respondents indicating daily (26%) and once/week (24%) 

meeting frequencies were virtually equal. Other responses accounted for 11 % of the 

sample and included the following options for teachers (in order of number of responses): 

• Planning on their own time whenever possible 

• Planning monthly or bimonthly-monthly 

• Planning once or twice per week 

Analysis of the data with reference to grade level configuration or school enrollment 

revealed similar team meeting frequency patterns. 



Additional Planning Time for Non-Team Members 

In addition to an individual planning time, teachers not assigned to an 

interdisciplinary team were provided additional planning time in 38% of the sample. 

Categorically, methods for accomplishing the additional planning time for non-team 

teachers involved the following methods (in order of number of similar responses): 

• Elective and special area teachers have the same type of schedule (two planning 

periods) as team teachers. 

• Elective and special area teachers are not assigned homeroom classes. 
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• Elective and special area teachers are provided individual planning time and lunch 

"back to back". 

No differences in results were noted when reviewing the data from either grade 

level served or from school population. 

Inclusion of Special Needs Students in Teams 

Eighty-three percent (83%) of the respondents indicated utilization of counselors/ 

administrators as participants in team meetings to advise regarding "at-risk" students. 

Mainstreaming or inclusion of special needs students into regular classes on all teams was 

the response of 74% of the participants. Fifty percent (50%) of the survey responses 

indicated total integration of special needsl"at-risk" students. Teachers of special needs 

students were assigned to meet with all teams as noted by 46% of the respondents and were 

assigned to meet with specific teams as noted by 40% of the participants. Thirty-eight 

percent (38%) of the surveys indicated special needs teachers were assigned as teaching 

members of interdisciplinary teams and 25% of the sample reported that special needs 

students were assigned to one specific team. 

The data was consistent with the overall sample when analyzed by grade level 

configurations. Similar results were generally obtained for most school enrollments when 

reviewing the data as a function of school population. However, schools with student 

enrollments of 300-499, displayed results in three areas that were substantially different 

than the general sample. Special needs students were assigned to one specific team by 7% 

of this sample; 71 % of this group reported assigning teachers of special needs students to 
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meet with all teams; 14% of the sub group indicated teachers of special needs students were 

assigned to meet with specific teams. 

Other responses to inclusion of special needs students into the teaming process 

included making each team responsible for a specific type of student (Le. Chapter One, 

ESL, Special Education), integrating severe special education classification students when 

possible and appropriate, and total inclusion, except where specified by the student's 

individual education plan. 

PROGRAM CONTENT 

The fourth section of Chapter Four addresses the data that describe the types of 

program components found in Arizona middle level schools. Academic core requirements, 

exploratory and elective opportunities, gifted and talented education, reading instruction, 

programs for "at-risk" students, and pupil recognition program data will be summarized. 

Core Requirements 

Those core subjects indicated as being required by survey participants are shown in 

Table 10. English/language arts, mathematics, and social studies were designated as 

requirements by all respondents. Science was noted as a requirement for all grade levels 

except ninth, where it was a requirement in 67% of schools. Spanish was almost a 

universal requirement for all grade levels, with only 2% of seventh and eighth graders not 

required to take this subject. Reading instruction was required in all grade levels to a high 

degree, but the results demonstrate a gradual decrease in expectations for enrollment from 

fifth to ninth grades. Health education was required by a high percentage of this sample, 

ranging from a low of78% in sixth grade to a high of 100% for ninth grade students. 

mv / Aids instruction was a requirement for 60% of sixth grade middle level students and 

for at least 80% of all sixth to ninth grade adolescents. 
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Table 10: CORE REQUIREMENTS IN ARIZONA MIDDLE LEVEL SCHOOLS 

Percent of Schools Requiring Subjects by Grade Level 

Grade Levels 
5 6 7 8 9 

Subject Area 
English! 
Language Arts 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Mathematics 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Social Studies 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Science 100% 100% 100% 100% 67% 

Spanish 100% 100% 98% 98% 100% 

Reading 100% 95% 92% 90% 83% 

Health 78% 92% 92% 87% 100% 

HIV/Aids 60% 83% 81% 81% 80% 

ExploratOlylElective Opportunities 

Supplemental or special interest subject offerings found in the curricula of Arizona 

middle level schools are not clearly defined by the sample as either being required, 

exploratory, or elective for early adolescents. However, a definite pattern emerges when 

the data are analyzed according to responses most often supplied for each grade level. 

Viewed in this manner, the trends in handling these types of subject matter are evident. 

Three divisions of supplementary or special interest classes include those which are: 

• More often required than exploratory or elective. 

• Required in early grades and progressing from exploratory status in middle grades 

to elective status in later grades. 

• More often elective than required or exploratory. 

Utilizing this identification scheme, Table 11 displays the subject areas defined by the 

survey respondents in each of the three categories. 



Table 11: CLASSIFICATION OF SUPPLEMENTARY/ 
SPECIAL INTEREST CLASSES 

Subject Areas by Progression from Required Through Elective Status 

Required All Grades 

Physical Education 
Career Education 
Decisions 

From Required to Elective 

Foreign Language 
Typing 
Art 
Crafts 
Home Economics 
Industrial Arts 
Technology Education 
Computers 
General Music 

Elective All 
Grades 

Speech/Drama 
Photography 
Vocal Music 
Chorus 
Instrumental Music 
Orchestra 
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A large number of respondents indicated the inclusion or embedding of enrichment 

and supplementary subject areas with another curriculum. Most often referred to were 

reading, spelling, health, and decision skills. Several curricula offering titles were noted as 

having been "updated" to titles such as "Life Management", "Industrial Technology", and 

"Keyboarding". Technology education was referenced in terms of computer laboratories 

which were accessible to all students, writing labs, media video technology, computer

assisted drafting, and construction of electric cars or ultra-light airplanes. Five surveys 

listed other electives including student assistants and publications/yearbook. HIV / Aids 

program participation was often cited as another course required, provided parental 

permission was granted. 

Giftedffalented Programs 

The most frequently indicated strategies for program delivery for identified gifted 

and talented middle level students were honors classes (29%) or enrichment within the 

regular classroom setting (28%) followed by release time "pull-out" during the regular 

school day (19%). Ten percent (10%) of this sample utilized special core blocks (2-4 

periods of instruction), while 8% offered special classes in lieu of exploratories. Special 

interest electives were provided by 4% of the participants with 2% offering after school, 

evening, weekend, or summer programs. 



Analysis of the responses of schools with enrollments of 700 or more pupils 

showed that theses schools increasingly rely (700-899=29%, 900-1099=36%, 
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> 11 00=69%) upon honors classes as the primary method of program delivery for the gifted 

and talented; schools with student populations of less than 700 utilized release time "pull

out" during the school day (500-600=35%, 300-499=28%, <300=50%) as the most 

preferred instructional strategy. 

A review of the responses, when compared to grade level configurations of the 

schools responding, shows 5-8 grade schools (29%) were most likely to utilize release time 

during the school day, while 6-8 grade schools (52%) were more likely to employ 

enrichment techniques with the regular classroom environment. Both 7-8 (40%) and 7-9 

(45%) schools preferred honors classes as the primary mode delivering services to the 

gifted and talented students. 

Other methods of program delivery identified by participants included alternative 

scheduling times (year round inter-sessions, lunch, homeroom, during reading), self

contained classes, and placing all identified pupils on the same team. Two surveys 

indicated all strategies were utilized in their schools. 

Required Reading 

Daily reading instruction was required by 79% of the schools in the sample. This 

high percentage of expectation was consistent among schools of different populations with 

the exception of those with enrollment of 900-1099. This group responded with just over 

one-half (53%) meeting this requirement. Other than the data of 7-8 grade schools (63%), 

the data of schools housing different grade levels proved consistent with the overall 

requirement percentage. 

Required reading instruction varied little across the grade levels until ninth grade. 

Eighty-six percent (86%) of 5th grades, 91 % of 6th grades, 95% of seventh grades, and 

87% of eighth grades indicated this requirement. Within the ninth grades of this sample, 

50% required daily reading instruction. Several schools clarified the reading requirement 

for upper grades as being only for those students who had yet to reach minimum 

proficiency expectations. 
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Of those schools with required reading, 59% scheduled the class as a separate 

period of instruction. The practice of combining reading with the language arts program 

was indicated by 55% of this group. Other instructional delivery strategies mentioned were 

inclusion within thematic units, silent sustained reading, and reading combined with all 

content areas. 

Schools with enrollment figures exceeding 700 pupils were more likely to utilize 

separate periods of instruction for required reading (700-899=73%, 900-1099=67%, 

> 1100=77%) than those with less than 700 students (500-699=43%, 300-499=50%, 

<300=50%). School size data also showed a greater tendency for schools with less than 

700 students (500-699=71 %,300-499=65%, <300=67%) to combine reading instruction 

with language arts than those schools with greater than 700 pupils (700-899=40%, 900-

1099=50%, >1100=31%). 

Schools having grades 7-8 (72%) and 7-9 (82%) recorded a higher percentage of 

utilization of separate periods for required reading classes. In addition, the data revealed a 

lower percentage of combining with language arts for 7-8 (39%) and 7-9 (36%) schools 

when compared to the figures from schools of other configurations. 

Programs for "At-Risk" Students 

Of the responding schools, 79% reported having programs for identified "at-risk" 

students. The criteria utilized for identification of these students, in order of frequency of 

response, were the following: 

• Poor or failing grades 

• Recommendation or referral from teacher, parent, counselor, peer 

• Poor attendance and/or truancy 

• Student behaviors including discipline referrals, violations of law, and substance 

use/abuse 

• Poor self-concept, low self-esteem 

• Previous record of failure 

• Low scores on achievement tests, individual tests 

• Age of the student within the current grade level 
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• Socio-economic status, home life 

Strategies for "at-risk" students were identified by greater than 50% of the sample 

as special counseling (89%), after school tutoring (63%), success programs such as 

QUEST or CHAMPS (62%), extensive parent communication (56%), skills programs 

focusing upon studying, coping, and communicating (56%), and teacher aides assisting in 

the classroom (51 %). 

Less than 50% of the participating middle level schools reported utilization of 

teacher advocacy programs (42%), self-contained classes (36%), special teaming 

arrangements (35%), parenting classes (24%), and Saturday programs (17%) to address 

the needs of "at-risk" students. Other added responses included peer programs (coaching, 

tutoring, counseling, mediation), community mentors, before schooVduring lunch tutoring, 

computer assisted instruction, and mastery learning. 

Student Recognition Programs 

The entire sample (100%) reported the existence of student recognition programs at 

their schools. Academic accomplishments were recognized by 100% of the respondents 

through honor roll lists, honor societies, principal lists, Presidential academic fitness 

awards, and individual achievement awards by virtue of local, state, and national 

programs. Ninety-three percent of the schools recognized individual student achievements 

and accomplishments through "Student of the Month", "Most Improved", and involvement 

or participation commendations. Interscholastic athletic competition was used for 

recognition by 87% of the sample while an equal percentage of schools awarded perfect 

attendance (87%). Rewards for schooVcommunity service such as food drives, charitable 

causes, and community volunteer work was reported by 75% of the respondents. Student 

accomplishments in exercise, fitness, clubs and intramurals was reported by 65% of the 

sample. Additional mention was given to recognition of good citizenship due to good 

deeds, respecting the rights of others, and no disciplinary referrals. 

Methods of recognition identified by over half of the survey respondents included 

certificates (100%), publicity (95%), parties (90%), assemblies (89%), special prizes and 

awards (85%), letters and telephone calls (77%), trophies and plaques (76%), field trips 
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and activity days (71 %), breakfasts/luncheons/banquets (59%), and pins, button, or 

medals (52%). Additional ways of recognizing students, reported by less than 50% of the 

samples were bumper stickers (48%), parent/student banquets, and passes for lunch, 

swimming, movies, and game rooms, recognition at governing board meetings. 

PROGRAM STRATEGIES 

Homebase Programs 

This fifth section of Chapter Four relates the data which describes the responses of 

survey participants concerning homebase/advisory programs. The utilization of homebase 

programs, frequency of meetings, length, scheduling, inclusion as part of the 

interdisciplinary team organization, student assignments, staffing, curricula 

responsibilities, emphases of activities, anticipated future changes will be detailed in section 

five. 

Homebase Existence 

The existence of homebase programs in Arizona's middle level schools was 

reported by 49% of the sample. Fifty-one percent (51 %) responded negatively to the use 

of a homebase program. 

Those schools with enrollments of less than 500 pupils reported lower utilization 

(300-499=36%, <300=23%) than the overall sample. Middle schools with enrollments 

greater than 500 but less than 1100 students responded with higher implementation rates 

(500-699=60%, 700-899=61 %, 900-1099=64%) when compared to the total survey 

results. 

Among schools with homebase programs, a lower percentage (14%) of 5-8 schools 

reported the presence of an advisory program. Middle level schools with 6-8 grade 

configurations indicated a higher (69%) degree of utilization than the general sample. 

Homebase Meeting Frequency 

Five homebase meetings per week were reported by 80% of the sample. Eight 

percent (8 %) of participating schools indicated one meeting per week with 6% meeting four 

times per week. Three and two weekly occurrences were reported by 4% and 2% of the 
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survey participants, respectively. 

The frequency of meetings per week was consistent with the general sample results 

when analyzed by school size and grade level configuration. 

Homebase Meeting Length 

Responses from Arizona middle level schools indicated a range of homebase 

meeting length from a low of 10 minutes to a high of 55 minutes. Just over one-half (53%) 

of survey respondents listed a homebase meeting length of 16-30 minutes. Twenty-three 

percent (23%) of the schools reported meeting times of 15 minutes or less. Middle level 

schools having homebase periods of 31-45 minutes and 46-60 minutes represented 14% 

and 10% of the sample, respectively. 

A review of the data analyzed by size of school and grade levels served revealed 

similar results to those obtained from the entire sample. 

Several schools listed the length of homebase period as variable, dependent upon a 

variety of circumstances. In these cases, the time designated for homebase was consistent 

with curriculum and student needs decided upon by the team and was used as necessary. 

Homebase Scheduling 

Scheduling homebase to occur at the beginning of the school day was the strategy 

used by 57% of survey respondents. Those schools scheduling homebase period either 

before or after lunch accounted for 34% of the responses. Nine percent (9%) of Arizona 

middle level schools indicated homebase period was scheduled at the end of the school day. 

Sixty-seven percent (67%) of those schools with enrollments >1100 listed before or 

after lunch as the preferred meeting time for homebase period. Remaining schools with 

student enrollments of < 11 00 reported a preference of the beginning of the school day for 

scheduling homebase activities. 

Schools with grade level configurations of 5-8 (100%),6-8 (55%), and 7-8 (69%) 

indicated the start of the school day as the preferred meeting time for homebase. Eighty 

percent (80%) of schools housing grades 7-9 reported homebase periods taking place 

before or after lunch. 

Several schools listed a different period of the school day for homebase period. 



Flexible scheduling of homebase activities during the day was also reported by a few 

schools. 

Homebase Inclusion With Team 
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Homebase was included as part of the interdisciplinary team organization in 73% of 

the schools. Twenty-seven percent of the responding schools indicated homebase was 

outside the team organization. 

Arizona middle level schools with enrollments >300 were more likely to have 

homebase as part of the team organization (300-499=60%, 500-699=75%, 700-899=90%, 

900-1099=88%, >100=57%). Those schools with <300 (67%) indicated homebase was 

more often not included in the team organization. 

Schools with grade level configurations of 7-9 were just as likely to have homebase 

as part of the team organization as they were to not have it. Middle level schools with all 

other configurations favored homebase to be included within the team. 

Four participants indicated a combination of both in and out of team organizational 

structures for home base programs within an individual school. 

Homebase Students From Subject Area Classes 

Teachers have their regular subject area students scheduled into their homebase 

classes in 46% of Arizona middle level schools. Schools which do not schedule students 

in this manner total 54% of the sample. 

Those schools with enrollment of 500-699 (58%), 900-1099 (67%), and >1100 

(57%) are not as likely to schedule students into homebase classes according to subject 

matter teachers. Schools with pupil populations of 300-499 are just as likely (50%) to 

schedule students into homebase classes according to subject matter teachers as they are not 

to do this (50%). Middle level schools with student numbers of 700-899 (54%) and <300 

(100%) are more likely to schedule students into homebase periods with one of their 

subject matter teachers. 

Schools housing students in grades 5-8 (100%).6-8 (63%), and 7-9 (60%) 

schedule students into homebase classes more often without consideration of subject matter 

teacher. Schools with 7-8 grade levels (63%) prefer to utilize subject matter teacher 



consideration when scheduling students into homebase. 

Homebase Class Size 

87 

A class size of 21-25 pupils was reported by 38% of the schools. Thirty-three 

percent of the sample indicated a class size of 26-33 students. Those schools reporting 16-

20 students per homebase represented 23% of the respondents with 6% recording 0-15 

students per section. 

Analysis of the data with regard to school size revealed the same pattern of class 

sizes for homebase sections as did the general population. 

Those schools with grade level organizations of7-8 (42%) and 7-9 (80%) were 

more apt to have homebase class sizes of 21-25. Schools organized with grades 6-8 (42%) 

were more likely to have 26-33 students per homebase section. 

Homebase Grade Level Assignments 

Eighty-five percent of participating schools place same grade students into 

homebase classes. Multiple grade level placements are practiced by 15% of the 

respondents. 

Single grade level homebase classes are preferred by Arizona middle level schools 

as indicated when the data is reviewed with reference to both size of the school and grade 

level organization. 

Administrator/Counselor Homebase Assignments 

Virtually all (93%) of middle level schools in Arizona do not include administrators 

or counselors when assigning students to homebase classes. Seven percent (7%) of the 

schools surveyed indicated inclusion of administrators and counselors in the homebase 

program. 

The results, based on the use of administrators and counselors as homebase 

advisors, are consistent with the whole sample when the data is analyzed by enrollment and 

grade level organization. 

Teacher/Student Longevity 

Eighty-six percent of this sample indicated that students receive a new homebase 

teacher each year. Fourteen percent are assigned to the same homebase advisor for the 
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entire time they are enrolled in the school. 

Assigning students to a new homebase each year was indicated as the strongly 

preferred method in schools with enrollment of <300 (100%), 300-499 (78%), 500-699 

(91 %), 700-899 (91 %), and 900-1099 (100%). Those schools with enrollment of> 11 00 

reported a slightly higher tendency (57%) to reschedule students each year than for the 

students to remain with the same teacher (43%). 

Analysis of the data by grade level organization shows all grade level configurations 

preferring to reassign students to a new homebase each school year. 

Variations in student assignments dependent upon grade level were reported by 

some schools. One school reported reassignment of students to new homebase teacher 

each grading quarter. 

Homebase Curriculum Responsibility 

A variety of methods for homebase curriculum strategy development were indicated 

by each responding school. Sixty-three percent (63%) of survey participants reported 

individual teacher responsibility for developing homebase strategies. Homebase activities 

that were developed by a school committee of teachers, counselors, and administrators 

were indicated by 56% of this sample. Less than one-half (48%) reported the development 

of activities by homebase teachers as part of their interdisciplinary team planning. The use 

of materials developed by an outside agency and purchased for school use was the method 

of 15% of the respondents, while only 4% indicated strategies and materials were 

developed by the district office with assistance from teachers, administrators, and 

counselors. 

A review of the data by enrollment levels of schools reveals similar results for 

individual teacher responsibilities, district office development, and purchasing outside 

agency materials. Use of the interdisciplinary team planning period to develop strategies is 

used less frequently by schools with enrollments of 900-1099 (33%) and> 11 00 (29%) 

when compared to the results of the overall sample. Committees of teachers, counselors, 

and administrators who develop activities are found more often in schools with populations 

of <300 (67%), 300-499 (70%), and> 11 00 (71 %) when whole sample results are 
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considered. 

Schools with different grade level organizations are aligned with the results of the 

overall sample in their utilization of district prepared and outside agency purchased 

materials. Teachers in schools with grades 6-8 (79%) are more likely to be individually 

responsible for preparing activities than the overall sample, while teachers in 7-8 (47%) are 

less likely to be responsible for this task. The use of interdisciplinary team planning time is 

less likely to be used for preparing materials in 7-9 schools (20%). Committee preparation 

of strategies is less likely to occur in 6-8 schools (42%) and more likely to happen in 7-9 

schools (100%) when compared to all schools' data. 

Additional comments provided by survey participants indicated the use of Channel 

One©-Whittle Communications broadcast and Lions QUEST© materials for homebase 

activities. One school mentioned "labor disputes" as a reason for unsuccessful 

implementation of homebase. 

Homebase Emphases 

Listed below are the types of activities receiving emphasis in homebase programs. 

The activity types are listed from those most frequently utilized to those less often used, 

based upon the reports from all participating schools: 

• Socialization/social development 

• Self-esteem/self-concept/success 

• Skills (study skills, skills for adolescents) 

• Decision making/problem solving 

• Communication Skills 

• Student government 

• Reading 

• Intramurals 

• Tutoring 

• Substance use/abuse 

• Study hall 

• Career education 



Analysis of the data supplied by schools of varying enrollments reveals few 

differences from the results obtained from the general sample. 
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When grade level configurations were analyzed to determine the types of emphases 

in homebase programs, it was found that 7-9 grade schools utilize a wider variety of 

activities, encompassing 9 different strategies used by 75% or more of these schools. 

Seventy-five percent (75%) of those schools housing 7-8 grade students utilized 7 different 

activities with 75% of 6-8 schools utilizing 5 different strategies. 

Additional strategies listed by participating schools included journal writing and 

Channel One© Whittle Communications. 

Anticipated Changes 

The largest number of responses outlined revisions to existing programs as changes 

for the future. Sixteen (16) schools indicated changes to lend support to, and integrate 

with, other middle level components. Included in these responses were expectations of 

improved structure and organization, redefining the focus of the program, and assuring 

homebase groups were a function of team/subject matter classes. 

The second most frequent anticipated changes reflected addition of program 

emphases to existing programs. Activities focusing upon study skills, career education, 

gang prevention, success programs, life skills, affective issues, and at-risk populations 

were mentioned by survey respondents. 

The third most frequent response to "expected changes" was "none". A number of 

schools suggested their program was satisfactory in its present form. 

A fourth popular response reflected changes that should occur in the organization of 

the homebase program within the school structure. Some of the suggested changes 

included changing the time of day or period offered, providing for multi-grade level 

sections, reassigning new students each year, expanding the number of students in the 

homebase program, and reducing the size of each focus group. 

Some schools directed future changes toward program personnel. Additional 

training for teachers and inclusion of special area teachers as homebase advisors were listed 

as needed changes. A few comments suggested the reinstatement of programs which had 



been set aside, reinstating a mini-elective type program, and dropping existing programs 

due to their ineffectiveness. 

CURRICULUMlINSTRUCfIONAL DELIVERY 
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Presented in section six of Chapter Four are the data describing the types of 

curriculum/instructional delivery programs and classroom management strategies employed 

in Arizona middle level schools. Also reported are the methods utilized within individual 

schools to assure curriculum integration. This section concludes with a discussion of the 

processes applied in order to facilitate interdisciplinary and/or thematic instruction. 

Curriculumllnstructional Programs and Classroom Management 

The curricular instructional programs and classroom management strategies listed 

most frequently by the survey participants are shown below in order of frequency of 

response. 

• In school suspension or time-out room (92%) 

• Cooperative learning (92%) 

• Essential Elements of Instruction (Madeline Hunter) (81 %) 

• Higher order thinking skills (77%) 

• Thematic units (75%) 

• Study skills (70%) 

• Interdisciplinary instruction (69%) 

• Results/Outcomes oriented education (45%) 

• Positive Discipline/Instruction (Fred Jones) (35%) 

Survey participants listed a variety of other commercially produced or school 

specific programs and strategies which were utilized in their schools such as Assertive 

Discipline, corrective/enrichment periods, Harry Wong strategies, Jaime Escalante 

principles, Teacher Assistance Teams, Project Ride, True Colors, Discipline With Dignity, 

Parents on Your Side, Reality/Control Therapy, Alternative Learning Center, Alternative 

Educational Program, and North Central Association process. 

When the data were analyzed by school populations, those schools with less than 



500 were less likely to utilize thematic units (300-499=62%, <300=46%), study skills 

(300-499=55%, <300=46%), and interdisciplinary instruction (300-499=48%, 
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<300=31 %) than the general sample. Those schools with pupil populations> 11 00 were 

more likely to utilize results/outcomes-oriented education (77%) and Fred Jones Positive 

Classroom Discipline/lnstruction (80%) when compared to the frequency of responses for 

the entire sample. 

Reviewing the data by grade level configurations revealed those school with grades 

5-8 less likely to employ study skills (57%), interdisciplinary instruction (43%), Fred 

Jones Positive Classroom Disciplinellnstruction (14%), and learning style diagnosis (14%) 

strategies when compared to the tendencies reported by the whole sample. Schools 

containing grades 7-9 reported a higher percentage of utilization of study skills (91 %), 

results/outcome-oriented education (82%), and Fred Jones Positive Classroom 

Disciplinellnstruction (64%) than those of the sample as a whole. 

Curriculum Integration Methods 

Survey data regarding methods utilized to assure curriculum integration are listed 

below in order of frequency of response. 

• Interdisciplinarylfhematic unit instruction (73%) 

• Core skill reinforcement by all teachers (65%) 

• Establishment of team and cross-subject goals (55%) 

• Coordination of testing and homework (55%) 

• Coordination of Team/Special area instruction (41 %) 

Additional comments from respondents listed curriculum integration techniques 

such as establishing schoolwide curriculum and instructional goals, keeping students with 

the same team of teachers for consecutive years, and team-teaching subject areas. 

Data analysis of schools with different levels of enrollment revealed schools with 

<300 students (23%) much less likely to utilize interdisciplinary/thematic instruction, while 

those schools with pupil populations of 700-899 (100%) and >1100 (92%) were much 

more likely to employ these methods when compared to the total survey results. Schools 

with <300 students indicated less utilization of team and cross-subject goals (23%) in 
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addition to coordination of testing and homework (38%). Those schools with student body 

size of 300-499 reported less coordination of team and special area instruction (24%), 

while schools of 700-899 recorded higher use (67%) of this strategy when compared to the 

general sample. 

Analysis of the responses of schools with different grade level configurations 

related consistent results in most areas. However, those schools with grade levels 5-8 

displayed less likelihood of utilizing team and cross-subject goals (14%) and core skill 

reinforcement by all teachers (29%) than those of all other grade level organizational 

patterns. 

InterdisciplimuytThematic Instruction Process 

The vast majority of responses indicated that the responsibility for 

interdisciplinary/thematic instruction resided within the team. Selection of themes, 

determination of frequency (most often four times per year), selection and coordination of 

resources, integration of special area teachers, and implementation of units were all 

functions of the interdisciplinary instructional teams. 

The second most frequently listed response was the utilization of departments and 

subject matter specialists to coordinate instructional activities. The units were frequently 

explained as being developed by two or more subject areas supporting instructional goals 

within isolated content areas (Le., readinglEnglishllanguage arts, mathlscience, 

science/social studies). 

Some respondents indicated the process was under development, just beginning, or 

ready for implementation in the next school year. A few comments cited unstructured or 

informal curriculum support from those staff members choosing to organize in this manner. 

ANTICIPATED NEEDS AND CHANGES 

This final section of Chapter Four presents the visions of survey participants for the 

next five years. Categorical summations of anticipated areas of concern for young 

adolescents, as well as changes facing Arizona's middle level schools, will be addressed to 

conclude Chapter Four. 
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Young Adolescent Future Concerns 

Ten areas of concern for young adolescents enrolled in Arizona's middle level 

schools were clearly defined by the survey respondents. In order of most frequent to least 

frequent, the areas addressed were the following: 

1. Youth Safety - Increased violence, gang activity, use of dangerous/deadly 

weapons, substance use/abuse, and student discipline. 

2. Dysfunctional Families - Divorce/separation, lack of parent involvement, 

economic strain, neglect of parenting responsibilities, family 

roles/responsibilities, mobility, inadequate supervision, unemployment, and 

poverty. 

3 ValueslExpectations/Attitudes - Accepting responsibility, student/parent apathy 

and lack of motivation for learning, pursuit of higher education, respect for 

others, moral and ethical behavior. 

4. Academic Accountability - Decision making skills, basic skill acquisition, 

A.S.A.P. (Arizona Student Assessment Plan), life skills, math skills, 

communication skills, study skills, reading skills, and graduation requirements. 

5. Technology Exploration - Use and application of technology, accessing 

information, and use of the computer as an instructional and learning tool. 

6. Instructional Strategies - Teaming, curriculum integration, block scheduling, 

individual learning differences, at-risk population, exploration, and performance 

based problem solving. 

7.{Tie) Alternative Schools - Charter, vocational, vouchers, home schooling, and year

round organization. 

7.{Tie) Adolescent Health - Sexual promiscuity, AIDS, sexually transmitted disease, 

and adolescent pregnancy. 

9. Community/School Growth - School enrollment growth, class size, additional 

grade levels, district consolidation, white flight, multicultural awareness. 

10. Peers - Adolescent relationships, social interactions, self-esteem, self-concept, 

identification. 



Arizona Middle Level School Changes 

Ten areas of change facing Arizona's middle level schools were specifically 

identified by the survey participants. In order of most frequently cited to least frequently 

cited, the areas defined were the following: 
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1 . Middle Level Curriculum - Subject matter integration, thematic instruction, 

exploratories/electives, foreign language requirements, basic/State essential skills 

emphasis, higher standards achievement, whole language, vocational education, 

career education, health education (SexIHN / AIDS), community service, and 

application of learned skills. 

2.(Tie) Non-Instructional- Social/Counseling/Special services provider, family 

wellness (physical/mental health) centers, transient student population, urban to 

rural movement, cultural diversity, at-risk students, and poverty. 

2.(Tie) Middle Level Organization - Teaming, multi-age grouping, flexible scheduling, 

four period days, grade level reorganization, home base, changing to middle level 

structure, intramurals, and advisementlmentoring. 

2.(Tie) BuildingslFacilities/Growth - New schools, rapid growth, increased class 

loads, renovations, and more portable facilities. 

5.(Tie) Strategies - Alternative multiple assessments, individualized instruction, higher 

level thinking skills, cooperative learning, manipulatives, teacher facilitators, 

mastery learning, and North Central Association standards. 

5.(Tie) Technology - Use and application of technology, accessing information, and 

use of the computer as an instructional and learning tool. 

7. Governance - School based decision making, bureaucratic involvement and 

mandates, site councils, and total quality management. 

8. Alternative Schooling - Year round, Saturday, charter, accelerated, special needs, 

multi-track, and magnet schools. 

9. Financing - Furniture and equipment, technology, facility, and programs. 

10. Personnel - Teacher stress, peer evaluation, inservice and training, middle level 

certification, and resource officers. 



SUMMARY 

This chapter has provided an illustration of the findings of the data collected from 

Survey 1994: Revisiting Arizona Middle Level Schools. The results were presented in 

seven different sections, covering the response rate, demographic data of responding 

schools, program environment, program content, homebase programs, curriculum and 

instructional delivery strategies, and anticipated issues for adolescents and middle level 

schools. 

Response Rate 
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Survey 1994: Revisiting Arizona Middle Level Schools was sent to all 185 Arizona 

middle level schools; 110 (59.5%) were returned. The returned surveys represented 

schools of a wide variety of grade level configurations, student enrollments, community 

popUlations, and district sizes and organizations. 

Demographic Data 

Seventy-three percent of Arizona middle level principalships were held by males. 

Women were more likely to have the principalship in schools with grade levels 6-8, and 

were least likely to be the principal in 7-9 grade schools. Over one half of building level 

principals had been in their present position for five years or less. Just under 50% of the 

principals responding completed the 1989 Survey of Arizona Middle Level Schools (Clark 

and Clark, 1989); however, 77% were aware of the resulting 1990 report, Restructuring 

Arizona's Middle Level Schools (Clark and Clark, 1990). 

The majority of schools (67%) had assistant principals, and a large number of those 

assistant principalships (61 %) were held by males. The vast majority of Arizona middle 

level schools (89%) utilized counselors. Of those counseling positions, 61 % were staffed 

by females. 

Sixty-five percent (65%) of middle level teachers were women. A total of 51 % of 

middle level teachers possessed an Arizona Elementary Teaching Certification, with only 

6% carrying an Arizona Middle Level Endorsement. Forty-one percent of teachers with 

middle level endorsements were found in 6-8 schools with an additional 36% employed in 

7-8 grade schools. 
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Schools with grade level configurations of 7-8 comprise 39% of Arizona middle 

level schools followed closely by those schools with grades 6-8 (33%). Thirty percent of 

the participating schools had undergone grade level restructuring within the past five years. 

Schools with grade level configurations of 6-8 represented one half of schools undergoing 

reorganization in the past five years. Fifty-seven percent of those schools whose present 

grade level structure was constant for more than 21 years were 7-8 grade schools. School 

enrollments ranged from a low of 88 students to a high of 1815 students. The highest 

percentage of schools (27%) reported enrollments of 300-399 students. Twelve percent of 

Arizona middle level schools support a student body of over 1100 adolescents while 64% 

of all 7-9 grade schools reported this same enrollment range. 

A vast majority of schools (85%) reported utilization of the school leadership team 

to direct the school improvement process. The typical leadership team consisted of one 

administrator, five teachers, one non-certified employee, two parents, no community 

members, and no students. Committees formulating improvement plans generated by 

assessment data with group consensus prior to implementation was the primary method of 

decision making described. 

Participating schools come from districts with student enrollments ranging from 

less than 1000 to more than 50,000. Twenty-eight percent of the schools were included in 

elementary districts and 72% in unified districts. 

Program Environment 

Fifty-three percent of responding schools reported utilization of a combination of 

scheduling strategies, with 86% of 5-8 schools using multiple scheduling practices. Over 

one half of 7-8 schools (59%) and 7-9 grade schools (64%) indicated exclusive use of the 

single subject schedule, while 100% of schools indicated some degree of utilization of the 

single subject schedule. 

Of those schools utilizing the single subject schedule, 48% reported a seven period 

day. The length of the periods ranged from 40-85 minutes, with 48% reporting period 

lengths of 46-50 minutes. Students were most often required to attend seven periods per 

day, and teachers were most commonly required to teach six periods. Five teaching 



periods were reported by 45% of 6-8 schools, 26% of 7-8 schools, and 45% of 7-9 

schools. 

Forty-two percent of the sample reported >80% of co-curricular activities taking 

place after school, and 31 % indicated no co-curricular activities during the school day. 

Boys and girls are more likely to be involved with inter-scholastic sports, intramural 

activities, and performance groups. 
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Of the participating schools, 95% reported student involvement in school

sponsored community service. The most common types of involvement were food drives, 

fund raising, and clean-up projects. The most common rate reported for regular parent 

involvement in schools was <20%; an equal rate of regular participation and involvement 

from the community was also reported. Parents were most likely to be at school during 

parent/teacher conferences, when serving on advisory committees, or when chaperoning 

field trips. Community involvement often took the form of guest speakers, involvement in 

sports/games/intramurals, or through community members acting as volunteer tutors. 

Utilization of interdisciplinary teaming was reported by 68% of the survey 

participants, with 5-8 schools less likely to engage in teaming than 6-8, 7-8, and 7-9 grade 

level schools. Schools with <300 students were less likely to employ interdisciplinary 

teaming than schools with higher enrollment. Those schools with an enrollment of 900-

1099 (93%) displayed the highest use of interdisciplinary teaming. 

Teams most commonly consisted of 4 or 5 teachers. Three member teams were 

more common in 7-9 grade schools than in other grade level configurations. Student 

memberships on teams varied, dependent upon a variety of conditions; however, the most 

frequently reported student to teacher ratio (28%) was 30-32 students per teacher. The 

inclusion of special needs students into regular classes on all teams was reported by 74% of 

the participants. 

Core curriculum subject areas (English/language arts, reading, mathematics, 

science, social studies) were most likely to be included in the team structure. Grade level 

teams from 7-9th grade were less likely to include reading and those teams at the sixth 

grade level were more likely to include physical education, health and advisory. 
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Students were heterogeneously assigned to teams almost universally (96%), and the 

most common way of assigning teachers to interdisciplinary teams was through a 

cooperative decision utilizing teacher choice and administrative approval. Team Leaders 

were utilized by 67% of the sample and were most often selected (71 %) by team members. 

Seventy-eight percent of the respondents indicated provisions for common planning 

time for team members. Nearly one half (47%) of schools with teams provided time for 

individual planning in addition to the common team planning time, while only 38% of the 

sample afforded the same opportunity for non-team members. The most frequent response 

(39%) for team meeting frequency was 2-3 times per week. 

Program Content 

English/language arts, mathematics, and social studies were designated as core 

requirements in all grade levels. Science was required by all grade levels except ninth. 

Spanish was required for all but a small population (2%) of 7th and 8th grades. Reading 

was required at all grade levels, but was required to a lesser degree as the grade level 

increased. Health education and HIV / Aids instruction was required by a majority of all 

grade levels. Physical education, career education, and decision making classes were 

required exploratories/electives to some degree at all grade levels. A variety of other 

offerings ranged from exploratory to elective status throughout the various grade level 

configurations. 

The most frequent delivery strategy for gifted/talented students was the creation of 

honors classes (29%) followed closely by the use of enrichment within the regular 

classroom setting (28%). Those schools with higher enrollment and those in higher grade 

levels tended to rely on honors classes more than those schools with less enrollment and 

lower grade levels. 

Daily required reading was reported by 79% of the schools. Required reading 

decreased as the grade level increased, with only 50% of the sample requiring daily reading 

in ninth grade. Fifty-nine percent of those schools requiring daily reading, scheduled 

reading as a separate class, as did a high percentage (72%) of7-8 schools and 7-9 (82%) 

schools. 
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Programs for "at-risk" students were reported by 79% of the sample. Special 

counseling (89%), after school tutoring (63%), and success programs (62%) were listed as 

preferred strategies. The entire sample (100%) reported the utilization of student 

recognition programs. Academic accomplishments (100%), individual student 

achievements (93%), interscholastic athletics (87%), and perfect attendance (87%), were 

the most often listed accomplishments rewarded. 

Program Strategies 

Homebase programs were reported by 49% of the sample. Those schools with 

enrollments greater than 500 students, but less than 1100 students were most likely to 

utilize homebase. Middle level schools with 6-8 grade configurations had the highest rate 

(69%) of home base program use. 

Homebase classes most commonly met five times per week (80%) for 15-30 

minutes (53%) at the beginning of the school day (57%). Homebase was included in the 

interdisciplinary team organization in 73% of the schools. 

Fifty-four percent of Arizona middle level schools reported that the students 

assigned to homebase classes were not necessarily in their teachers' regular subject area 

classes. Thirty-eight percent of the schools reported a homebase class size range of21-25 

students. Eighty-five percent reported that the students were of the same grade level. 

Eighty-six percent of the schools indicated that students were reassigned each school year 

to a new homebase teacher. Administrators and counselors were virtually non-existent 

(93%) as teachers of homebase programs. 

Homebase curriculum and activities were most often developed by the individual 

teacher (63%) or by a local school committee (56%) of teachers, counselors, and 

administrators. Activities most often focused upon adolescent socialization/social 

development, self-esteemlself-concept, and skill development. 

The largest number of responses for anticipated changes involved revisions and 

restructuring of existing programs, addition of program emphases, or involved no changes 

at all. 
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CurriculumlInstructional Delivery and Classroom Management 

In-school suspension (92%), cooperative learning (92%), and essential elements of 

instruction (81 %) were the most frequently listed curricular programs and instructions 

strategies. The use of thematic units (75%) and interdisciplinary instruction (69%) ranked 

5th and 7th respectively. 

Survey participants listed interdisciplinary/thematic unit instruction (73%), core 

skill reinforcement (65%), and establishment of team and cross-subject goals (55%) along 

with coordination of testing and homework (55%) as the most preferred methods to assure 

curriculum integration. 

The responsibility for interdisciplinary/thematic instruction was clearly that of the 

teams. Selection of themes, frequency of implementation, selection and coordination of 

resources, and integration of special area subjects were most frequently indicated as 

functions of the team. 

Anticipated Issues 

The most frequently listed concerns for young adolescents over the next five years 

were youth safety, dysfunctional family effects, effectively coping with changing 

values/expectations/attitudes, meeting academic accountability expectations, and utilization 

and application of technology. 

Survey participants identified the issues of appropriate middle level curriculum, 

non-instructional societal influences, organizing schools with middle level components, 

keeping up with growth and facility demands, effective implementation of curriculum 

strategies, and the use and application of technology as the top issues facing Arizona 

middle level schools in the next five years. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

198911994 SURVEY COMPARISON 

Introduction 

Chapter Five will present the findings of the 1989 Survey of Arizona Middle Level 

Schools (Clark and Clark, 1989) as reported in Arizona Middle Schools: A Survey Report 

(Clark and Clark, 1990). These findings will be compared to those categorically similar 

results from the Survey 1994: Revisiting Arizona Middle Level Schools. To facilitate 

meaningful comparison, the grouping and sequencing of data comparisons will adhere to 

the format found in Arizona Middle Schools: A Survey Report (Clark & Clark, 1990). 

The findings in each category from the 1989 survey will be presented first, followed by the 

corresponding data from the 1994 study. 

The comparative findings will be presented in Chapter Five in six sections. The 

first section will present a summary of the sample population and response return rate for 

each survey. The second section will present the data on organization and personnel. 

Section three will review the findings on curriculum and instruction. Scheduling practices 

will be presented in section four. Section five will describe the findings on school 

programs. The chapter will conclude with a summary of anticipated changes in middle 

level education. 

SURVEY SAMPLE 

Section one presents the summarized data of the survey samples. Included in the 

section are the sample sizes and return rates for both the 1989 and 1994 surveys. 

Response Rate 

In February, 1989, the Survey of Arizona Middle Level Schools (Clark and Clark, 

1989) was sent to all Arizona middle level principals. A total of 99 (64%) of the surveys 

were returned (Clark and Clark, 1990). 

Survey 1994: Revisiting Arizona Middle Level Schools was sent to all 185 Arizona 

middle level schools and 110 (59.5%) were returned. The returned surveys represented 
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schools of a wide variety of grade level configurations, student enrollments, district sizes 

and organizations, and community populations. 

SCHOOL ORGANIZATION AND PERSONNEL 

Section two presents the comparative grade level configuration data of Arizona 

middle level schools. The section will also display the numbers of years of current 

organizational structures and school populations. Personnel employed by the schools will 

be summarized in the final part of section two. Included in the comparison will be data 

referencing administration, counselors, teachers, staffing patterns, gender comparisons, 

and certification. 

School Organization 

Grade Level Configurations 

The most common grade level configuration response on the 1989 survey was 7-8 

grade schools (45%), followed by schools with grades 6-8 (30%) and those with 7-9 

grades (11 %). Eight percent of the schools indicated a grade level configuration of 5-8 

grades, while 6% of the schools reported other configurations. 

The 1994 survey data revealed that the most common grade level configurations 

were grades 7-8 (39%) and grades 6-8 (33%). Schools housing grades 7-9 accounted for 

10% of the responses, while those schools configured with grades 5-8 represented 6%. 

Twelve percent reported other configurations for their middle schools. 

Table 12 displays the grade level configuration trends for the past five years. 

Schools with grade level configurations of 6-8 and those schools reporting other grade 

level configurations were the only schools to increase in number. 

Table 12: GRADE LEVEL CONFIGURATION TRENDS: 1989-1994 

% of Schools with Grade Level Configurations 

Grade Level Configyration 
5-8 6-8 7-8 7-9 Other 

Year 
1989 8% 30% 45% 11% 6% 

1994 6% 33% 39% 10% 12% 
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School Enrollment 

In 1989, student populations ranged from 53 to 1,443 pupils. Twenty-nine percent 

of the schools reported enrollments of 300-499; 22% indicated enrollments of 500-699; and 

those schools with <300 represented 16% of the participating schools. Schools with 

enrollments 900-1099 comprised 13% of the sample and were followed by schools with 

700-899 (12%). Those schools with enrollments >1100 represented 8% of the 

participants. 

The 1994 survey reported school populations ranging from 88 to 1815 students. 

Twenty-seven percent of the schools reported enrollments of 300-499, and well followed 

by those schools with student populations of 500-699 (19%) and schools with 700-899 

(17%) students. Student enrollments of 900-1100 were reported by 14% of the sample. 

Twelve percent of the sample indicated enrollments of <300, with an equal percentage of 

middle level schools reporting enrollments> 1100. 

Table 13 displays student enrollment patterns from 1989-94. The chart reveals that 

the percentage of schools in each of the most populated ranges have increased while those 

in the three smallest population ranges have decreased. 

Table 13: STUDENT ENROLLMENT PATTERNS: 1989-1994 

% of Schools with Specific Enrollment Ranges 

Student Enrollment 

<300 300-499 500-699 700-899 900-1100 >1100 
Year 
1989 16% 29% 22% 12% 13% 8% 

1994 12% 27% 19% 17% 14% 12% 

Years In Current Grade Level Confi~uration 

Changes in grade level configuration occurring within the past five years were 

reported by 26% of the schools in 1989. Those schools indicating change in the past 6-10 

years represented 24% of the sample. Nineteen percent of the participants indicated the last 

grade level organizational changes occurred 11-15 years earlier. A grade level 



configuration change which occurred 16-20 years earlier was reported by 14% of the 

respondents. Seventeen percent indicated no reorganization of grade levels for over 21 

years. 
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The data from the 1994 survey revealed that school grade level reorganization 

occurred within the last five years in 30% of the participating schools. Twenty-four 

percent (24%) of the sample reported changes in grade levels within the past 6-10 years. 

Organizational grade level changes which occurred from 11-15 years ago was reported by 

16% of the schools. Consistent grade levels for 16-20 years was indicated by 8% of the 

sample, and 22% of the sample reported no grade level changes for over 21 years. 

The 1989 survey discovered that 83% of those schools with grades 6-8 reported the 

highest percentage of change within the previous 10 years. The data also indicated that 

55% of those same 6-8 schools had experienced grade level changes during the previous 

five years. 

The data from the 1994 survey indicated that 75% of schools with grade level 

configurations 6-8 had undergone change in the past 10 years; 44% of these schools 

reported a grade level configuration change within the last five years. Table 14 presents the 

data demonstrating school reorganization trends from 1989 to 1994. 

Table 14: SCHOOL REORGANIZATIONS TRENDS: 1989-1994 

% of Schools Reorganizing within a Specific Number of Years 

Number of Years 
0-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 >21 

Year 
1989 26% 24% 19% 14% 17% 

1994 30% 24% 16% 8% 22% 

School Personnel 

Principals 

Those schools participating in the 1989 survey indicated that 73% of the 

principalships were held by men. The percentage of female principalships was 27%. 
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Schools responding to the 1994 survey reported male principalships in 73% of the 

schools. The number of female principalships was 27%. 

Assistant Principals 

Responses from the 1989 survey indicated that 62% of the assistant principalships 

were held by men and that 38% of these positions were held by women. Continued 

analysis of the 1989 data revealed that 4% of the schools had both male and female 

assistant principals. Forty-three percent of the schools had only male assistant principals 

and 20% had only female assistant principals. Thirty-two percent of Arizona middle level 

schools were without any assistant principals. 

The data from the 1994 survey revealed that 61 % of Arizona middle level assistant 

principalships were male and that 39% were female. Deeper analysis of the 1994 data 

showed that 5% of the schools had both male and female assistant principals, and that 40% 

of the schools had only male assistant principals. Twenty-two percent of middle level 

schools employed female assistant principals, and 33% of participating schools utilized no 

assistant principals. 

Counselors 

The participating schools in 1989 reported that 60% of the counselors were female 

while 40% of the counseling positions were staffed with males. Further analysis of the 

data showed that 34% of the schools used both male and female counselors. Sixteen 

percent of the schools had only male counselors; 31 % of the schools reported only female 

counselors; and 18% of the participating schools indicated no counselors on their faculties. 

The 1994 survey results indicated that 61 % of the counseling positions were staffed 

by females and 39% by males. Similar analysis of the data revealed 37% of the schools 

had both male and female counselors. Twenty-two percent of Arizona middle level schools 

had only male counselors; 37% had only female counselors; and 11 % of the sample had no 

counselors. 

Certified Teachers 

Schools participating in the 1989 survey reported a total of 3,068 teachers in their 

middle level schools. Of these teachers, 60% were female and 40% were male. 
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The certified teacher data from the 1994 survey showed 3,620 full time teachers. 

The number of female teachers represented 65% of the sample, while the number of male 

teachers was 35% of the total. 

Teacher Certification 

The data from the 1989 survey showed 51 % of Arizona middle level teachers 

maintaining elementary certification while 49% were secondary certified. 

Arizona middle level endorsement was indicated by 12% of the teachers in 1989, 

while 27% of the schools reported one or more teachers with the middle school 

endorsement. Forty-five percent of both 6-8 and 7-9 schools reported having at least one 

teacher with middle level endorsement. 

Certification distributions among middle level teachers in 1994 indicated 51 % with 

elementary certification and 49% with secondary endorsement. 

The Arizona middle level endorsement was reported by 6% of all middle level 

teachers in 1994. Forty percent of the reporting schools indicated having one or more 

teachers with the middle level endorsement. Those schools reporting one or more teachers 

with the Arizona middle level endorsement were distributed among schools with grade level 

configurations of 5-8 (7%), 6-8 (41 %), 7-8 (36%), 7-9 (11 %), and 5% from other 

organizational types. 

CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION 

Section three of this chapter presents a comparative summary of curriculum and 

instructional program data from both the 1989 and 1994 surveys. Included in this section 

is data reflecting the core curriculum requirements reported, reading requirements, 

exploratory opportunities, elective availability, and co-curricular activities. The section 

concludes with instructional delivery and classroom management strategies utilized in 

Arizona middle level schools. 

Core Curriculum Requirements 

Respondents in the 1989 survey indicated English/language arts, mathematics, 

science, social studies, reading, physical education, and health as courses which students 
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were nearly always required to take in middle level schools. Variation by grade levels 

showed physical education receiving less emphasis as grade levels increased (Sth-loo%, 

6th-98%, 7th-9S%, 8th-88%, 9th-70%). Health education maintained a similar trend. It 

progressively decreased from 100% of 6th grades that indicated the course was required to 

40% of the 9th grades. Science was reported as a requirement in 70% of the 9th grades. 

Core requirements for middle level students in 1994 were English/language arts, 

mathematics, social studies, science, Spanish, reading, health, and HN / Aids instruction. 

Health education received increasing emphasis as a core requirement as grade levels 

increased from 6th grade (78%) to 9th grade (100%). Sixty-seven percent (67%) of 9th 

grades indicated a science core requirement. HIV / AIDS instruction was reported as a 

requirement for 60% of Sth grades, for 83% of 6th grades, for 81 % of 7th and 8th grades, 

and for 80% of 9th grades. 

Reading Requirements 

Eighty-nine percent of the responding schools in 1989 reported that they required 

reading instruction. The data indicated that a higher percentage of S-8 (100%) and 6-8 

(97%) schools utilized required reading than did 7-8 (80%) and 7-9 (84%) schools. The 

data of the 1989 survey revealed that reading instruction varied by grade levels. Reading in 

the 8th (76%) and 9th (20%) grades was less likely to be required than it was in 7th (91 %), 

6th (100%), and Sth (100%) grades. 

Schools responding to the 1989 survey indicated that required reading in the upper 

middle grades was more often remedial when required. In addition, 67% organized 

reading as a separate period of instruction; 13% reported combining reading instruction 

with English/language arts; and 20% described some other inc1usionary type of instruction 

such as cross-curricular, humanities, and silent sustained reading. 

The data from the 1994 study revealed required reading in 79% of the surveyed 

schools. Schools with grade level organizations of S-8 (100%) and 7-9 (91 %) displayed 

the highest utilization of required reading. A lower percentage of required reading 

instruction was displayed by 6-8 schools (81 %), and the lowest utilization was indicated by 

7-8 schools (63%). Analysis of the data by grade levels showed reading more likely to be 



required in 5th (86%), 6th (91 %), 7th (95%), and 8th (87%) grades than in ninth grade 

(50%). 
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Several schools qualified the reading requirement for upper grades as only for 

those students who had yet to meet minimum proficiency requirements. Schools which 

required reading indicated multiple methods of instructional delivery within a given school 

and/or grade. Of those schools with required reading, 59% scheduled the class as a 

separate period of instruction, and 55% indicated combining reading with EnglisManguage 

arts. Other instructional delivery strategies were inclusion with thematic units, silent 

sustained reading, and combining reading within all content areas. 

Table 15 demonstrates the increased emphasis in required reading instruction in 

grades 7, 8, and 9, since 1994. Table 16 displays the major shift in instructional delivery 

from an individual to an integrated subject over the five year period. 

Table 15: REQUIRED READING EMPHASIS: 1989-1994 

% of Grade Levels Requiring Reading 

Grade Level 
5 6 7 8 9 

Year 
1989 100% 100% 91% 76% 20% 

1994 86% 91% 95% 87% 50% 

Table 16: REQUIRED READING INSTRUCTIONAL DELIVERY: 1989-1994 

Year 
1989 

1994 

% of Schools Utilizing Specific Strategies 

Type of Deliveor 
Separate Integrated Other 

67% 

59% 

13% 

55% 

20 

9% 



Exploratory Experiences 

Exploratory experiences most frequently reported by the participants in the 1989 

survey were the following (in order of frequency): 

1. Fine arts (art and music) 

2. Practical arts (home economics and shop) 

3. Physical education 

4. Computers 

5. Health 

6. Languages 

7. Typing 

8. Performance groups 

9. Cultural arts 

Exploratory experiences most frequently reported by the participants in the 1994 

survey were as follows (in order of frequency): 

1 . Computers/technology education 

2. Fine arts (art and music) 

3. Practical arts (home economics and industrial arts) 

4. Physical education 

5. Languages 

6. Typing 

7. Crafts 

8. Speech/drama 

9. Career education/decisions 

Elective Offerings 

The data from the 1989 study presented the following electives as most often 

mentioned for student selection (in order of frequency): 

1. Band 

2. Chorus 

3. Languages 

110 



4. Arts/crafts 

5. Home economics 

6. Industrial arts 

7. Computers (tie) 

7. Orchestra (tie) 

9. Speech/drama/musical theater 

Results of the 1994 indicated the following electives as most often available for 

student selection (in order of frequency): 

1. Band/instrumental music 

2. Chorus/vocal music 

3. Art 

4. Orchestra 

5. Home economics 

6. Industrial arts 

7. Speech/drama 

8. Computers 

9. Languages 

Co-Curricular Activities 
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Less than 10% of the survey respondents for the 1989 survey indicated that co

curricular activities were only offered during school hours. Just under 30% of the 

responding schools indicated that co-curricular activities were offered exclusively after 

school. The majority of respondents indicated that a combination of times was offered for 

co-curricular activities with during/after school activities listed by slightly less than 40% of 

the schools, before/after offerings listed by just over 10%, and before/during school hours 

listed by a very small number «5%) of the schools. Those schools which utilized before, 

during, and after school scheduling of co-curricular activities represented just over 1 0% of 

the sample. 

The 1989 data revealed that the largest number of schools reported a participation 

rate by boys in co-curricular activities of less than 25%. The activity with the highest 



participation rate by boys was intramurals, where 15% of the schools reported >75% of 

their young boys involved. 
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The 1989 data reveals a similar participation rate for girls with the highest number 

of schools indicating their participation rate as <25%. Thirteen percent of the schools 

reported> 75% of the girls were involved in intramurals. 

1994 survey data shows that 69% of the responding schools scheduled co

curricular activities during the schools day to some degree, while the highest percentage of 

schools (29%) scheduled less than 20% of the activities at this time. Thirty-one percent of 

the schools indicated utilization of before school hours for scheduling co-curricular 

activities, and 18% of these schools offered <20% of the activities prior to school. By far, 

the most popular time for co-curricular activities was after school as 82% of schools 

indicated this preferred time. Additionally, 42% of these schools indicated >80% of the co

curricular activities were scheduled after the end of the day. Additional responses indicated 

the use of a combination of scheduling times throughout the school day. Special strategies 

cited included scheduling during lunch periods, scheduling during homeroom periods, 

utilizing activity periods, team arrangements, and scheduling during weekends. 

Thirty-nine percent of the 1994 survey participants reported that 20-39% of their 

boys participated in interscholastic sports, while 23% of schools indicated a similar rate for 

males participating in intramurals. Male participation was the highest in intramurals with 

11 % of schools indicating that over 80% of the male adolescent population was involved. 

Over one-half of the participant schools indicated that <20% of the boys participated in 

clubs, student government, or performance groups. However, nearly one-third (30%) of 

the schools indicated a 20-39% involvement level for boys in performance groups. 

Similar percentages for females participation in interscholastic sports and intramural 

sports were reported by survey respondents. Thirty-nine percent of schools indicated that 

20-39% of girls participated in interscholastic sports, and 22% said 20-39% of female 

adolescents were involved in intramurals. Intramurals offered the highest participation rate 

as 10% of schools reported that >80% of the females were involved. The majority of 

middle level schools indicated that 20% of girls participated in clubs, student government, 
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or performance groups. Like the data for boys, 30% of the schools reported that 20-39% 

of middle level girls were involved in performance groups. 

Instructional Programs and Classroom Management Strategies 

The data provided by the 1989 study indicated that the most common programs and 

instructional strategies listed were in-school suspension/time-out rooms (85%), study skills 

(79%), and essential elements of instruction (69%). Cooperative learning (61 %) and 

higher order thinking skills (48%) were the next most frequently mentioned. Some schools 

referred to results/outcomes oriented education (27%) and learning style diagnosis (19%). 

Those curricular programs and instructional strategies most frequently listed by 

1994 survey participants were in-school suspension/time-out rooms (92%), cooperative 

learning (92%), and essential elements of instruction (81 %). Higher order thinking skills 

was listed by 77% of the sample, as was thematic instruction (75%), and study skills 

(70%). Interdisciplinary instruction was referenced by 69% of the schools with 

results/outcomes oriented education (45%) and positive discipline/instruction (35%) also 

listed. 

SCHEDULING PRACTICES 

Section four of Chapter Five will review the data and findings from the 1989 and 

1994 surveys which describe the scheduling practices employed in Arizona middle level 

schools. The types of schedules, the number of periods in the school day, and the length 

of periods of instruction will be discussed. Required periods of attendance for students 

and required periods of instruction for teachers will also be reported. 

Type of Schedule 

The 1989 survey reported that 76% of the schools indicated the utilization of the 

single subject schedule. The data also revealed that the percentage of schools with different 

grade level configurations using the single subject schedule varies depending upon the 

grade level configuration of the schools. Arizona middle level schools with grades 5-8 

(57%) indicated the lowest percentage utilization, while 6-8 schools (62%), 7-8 schools 

(88%), and 7-9 schools (100%) reported increasingly higher utilization. 
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Forty-eight percent of those schools responding to the 1989 survey indicated 

utilization of a combination of scheduling practices. Analysis of this data with regard to 

grade level organizations revealed that 88% of 5-8 schools engaged in a combination of 

scheduling strategies. Sixty-two percent of all 6-8 schools, 32% of 7-8 schools, and 33% 

of 7 -9 schools responded as having a variety of single subject, block, and self-contained 

scheduling strategies. 

Of those participants in the 1994 study, 85% reported utilization of the single 

subject schedule to some degree. Grade level configuration differences revealed that 100% 

of 5-8 schools, 89% of 6-8 schools, 88% of7-8 schools and 91 % of 7-9 schools made use 

of the single subject scheduling strategy within their school day. 

In 1994,53% of the participating schools reported using a combination of 

scheduling practices within their schools. Analysis of the data by grade level 

configurations showed that 86% of schools with grades 5-8, 77% of schools with grades 

6-8,46% of schools with grades 7-8, and 27% of schools with grades 7-9 employed 

multiple scheduling strategies. 

Periods Per Day 

Forty-five percent of those schools participating in the 1989 study reported a seven 

period school day. Of the remaining schools, 33% reported a six period day, and 22% 

indicated an eight period day. Further analysis of this data with regard to grade level 

configuration showed 80% of the 7-9 schools used a six period day as did 45% of schools 

with grades 6-8. Fifty-five percent of 7-8 schools and 71 % of 5-8 schools had seven 

periods per day. 

In 1994, 48% of the responding schools reported utilization of the seven period 

instructional day. Six period schedules were reported by 29% of the sample and 19% 

indicated using the eight period day. A review of the data by grade level configurations 

showed virtually equal distribution of six and seven period day schedules among 7-9 

schools (six periods = 50%, seven periods = 50%), and 6-8 schools (six periods = 45%, 

seven periods = 45%). Fifty-two percent of the 7-8 schools, indicated the use of the seven 

period day while 67% of those schools with grade configurations of 5-8 said they used a 
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six period day. 

Student Periods Required 

A majority of 52% of schools reported requiring their students to attend seven 

periods per day in 1989. Further data analysis showed that 87% of 5-8 schools and 64% 

of 7-8 schools supported seven periods of attendance for their students. Forty-five percent 

of 6-8 schools and 70% of 7-9 schools required six periods of attendance. 

The most common response on the 1994 survey was the use of seven periods in 

56% of the sample. Data analysis by grade levels served indicated that those schools with 

grades 5-8 (67%) favored a six period requirement for students. Data from 7-8 grade 

schools (63%) most frequently reported the use of a seven period requirement. Student 

periods of attendance in schools serving grades 6-8 were evenly distributed between six 

(45%) and seven (45%) periods. Those schools serving students in grades 7-9 also 

indicated a nearly equal preference for six (45%) and seven (55%) period student 

attendance requirements, but the seven period day was slightly favored. 

Required Teaching Periods 

Of the schools in the 1989 sample, a majority (57%) required teachers to instruct 

six periods daily. Those schools with grade level configurations of 5-8 (87%) and 7-8 

(73%) reported the highest percentages of teachers with a six period teaching day. Five 

period teaching requirements were reported by 52% of 6-8 schools and by 80% of schools 

with 7-9 configurations. 

The most common response from 1994 survey participants (55%) was a six period 

teaching requirement. Each of the grade level configurations 5-8 (67%),6-8 (55%),7-8 

(55%), and 7-9 (55%) indicated preference for the six period per day teaching requirement. 

In addition, both the 6-8 and 7-9 schools indicated that 45% of their teachers instructed five 

periods per day, while only 26% of 7-8 schools employed a five period teaching day 

requirement. 

Length of Period 

Schools participating in the 1989 study reported a range of 40 to 56 minutes for the 

length of instructional periods. A period length of 46-50 minutes was the most frequent 
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response (47%). Those schools with grade level organizations of 5-8 (63%) and 7-8 

(55%) agreed with the 46-50 minute period as the most popular response. The 7-9 schools 

(60%) favored 51-56 minutes as the preferred period length. Schools with grades 6-8 were 

fairly equally divided among periods of 46-50 minutes (43%) and 51-56 minutes (40%). 

The length of instructional periods ranged from 40 minutes to 85 minutes in the 

1994 study. Nearly one-half (48%) of all schools reported a preferred period length of 46-

50 minutes. Those schools with grade level organizations of 6-8 (42%) and 7-8 (53%) 

favored the 46-50 minute period. Sixty-seven percent (67%) of 5-8 schools and 43% of 7-

9 schools reported a period length of 51-56 minutes. 

SCHOOL PROGRAMS 

The fifth section of Chapter Five presents the comparative findings of the 1989 and 

1994 surveys regarding the variety of programs incorporated into Arizona middle level 

school structures. The section begins with a discussion of the data as it describes 

interdisciplinary teaming programs and practices. Following a characterization of the 

homebase/advisement opportunities available for early adolescents in Arizona, "at-risk" 

programs and strategies for meeting the needs of the gifted/talented are outlined. Student 

recognition programs and school/community involvement conclude this section. 

Interdisciplinruy Teaming 

Schools With Interdisciplinruy Teaming 

The responses on the 1989 survey revealed that 39% of the schools indicated the 

presence of interdisciplinary teaming. Further analysis of the data showed schools with 

grade level configurations 6-8 (53%) and 7-8 (41 %) were more likely to employ teaming 

within their programs than those schools with 5-8 (14%) or 7-9 (20%) grade level 

organizations. 

When the data were analyzed by school enrollment, those schools with student 

populations of 500-699 (52%), 700-899 (58%), and 900-1099 (69%), appeared more 

likely to utilize interdisciplinary teaming. Those schools with 300-499 (25%), <300 

(13%), and >1100 (25%) students indicated less likelihood of using this strategy. 
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Respondents to the 1994 survey indicated that 68% of Arizona middle level schools 

engage in interdisciplinary teaming. The data revealed that teaming was more likely to 

occur in schools housing grades 6-8 (77%), 7-8 (74%), and 7-9 (73%) than it was in those 

schools with grades 5-8 (14%). 

Table 17 demonstrates the increased utilization of interdisciplinary teaming among 

all schools and grade level configurations from 1989 to 1994. More than one-half of those 

schools with student populations of 300-499 (57%) and 500-699 (65%) were likely to use 

teaming. Most likely to utilize teams were those schools with enrollments of 700-899 

(89%), 900-1099 (93%), and> 11 00 (85%). Only those schools with pupil populations of 

<300 (15%) were less likely to have interdisciplinary teaming. 

Table 17: UTILIZATION OF INTERDISCIPLINARY TEAMING: 1989-1994 

% of Schools Utilizing Interdisciplinary Teaming 

Grade Ley~l C~mfiguration 
5-8 6-8 7-8 7-9 All Schools 

Year 
1989 14% 53% 41% 20% 39% 

1994 14% 77% 74% 73% 68% 

Number of Teachers Per Team 

The use of four teacher teams (34%) was the most common response on the 1989 

survey. Of those responding to the survey, an equal percentage was recorded for two 

(24%) and three (24%) teacher teams. Eight percent of the schools indicated using either 

five or six teacher teams. A total of 2% of the sample indicated some other type of staffing. 

Using four (27%) or five (27%) teacher teams was reported equally as likely by 

those responding to the 1994 instrument. Three member teams accounted for 19% of the 

responses while 16% of the sample reported using six member teams. Two teacher teams 

were recorded in 11 % of the schools. Table 18 displays the data which demonstrates the 

comparison of numbers of teachers per team in 1989 and 1994. 
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Table 18: NUMBER OF TEACHERS PER TEAM: 1989-1994 

% of Teams with Specific Number of Members 

Teachers ~r Team 
2 3 4 5 6 Other 

Year 
1989 24% 24% 34% 8% 8% 2% 

1994 11% 19% 27% 27% 16% 0% 

Variation in Team Sizes 

The 1989 survey data indicated that 34% of Arizona middle level schools vary the 

number of teachers and/or number of students per team based upon the grade level of the 

students. 

The participants responding to the 1994 study provided data which showed that 

28% of the schools used varying team sizes based on grade level. 

Subjects Included in Interdisciplinruy Teams 

Results of the 1989 survey showed that the majority of schools included core 

courses of language arts, reading, social studies, mathematics, and science as part of the 

interdisciplinary team organization. The data also revealed a variety of other combinations 

of subjects included in teams such as homebase, humanities, elective, or exploratory 

offerings. 

Respondents in the 1994 study indicated that the common curriculum subject areas 

of English/language arts, reading, mathematics, science, and social studies were most 

likely to be included in the team. Seventh, eighth, and ninth grade teams were less likely to 

include reading as a team subject. Exploratory offerings, physical education, health, and 

advisement were more likely to be included as part of the team at the sixth grade level. 

Heterogeneous!Homogeneous Grouping in Teams 

Of those participating in the 1989 survey, 89% indicated the utilization of 

heterogeneous grouping practices for assigning students to teams. This data was consistent 

when analyzed by grade level and school size. 

Virtually all schools (96%) responding to the 1994 survey said they utilized 
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heterogeneous grouping assignment for students to interdisciplinary teams. While these 

results were consistent across grade levels and school sizes, those schools which indicated 

homogeneous grouping cited special student needs, grant requirements, and programmatic 

considerations as justifications for the practice. 

Teacherffeam Assignments 

The most frequent method of assigning teachers to interdisciplinary teams in 1989 

was the process of volunteering to organize themselves. The second most frequent 

response was cooperative choice utilizing teacher request and administrative approval. 

Assignment by special strengths or expertise was the third most frequent response and was 

followed by administrative assignment. 

On the 1994 instrument, most schools indicated a combination of methods for 

assigning teachers to teams. The highest percentage of responses (73%) listed cooperative 

decision making as the preferred method for assigning teachers to teams. Assignment to 

teams based upon special strengths or expertise was the response of 39% of the sample. 

An equal percentage of respondents indicated that teachers volunteered to organize 

themselves (34%) or that administrative assignments (34%) were made. 

Common Planning Time for Team Teachers 

Eighty percent (80%) of the 1989 respondents indicated that teachers in their teams 

were provided with a common planning period. 

The 1994 survey participants indicated that 78% of the schools provided a common 

planning time for their team members. 

Additional Planning Time for Team Teachers 

In 1989,84% of the schools indicated that teachers in teams received no additional 

time, beyond their regular planning, period for team planning. Only a small number of 

respondents (3) indicated they had both team planning and individual planning periods for 

team teachers. One school utilized before school time for team planning. 

In 1994, schools providing both team and individual planning time (47%) were 

nearly equal to those schools who did not (53%). A variety of methods for acquiring both 

team and individual planning time were offered, including daily (blocked, back to back or 
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separate periods during the schools day), periodic modified opportunities for meetings 

(early release, late start, special electives), and meeting before or after school hours. Table 

19 shows the increase in the percent of schools providing additional planning opportunities 

for team teachers. 

Table 19: TEAM AND INDIVIDUAL PLANNING TIME: 1989-1994 

% of Schools Providing Team and Individual Planning 

Team + Individual Planning 
Yes No 

Year 
1989 

1994 

Frequency of Team Meetings 

16% 

47% 

84% 

53% 

Respondents in the 1989 survey indicated that 33% held team meetings two to three 

times per week, 27% had daily meetings, and 6% had meetings once per week. A small 

percentage of schools indicated that team meetings were held as needed, as determined by 

teams, or very seldom. 

The most frequent response on the 1994 instrument was team meetings held two to 

three times per week (39%). Daily meetings were reported by 26% of the respondents, 

while 24% reported meeting as frequently as once per week. Other responses which 

accounted for 11 % of the sample included "whenever possible", "monthly or bi-monthly", 

and "once or twice per week". 

Inclusion of Special Needs Students In Teams 

The respondents to the 1989 survey provided the following answers when 

questioned about the methods utilized to include special needs students in the team process: 

• Students are mainstreamed into teams 

• Teams are totally involved with special education 

• Special education teachers meet with teams 

• Special education teachers are assigned to each team 
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• Counselors/administrators participate in team meetings to advise regarding "at-risk" 

students 

• One team focuses on special education 

• "At-risk" and LD resource are completely integrated 

• "At-risk" are self-contained in English and reading; students are mainstreamed in 

the rest 

The following frequency of responses for inclusion of special needs students in the 

teaming process were provided by the participants in the 1994 study: 

• 83%-Counselors/Administrators participate in team meetings to advise concerning 

"at-risk" students 

• 74%-Special needs students are mainstreamed into regular classes on all teams 

• 50%-Special needsl"at-risk" students are totally integrated 

• 46%-Teachers of special needs students are assigned and meet with all teams 

• 40%-Teachers of special needs students are assigned and meet with specific teams 

• 38%-Special needs teachers are teaching members of the team 

• 25%-Special needs students are assigned to one specific team 

Homebase/Advisement 

Homebase Programs 

Fifty-nine percent (59%) of participants in the 1989 study indicated the presence of 

a homebase program in their school. Analysis of the data by grade level organization 

showed 76% of 6-8 schools, 60% of 7-8 schools, 50% of 7-9 schools and 25% of 5-8 

schools used a homebase program in their schools. 

When school size was considered, 83% of those schools with 700-899 students 

and 77% of schools with 500-699 students indicated homebase programs. Schools with 

student populations of 900-1099 (54%), 300-499 (52%), and those >1100 (50%) were 

nearly as likely to have homebase programs as they were to not have them. Schools that 

reported <300 students (38%) were the least likely to have homebase programs. 

The existence of homebase programs was reported by 49% of Arizona middle level 

schools in 1994. Middle level schools with grades 6-8 (69%) were more likely to have 
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homebase programs than those schools organized for grades 7-8 (46%) and 7-9 (45%) 

Those schools with grades 5-8 (14%) were least likely to employ homebase in their 

programs. Table 19 displays the decrease of home basel advisement programs in Arizona 

middle level schools, from 1989-1994. 

Table 20: HOMEBASFJADVISEMENT PROGRAMS: 1989-1994 

% of Schools with Homebasel Advisement Programs 

Grade Level Configuration 
5-8 6-8 7-8 7-9 Other 

Year 
1989 25% 76% 60% 50% 59% 

1994 14% 69% 46% 45% 49% 

Middle level schools with enrollments 900-1099 (64%), 700-899 (61 %), and 500-

699 (60%) were most likely to use homebase periods. Schools with enrollments >1100 

(54%) were slightly more likely to have homebase programs than to not have them. Those 

survey participants with school enrollments of 300-499 (36%) and <300 (23%) were less 

likely to use homebase programs. 

Homebase Meeting Frequency 

In 1989,87% of the schools with homebase periods indicated daily (five times per 

week) meeting. Three meetings per week was the response of 2% of this sample, and an 

equal 2% indicated they met four times per week. 

Eighty percent of schools having homebase in 1994 reported five meetings per 

week. Of the remaining schools in this sample, 8% indicated one meeting per week; 6% 

said they met four times per week; 4% met three times a week; and 2% of the sample said 

they met twice a week. 

Homebase Meeting Length 

The data from 1989 revealed a range of homebase periods from 10 minutes to 63 

minutes. Twenty minutes (19%) was the most frequently cited length of home base. The 

most common range of period length was from 16-30 minutes (52%), with the second 
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most popular time frame recorded as 0-15 minutes (25%). 

Homebase period data for 1994 shows a range of 10 minutes to 55 minutes in 

length. Twenty five minutes (18%) was the most common time length indicated by survey 

participants. Slightly over one-half (53%) of the survey respondents listed a homebase 

meeting length of 16-30 minutes. Twenty-three percent (23%) of the schools reported a 

meeting time of 15 minutes or less. 

Homebase Scheduling 

Sixty percent of the reporting schools in 1989 scheduled homebase as the first 

activity of the day. An additional 18% scheduled homebase either before or after lunch. 

Nine percent of the sample scheduled homebase the last period of the day. A variety of 

responses indicating variable times and/or a combination of times was represented by 13% 

of the participants. 

Fifty-seven percent of the sample in 1994 scheduled homebase to occur at the 

beginning of the school day. Thirty-four percent of the schools used before or after lunch 

periods for scheduling homebase. Scheduling as the end of the school day was the 

response of 9% of Arizona middle level schools with homebase programs. Flexible 

scheduling of homebase activities was reported by a few schools. 

Homebase Inclusion With Team 

Of those schools with homebase programs in 1989,44% combined the homebase 

period with the team organization. Several schools indicated that scheduling homebase was 

done by the team; some noted that it was part of the team organization; and some indicated 

that home base was scheduled outside the team. 

Homebase was included as part of the interdisciplinary team organization in 73% of 

the schools with homebase programs in 1994. Schools which responded that homebase 

was outside of the team organization accounted for 27% of this sample. 

Homebase Students From Subject Area Classes 

The data from the 1989 study indicated that 38% of the responding schools 

assigned students to homebase classes which were taught by one of their respective subject 

teachers. Sixty-two percent of this sample said that they assigned students to homebase 



classes which were not taught by one of their respective subject teachers. 

In 1994, teachers had students scheduled into their homebase classes and their 

subject area classes in 46% of Arizona middle level schools. Schools which did not 

schedule students in this manner accounted for 54% of the sample. 

Homebase Class Size 
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In 1989, the number of students in a homebase class ranged from 7 to 33. The 

most frequent range of class size was 16-20 pupils (34%). This was followed by 32% of 

the participants who indicated a class size range of21 to 25. Twenty-nine percent reported 

a range of 26 to 33 students per class. The most frequently reported homebase class size 

was 20 students, indicated by 20% of this sample. 

A class size of 21 to 25 students was reported by 38% of the schools with 

homebase periods in 1994. A range of 26 to 33 students was reported by 33% of this 

sample. Those schools reporting 16 to 20 students represented 23% of the sample. This 

was followed by 6% of the participants who recorded 0 to 15 students per section. 

Homebase Multi-grade Level Assignments 

In 1989,89% of the survey participants with homebase programs organized student 

assignments around a single grade level. Multi-grade level practices were indicated by 11 % 

of the sample. 

In 1994,85% of the participating schools placed same grade level students into 

homebase classes. Multi-grade level homebase placements were practiced by 15% of the 

respondents. 

Administrator/Counselor Homebase Assignments 

Ninety-one percent of the 1989 survey participants with homebase programs 

indicated administrators/counselors did not serve as homebase advisors. The 9% who 

reported administrator/counselor active involvement in the homebase program were either 

6-8 or 7-8 grade level schools. 

In 1994, 93% of middle level schools in Arizona did not include 

administrators/counselors when assigning students to homebase advisors. Of the 7% that 

indicated inclusion of administrators/counselors in the homebase program, only schools 



with grade levels 6-8 were represented. 

Teacher/Student Longevity 
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Of the schools that reported having homebase programs in 1989, 71 % indicated that 

teachers received new students each year. The remaining 29% reported that homebase 

teachers kept their students for the entire time the students were enrolled in the school. 

Receiving new homebase students each year was the response of 86% of the 

schools with homebase programs in 1994. Students were assigned to the same homebase 

advisor for as long as they were enrolled in school in 14% of the responding schools. 

Homebase Curriculum Development Responsibility 

The survey respondents in 1989 indicated that the most popular response for 

curriculum/strategies development responsibility was through a school committee of 

teachers, counselors, and administrators (61 %). Placing the responsibility upon the 

individual homebase teacher was the response of 47% of the participants. Nineteen percent 

of the schools said activities were developed by homebase teachers as part of 

interdisciplinary team planning. Purchasing materials developed by outside agencies was 

the practice of 14% of the sample, and 12% of the schools indicated involving the district 

office in the development of homebase curriculum materials. 

The most frequently listed response of those schools with homebase programs in 

1994 was individual teacher responsibility (63%) for homebase curriculum material 

development. Activities developed by a committee of teachers, counselors, and 

administrators was indicated by 56% of the schools. Developing activities a part of the 

interdisciplinary team planning was listed by 48% of the sample. Purchasing materials 

developed by outside agencies was the preferred method of 15% of schools, while 4% of 

the sample said that strategies and materials were developed by the district office. 

Homebase Emphases 
The major emphases of homebase programs, as reported by survey participants in 

1989, was on the development of social skills, study skills, and problem solving skills. 

Other areas of emphasis included socialization, social development, self-concept, and self

esteem. The following areas (from most frequently listed to least frequently listed) were 
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reported by participants: 

• Skills (study skills, skills for adolescents) 

• Socialization/social development 

• Self-esteemlself-conceptlsuccess 

• Decision making/problem solving 

• Intramurals 

• Reading 

• Student Government 

• Academic monitoring/counseling 

• Study Hall 

• Substance abuse 

Socialization, self-awareness, skill development, decision making and 

communication received the strongest emphasis based upon the responses of the 1994 

survey participants. Listed below, in order of the the most frequently utilized to the least 

frequently listed, are the types of activities receiving emphasis in the homebase programs of 

responding schools. 

• Socialization/social development 

• Self-esteemlself-conceptlsuccess 

• Skills (study skills, skills for adolescents) 

• Decision making/problem solving 

• Communication skills 

• Student government 

• Reading 

• Intramurals 

• Tutoring 

• Substance use/abuse 

• Study hall 

• Career education 



127 

Anticipated Changes 

The respondents in the 1989 survey defined three different categories of anticipated 

changes to homebase programs for the upcoming year. Changes made to the homebase 

curriculum were cited such as broadening the content, expanding the program, 

updating/purchasing new materials, improving structure, and relating the content to student 

needs. Revising the time scheduled for homebase including expanding the length of 

meeting time, changing the time of day offered, and providing more planning time, was a 

second area of anticipated change. The third and final area of revision focused upon the 

purpose of the program and cited the need for a clear definition of purpose, the uniformity 

of efforts, improved teacher involvement, and the clarity of emphases. 

The largest number of responses from 1994 participants outlined revisions to 

existing programs designed to support and integrate other middle level components. This 

was labeled as the main focus for future changes and included improved 

structure/organization, redefining the program focus, and assuring homebase groups as 

functions of team/subject matter classes. The second largest number identified areas of 

anticipated change as the addition of program emphases such as study skills, career 

education, gang prevention, success programs, life skills and adolescent affective issues. 

Programs that were status quo, or those making no changes were the third most frequently 

listed response. A number of schools suggested their programs were satisfactory in their 

present forms. Finally organizational changes that included time of day offered, providing 

for multi-grade level sections, reassigning new students each year, expanding the number 

of students in homebase programs, and reducing the size of each focus group were 

presented. 

Programs for "At-Risk" Students 

Schools With "At-Risk" Programs 

In 1989, 71 % of the schools participating in the survey indicated that they had 

programs for their "at-risk" students. Analysis of the data by grade level configurations 

showed that 71 % of 5-8 schools, 68% of 6-8 schools, 68% of 7-8 schools and 100% of 7-

9 schools reported having programs for "at-risk" students. 
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Analysis of this data with regard to school size revealed an increasing likelihood of 

programs for "at-risk" students as enrollment increased. Data for this trend was supported 

by schools with enrollments of <300 (60%), 300-499 (64%), 500-699 (70%), 700-899 

(75%),900-1099 (77%), and >1l00 (100%). 

The 1994 survey participants reported that 79% of Arizona middle level schools had 

programs for "at-risk" students. When viewed by grade level organization, 86% of 5-8 

schools, 71 % of 6-8 schools, 83 % of 7-8 schools, and 91 % of 7 -9 schools indicated the 

presence of programs for identified "at-risk" students. 

Data analysis by enrollment figures was somewhat consistent in the support of 

larger enrollment schools being more likely to have "at-risk" student programs. Those 

schools with student populations <300 (58%), 500-699 (63%), 700-899 (67%), 900-1099 

(100%), and > 11 00 (100%) followed this general trend. Only those schools with student 

enrollments of 300-499 (86%) fell outside the overall pattern. 

Identification Criteria for "At-Risk" Students 

A variety of criteria for the identification of "at-risk" students was provided by 1989 

survey participants. Listed below are the most frequently utilized measures, arranged from 

most often to least often mentioned. 

• Failing grades/poor grades 

• Poor attendancelhigh truancy rate 

• Recommendation/referral from teacher, parent, counselor peer 

• Unacceptable behaviors including discipline referrals, trouble with the law, 

substance abuse 

• Low scores on achievement tests, individual tests 

• Socio-economic status, home life 

• Over age for grade level 

• Previous record of failure 

• Poor self-concept, self-esteem 

The criteria utilized for identification of "at-risk" students reported by the 

participants in the 1994 survey are shown below. The methods are listed in order of 
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frequency of response, with the most frequent listed first. 

• Poor or failing grades 

• Recommendation/referral from teacher, parent, counselor, peer 

• Poor attendance and/or truancy 

• Student behaviors including discipline referrals, violations of law, and substance 

use/abuse 

• Poor self-concept, low self-esteem 

• Previous record of failure 

• Low scores on achievement tests, individual tests 

• Age of student within current grade level 

• Socio-economic status, home life 

"At-Risk" Student Program Types 

Schools responding to the 1989 survey indicated a variety of programs to address 

the needs of the "at-risk" student. The most frequently reported program types are listed 

below. 

• Special counseling 

• Teacher aides assisting in the classrooms 

• Teaming arrangements 

• Self-contained classes 

• After school tutoring/Saturday programs 

• Extensive parental contact/parenting classes 

• Success programs (YES< Quest, Elks, self-concept emphasis) 

• Skills programs (study, coping, communication skills) 

• Teacher advocacy programs (adopt a student, mentors) 

The responses from the participating schools in the 1994 provided a variety of 

program offerings to address the needs of "at-risk" adolescents in their respective schools. 

The responses from these schools, listed in order of frequency are:. 

• (89% )-Special counseling 

• (63%)-After school tutoring 



• (62% )-Success programs (QUEST, Champs, etc.) 

• (56% )-Extensive parent communication 

• (56%)-Skills programs (coping, study, communication) 

• (51 %)-Teacher aides in the classroom 

• (42%)-Teacher advocacy programs 

• (36% )-Self-contained classes 

• (35% )-Special teaming arrangements 

• (24% )-Parenting classes 

• (17%)-Saturday programs 

Programs for the Gifted and Talented 

Program Delivety Strategies 
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Thirty percent (30%) of the schools responding to the 1989 survey reported the 

utilization of released-time/pull-out programs to address the needs of the gifted/talented 

adolescents in their schools. An additional 31 % indicated the use of enrichment in the 

regular classroom setting as the preferred method of instructional delivery. After school 

programs were indicated as being used by 2% of the sample. Other types of program 

delivery were listed by 37% of the respondents and are listed in order of frequency below: 

• Honors classes 

• Integrated classes into the regular schedule 

• Special 2 period core blocks 

• Special classes in lieu of regular academic classes 

• Separate programs with four core classes 

• Special interest electives 

Grade level analysis of program strategies for gifted and talented adolescents by 

grade level organization of schools in 1989 showed pull-out/released time programs used 

more frequently in 5-8 schools (63%) than in 6-8 schools (24%), 7-8 schools (18%) or in 

7-9 schools (20%). The utilization of enrichment programs appeared to be somewhat 

equally popular in schools with grade level configuration of 5-8 (38%), 6-8 (38%), 7-8 

(30%), and 7-9 (30%). Both 7-8 schools (50%) and 7-9 schools (50%) demonstrated a 
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preference for other strategies listed above. 

In 1994 the most frequently indicated program delivery strategies for identified 

gifted and talented middle level students were honors classes (29%) or enrichment within 

the regular classroom setting (28%). These were followed by release time pull-out during 

the regular schools day (19%). Ten percent (10%) of the sample utilized special core 

blocks (2-4 periods of instruction), while 8% offered special classes in lieu of 

exploratories. Special interest electives were provided by 4% of the sample, and 2% 

indicated after school, evening, weekend, or summer programs. 

A review of the responses when analyzed by grade level organizations, shows that 

pull-out/released time programs were used more frequently in 5-8 schools (29%) and 6-8 

schools (29%) than in 7-8 schools (20%) or 7-9 schools (9%). The utilization of 

enrichment programs appeared to be least popular in schools with grade level 

configurations of 5-8 (14%), but was the most preferred method of delivery in grades 6-8 

(52%). These programs were somewhat preferred in grades 7-8 (28%), and 7-9 (36%). 

Those schools serving grades 5-8 (14%) and 6-8 (13%) least preferred the use of honors 

classes, while both 7-8 schools (40%) and 7-9 schools (45%) demonstrated this method as 

a preference over other strategies. 

Student Recognition Programs 

Schools With Recognition Programs 

Of those schools responding to the 1989 survey, 97% reported having student 

recognition programs. All of the schools without recognition programs (3%) were 6-8 

schools. 

The entire sample (100%) of schools responding to the 1994 survey indicated the 

support of student recognition programs in their schools. 

School Accomplishments Recognized 

The areas of accomplishment most often mentioned by respondents on the 1989 

survey are listed below in order of frequency. 

• Academics (honor roll, honor society, academic competition) 
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• Special achievement/individual accomplishments 

• Athletics 

• Citizenship 

• Attendance 

• Clubs/intramurals 

• SchooVcommunity service 

• Exerciselfitness 

Those areas of accomplishment most often recognized by Arizona middle level 

schools in 1994 are shown below, listed in order of frequency of responses from survey 

participants. 

• (lOO%)-Academics (honor roll, honor society, principal list) 

• (93% )-Special achievement/individual accomplishments 

• (87%)-Interscholastic competition 

• (87% )-Attendance 

• (75% )-SchooVcommunity service 

• (65%)-Exercise/fitness 

• (65%)-Clubs/intramurals 

Types of Recognition 

The respondents on the 1989 survey recognized student accomplishments in a 

variety of ways. The types most frequently reported included the following: 

• Certificates 

• Assemblies 

• Trophies/plaques 

• Luncheons 

• Publicity 

• Prizes 

• Parties 

• Field trips/activity days 

• Pins, buttons, medals 
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• Letters/telephone calls to parents 

• Bumper stickers 

• Special breakfastslbanquets 

Other ideas offered on the survey were special recognitions at graduations and receptions 

for parents. 

Numerous methods of recognition were reported by schools responding on the 

1994 survey. Listed below in order of frequency of responses is the list provided by 

participating schools. 

• (100% )-Certificates 

• (95% )-Publicity 

• (90% )-Parties 

• (89%)-Assemblies 

• (85% )-Special prizes and awards 

• (77% )-Lettersltelephone calls to parents 

• (76%)-Trophies/plaques 

• (71 % )-Field trips/activity days 

• (59% )-Breakfasts/luncheons/dinners 

• (52% )-Pinslbuttons/medals 

• (48%)-Bumper stickers 

Other mentioned ways of recognizing students included passes for lunch, swimming, and 

game rooms, recognition at governing board meetings, and parent student banquets. 

SchooVCommunity Involvement 

School Involvement With Community 

Ninety-three percent (93%) of the schools participating in the 1989 study indicated 

that their students participated in community service activities. Analysis of the data by 

grade level organization of the participating schools showed that 5-8 schools (83%) had the 

lowest participation rate and were exceeded by 6-8 schools (90%), 7-8 schools (95%), and 

7-9 schools with a 100% participation rate. With the exception of schools with enrollments 

of 300-499 (81 % participation), school size data varied little from the sample as a whole. 
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Of the schools responding to the 1994 survey, 95% indicated student participation 

in school-sponsored community service activities. A consistent of percentage of 

participation was noted among schools of all grade level configurations. Analysis of the 

responses with regard to school size also showed a rate of participation consistent with that 

revealed by data from the entire sample. 

Types of School/Community Service Activities 

The list below represents those community service activities most frequently 

reported by the schools participating in the 1989 study. The list provided indicates the 

activities in order of frequency. 

• Food drives 

• Visits to senior citizen homes 

• Fund raising 

• Charity work 

• Peer Tutoring 

• TeacherlLihrary/Offices aides 

• Holiday banquets 

• Community clean-up 

• Assist with special Olympics 

• Academic contests 

Other types of services mentioned were hospital visits, preschool and elementary school 

activities, and school performance groups at community events. 

Arizona middle level schools responding to the 1994 survey provided a variety of 

activities in which students engaged in community service. Listed below in order of 

frequency of responses are the activities identified by participants. 

• (91 % )-Community food drives 

• (86%)-Fund raising 

• (71 % )-Clean up projects 

• (62%)-Visits to senior citizen's facilities 

• (44%)-Charitable work 
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• (37% )-Special Olympics 

Other additional community service activities mentioned were charitable contributions of 

goods, services, or money, peer/student tutoring, environmental concerns, and fine 

arts/festival related events. 

Parent/Community Involvement 

The schools responding to the 1989 study indicated that 82% of Arizona middle 

level schools had regular parent/community involvement. Analysis of the data by grade 

level configuration shows that 7-8 grade schools (73%) are the least likely to have regular 

parent/community involvement, while 5-8 (88%),6-8 (87%), and 7-9 schools (90%) are 

the most likely to have regular participation in school by the community and parents. 

A review of the data by school size shows that schools with enrollments of 300-499 

(68%) are least likely to have consistent community/parent involvement. The remaining 

schools of enrollments <300 (80%), 900-1099 (85%), 500-699 (86%), and> 1100 (88%) 

indicated high levels of involvement from the educational community. All schools (100%) 

with enrollments of 700-899 indicated regular parent/community involvement. 

Virtually all (98%) of the schools responding to the 1994 survey reported regular 

parent involvement, and 100% of the sample reported regular community involvement. 

Grade level organization data appeared to have no effect on the level of parent participation. 

With reference to regular community involvement in schools, only those schools with 

grades 6-8 (94%) show slightly less participation. Analysis of the data by school size 

reveals no differences in parent or community involvement among schools of differing 

enrollments. 

Types of Parent/Community Involvement With School 

The 1989 survey of Arizona middle level schools combined the types of 

parent/community involvement activities into a single data category. Those most frequently 

reported included the following in order of frequency: 

• Volunteer tutoring 

• Parent advisory committees 

• Parentlfeacher associations/organizations 
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• Sports, games, intramurals 

• Activities/dances 

• Carnivals 

• Parentffeacher conferences 

• Guest speakers 

• Overnight field trips 

Other frequently mentioned areas of involvement included assisting with school functions, 

serving on school improvement committees, helping with music and drama productions, 

participating in charitable activities, and volunteering for office or library work. 

Respondents to the 1994 survey were asked to determine separately the extent of 

parent and community involvement in their school. Table 21 is a duplicate of the earlier 

Table 7, which displays the relative rankings of the frequency of responses of the types of 

parental and community involvement. 

Table 21: PARENT/COMMUNITY SCHOOL INVOLVEMENT ACTIVITIES 

Relative Rankings of Frequency of Responses 

Parents Communit~ 
Activities 

Parentffeacher Conferences 1 10 

Advisory Committees 2 (Tie) 6 

Field Trips 2 (Tie) 5 

ActivitieslDances 4 7 

Sports/GameslIntramurals 5 2 

Parentffeacher Organizations 6 8 

Guest Speakers 7 1 

Volunteer Aides 8 4 

Volunteer Tutoring 9 3 

Carnivals 10 9 
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Additional parent/community involvement activities listed included assistance in the front 

office, parents on patrol, mentoring programs, and civic organization partnerships. 

ANIICIPA TED NEEDS AND CHANGES 

The final section of chapter five will present a comparison of the anticipated needs 

and changes identified by participants in the 1989 and 1994 surveys of Arizona middle 

level schools. The comparisons will be divided into two sub sections. The first will detail 

the changes in adolescents anticipated to take place over the next five year period. The 

second will outline changes anticipated to take place with five years in the individual 

schools of the respondents. 

Young Adolescent Future Concerns 

The 1989 study participants identified a variety of adolescent needs developing in 

the upcoming five years. The following list of responses are those needs that were 

identified most frequently (listed in order of frequency mentioned): 

• Increased Substance use/abuse-more drug education needed 

• Lack of group interaction skills 

• Less self-esteem 

• Greater need for computer skills 

• Greater need for basic skills 

• Lack of Study skills 

• Greater need for responsive school programs 

• Greater number of "at-risk" students 

• Lack of parental involvement in students' lives 

• Greater need for career/vocational education 

• Lack of coping skills 

Also mentioned were needs for better understanding of technology, critical thinking skills, 

and decision making skills. Concerns were also expressed regarding greater sexual 

promiscuity among early adolescents. 

The respondents to the 1994 survey clearly identified ten areas of concern for 
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young adolescents in the next five years. In order of most frequently mentioned to the least 

frequently mentioned identified areas, were the following: 

• Youth safety 

• Dysfunctional families 

• Values/expectations/attitudes (responsibility, motivation, morality, and ethical 

behavior) 

• Academic accountability 

• Technology exploration (use and application of technology) 

• Instructional strategies 

• Alternative schools 

• Adolescent health (sexual promiscuity, AIDS, pregnancy) 

• Community/school growth 

• Peer relationships and interactions 

General school improvement, more responsive schools, and increased parental involvement 

were also listed as anticipate changes in schools during the upcoming five years. 

Arizona Middle Level School Changes 

The anticipated changes reported by middle level educators on the 1989 survey are 

shown below in order of frequency mentioned. 

• Introduction of interdisciplinary teaming 

• Rapid growth in enrollment 

• "At-risk" and drop out programs 

• Computers 

• Technology 

• Addition of sixth grade 

• Staff becoming more committed to middle level education 

• Change to middle school format 

• More minorities 

Arizona middle level educators identified ten areas of change facing our schools 

over the next five year period. In order of the most frequently cited to the least cited, the 
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areas defined were the following: 

• Middle level curriculum (integrating and meeting all needs) 

• Non-instructional (counseling, special services, diversity) 

• Middle level organization (component implementation) 

• Buildings/facilities/growth 

• Instructional strategies 

• Technology (use, application) 

• School governance 

• Alternative schooling 

• Financing middle level schools 

• Personnel (stress, inservice, training, resource officers) 

SUMMARY 

Chapter Five presented a comparison of the findings from the 1989 Survey of 

Arizona Middle Level Schools (Clark and Clark, 1989) as reported in Arizona Middle 

Schools: A Survey Report (Clark and Clark, 1990) to those results obtained from the 

participants in Survey 1994: Revisiting Arizona Middle Level Schools. The comparative 

findings were presented in six separate sections describing the sample populations, 

organization and personnel, curriculum and instruction, scheduling practices, school 

programs, and anticipated changes for Arizona middle level schools. 

SCHOOL ORGANIZATION AND PERSONNEL 

School Organizatioq 

Schools with grades 7-8 represented 6% less of the sample in 1994; however, they 

remained the most common grade level organization. An increase in the proportion of 

schools that are organized with grades 6-8 (29% to 33%) was reported by respondents, but 

the 7-9 school representation remained constant (10%). Those schools serving grades 5-8 

displayed a slight (2%) decrease. In 1994, 12% of the sample reported other grade level 

organizations, compared to 6% in 1989. 
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Schools with enrollments of up to 699 students in 1994 decreased by 9% compared 

to the 1989 reports. Schools with student populations of greater than 700 displayed a 

relative increase. Arizona schools with <300 pupils showed the largest decrease, while 

those schools with populations of 700-899 recorded the highest percentage of increase. 

The number of schools implementing grade level reorganization in the last five 

years increased by 4% over the 1989 survey results. Schools with grade level 

configurations of 6-8 continued to report the highest percentage of change in the past 10 

years. The most stable configurations were reported by 7-8 grade schools. 

Personnel 

The percentage of male (73%) and female principals (27%) remained constant from 

1989 to 1994 as did the percentage of male (61%) and female (39%) assistant principals. 

One-third of Arizona middle level schools remained without assistant principals. 

While the number of counseling positions held by females (61 %) and males (39%) 

remained constant, those schools which reported having no counselors decreased from 

18% to 11%. 

The number of female teachers (65%) has increased since 1989, and the number of 

male (35%) middle level teachers correspondingly decreased by 5%. Certification 

distributions among middle level teachers in 1994 remained almost evenly divided between 

elementary and secondary. Teachers with the Arizona Middle Level Endorsement in 1994 

represented 6% of all middle level teachers, a decrease from the reported 12% of teachers in 

1989. 

CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION 

Core Curriculum 

Core curriculum requirements for middle level students in 1994 reflected those of 

1989 in the areas of English/language arts, mathematics, social studies, science, and 

reading. Spanish, health (listed as an exploratory in 1989), and HIV / AIDS instruction 

were listed by 1994 participants as additional core subjects. 

Of those schools requiring reading instruction in 1994, schools that scheduled 
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reading as a separate subject or integrated reading into other subject areas were nearly 

equally distributed. This differs from the 1989 results which showed that two-thirds of the 

schools scheduled reading as a separate subject. 

In 1989, health education was required of less than half of all ninth graders. 

Results from the 1994 study revealed all ninth graders having a health requirement. 

Science education as a requirement continues to receive less emphasis in Arizona middle 

level schools in ninth grade (67%). 

ExploratOlY Experiences 

Fine arts, practical arts, physical education, computers, languages, typing, and 

performance group opportunities were reported as part of the exploratory offerings in 

Arizona middle level schools in both 1989 and 1994. However, in 1994, computers was 

the most frequently reported course. The computers elective was the fourth most 

frequently mentioned in 1989. In addition, career education/decisions was added to the 

most frequently cited list in 1994. 

Elective Offerings 

The data from the 1989 presented band, chorus, languages, arts/crafts, home 

economics, industrial arts, computers, orchestra, and speech/drama/musical theater as the 

most commonly offered electives. These subjects were consistently listed in the results of 

the 1994 survey. 

Co-Curricular Activities 

A large number (69%) of Arizona middle level schools scheduled co-curricular 

activities to some degree, during the school day as compared to 20% of the 1989 

participants. Scheduling activities prior to school was indicated by 31 % of the 1994 

sample; the most preferred time was for after school hours, as it was in 1989. A number of 

schools indicated special scheduling strategies for co-curricular activities, including lunch, 

homeroom, activity periods, and weekends. 

1994 survey participants reported an increased participation rate over the previous 

1989 rates for boys' interscholastic sports and intramurals. Intramurals continued to 

support the highest involvement level for male adolescents. Over one-half of the schools 
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indicated that less than 20% of boys participated in other co-curricular activities. 

Similar increases in participation rates from 1989-1994 were recorded for girls as 

20-39% of girls participated in interscholastic sports (39%) and intramurals (22%). The 

majority of schools indicated a 20% participation rate for girls in other co-curricular 

offerings. 

Instructional Programs and Classroom Management Strategies 

The schools responding to the 1989 survey listed in-school suspension/time-out 

rooms, study skills, essential elements of instruction, cooperative learning, higher order 

thinking skills, result/outcomes oriented education, and learning style diagnosis as most 

often utilized instructional programs/strategies. Added to the list for 1994 were thematic 

instruction, interdisciplinary instruction, and positive discipline/instruction (Jones, 1987). 

SCHEDULING PRACTICES 

Type of Schedule 

The most frequently utilized schedule in both 1989 and 1994 was the single subject 

schedule. As the grade level configurations shifted to higher grades, middle level schools 

were more likely to use single subject schedule. The 1994 data shows that over one-half of 

the schools utilized a combination of scheduling strategies, and an increased number of 6-8 

and 7-8 schools used multiple scheduling strategies. Schools with grades 7-9 displayed a 

decrease in utilization of more than one type of schedule. 

Periods Per Day 

The seven period day remained the most commonly found schedule in both 1989 

(47%) and 1994 (48%). While the seven period day was most likely to be found in 6-8 

and 7-9 schools in 1989, in 1994 it was equally likely to find six or seven period schedules 

in either grade configuration. The most frequent schedule in 5-8 schools in 1994 was a six 

period day, which is a change from the seven period day listed in 1989. Seven period days 

remained the most common in 7-8 schools. 
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Student Period Requirement 

Over one-half of all schools continue to require students to take seven periods per 

day. Students in schools with grades 5-8 are more likely to have a six period schedule in 

1994 than they were 1989. Schools with grades 6-8 were equally as likely to have students 

enrolled in six or seven classes in 1994, differing from the six period preference in 1989. 

Students in 7-8 schools continue to have a seven period day requirement in Arizona middle 

level schools. Those schools with grade level configurations of 7-9 show a sightly 

stronger preference for the seven period day in 1994, whereas a six period day was 

preferred in 1989. 

Teaching Period Requirement 

A six period teaching requirement remained the most common requirement in both 

1989 and 1994. As in 1989, schools in 1994 with grade level organizations of 6-8 and 7-9 

reported a higher tendency toward the five period teaching day. 

Period Length 

The most frequently reported class period length fell into the 46-50 minute category 

in both 1989 an 1994. Schools with grades 6-8 and 7-8 favored the 46-50 minute period in 

1994 and in 1989. Grade level organizations of 5-8 strongly favored 51-56 minute periods 

in 1994, as opposed to the 46-50 minute preference in 1989. Those schools serving grades 

7-9 favored the 46-50 minute period in both surveys. 

SCHOOL PROGRAMS 

Interdisciplimuy Teaming 

Schools With Interdisciplinary Teams 

Respondents to the 1994 survey indicated that 68% of Arizona middle level schools 

engage in interdisciplinary teaming, compared to 39% of the schools utilizing teaming in 

1989. As in 1989, teaming was most likely to be found in the 6-8 and 7-8 schools, 

however, 7-9 schools were also more likely to employ teaming in 1994. 

Teachers Per Team 

Four (27%) and five (27%) member teaching teams were equally as likely to be 
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used in 1994. While 34% of the sample favored four teacher teams in 1989, only 16% of 

schools reported using five teacher teams. Three teacher teams accounted for 24% of the 

schools in 1989, dropping to 19% of the sample in 1994. An additional 24% reported two 

teacher teams in 1989; however, this figure fell to 11 % of the respondents in 1994. 

Subjects Included in Interdisciplinruy Teams 

The core subjects of English/language arts, reading, mathematics, social studies, 

and science were the subjects most commonly found in the interdisciplinary teams in both 

the 1989 and 1994 surveys. 

StudentlTeacher Assignments to Teams 

The vast majority of schools in 1989 (89%) and 1994 (96%) utilized heterogeneous 

grouping to assign students to interdisciplinary teams. The respondents on the 1989 

survey indicated that the most frequently used method for assigning teachers to teams was 

volunteers. This was followed by the strategies of utilizing cooperative choice, special 

strengths/compatibility, and administrative decision. In 1994, cooperative decision making 

was clearly the preferred method. This was followed by accommodation of special 

strengths/expertise, volunteering, and lastly by administrative assignment. 

Planning Time 

A large majority of Arizona middle level schools reported common planning time 

provisions for interdisciplinary team members in both 1989 (80%) and 1994 (78%). In 

1989, 16% of the schools reported giving team members two planning periods per day, 

while in 1994,47% of the sample indicated this provision was achieved through a variety 

of creative scheduling strategies. Having team meetings 2-3 times per week was the most 

frequent response in 1989 (33%) and 1994 (39%). This was followed by having daily 

meetings (27% in 1989,24% in 1994). The largest difference occurred when 6% of the 

schools in 1989 reported meeting once per week, compared to 24% of the schools 

reporting this in 1994. 

Inclusion of Special Needs Students 

Most all of the schools in both surveys indicated considerable efforts to assure 

inclusion and integration of special needs students into the interdisciplinary teams. The 
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data from the 1994 survey indicates utilization of counselors and administrators as 

participants in team meetings for advisement regarding "at-risk" students. This was found 

to be much more frequently used in 1994 than in 1989. 

Homebasel Advisement 

Homebase Programs 

Fifty-nine percent (59%) of those schools responding to the 1989 study indicated 

the presence of a homebase program, compared to 49% of Arizona middle level schools in 

1994. Only schools organized with grades 5-8 were less likely to have home base 

programs in 1989, whereas only 6-8 schools were more likely than not to have homebase 

advisement in 1994. Schools with less than 300 students in 1989 were joined by those 

schools of 300-499 students in 1994 as being less likely to have a homebase program. Of 

the schools with homebase programs in 1989,44% combined the homebase period within 

the team organization. This can be compared to 73% of the schools subscribing to this 

practice in 1994. 

Homebase Meetings 

Most schools with homebase programs in 1989 (87%) and 1994 (80%) met daily. 

Scheduling homebase to occur first thing in the morning for 16-30 minutes was the most 

frequent response in both surveys. Right before or after lunch was the second most 

popular time slot for scheduling homebase. The end of the day was the least preferred time 

slot in both 1989 and 1994. 

Homebase Student Assignments 

The majority of schools in 1989 (62%) and 1994 (54%) said they had students 

scheduled into their homebase periods who were not in their subject area classes. On the 

1989 survey, the most frequently reported range of class size was 16-20 students (34%), 

while a range of21-25 (38%) students was most frequently recorded in 1994. The large 

majority of students in home base programs were from a single grade level in 1989 (89%) 

and 1994 (85%). Seventy-one percent (71 %) of the schools responding to the survey in 

1989 indicated that new students were assigned to homebase each school year. This is 

compared to 86% of the 1994 survey participants. 
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Homebase Curriculum Development/Content 

Curriculum strategies and activities are most often developed by committees or 

individual teachers. In 1989, the main responsibility for homebase curriculum and activity 

development was clearly that of committees (61 %), but that shifted responsibility to the 

individual teacher in 1994 (63%). Content emphases on both surveys were focused upon 

the development of skills (social, study, problem solving, communication), socialization 

and social development, including self-esteemlself-concept issues, and upon student-based 

activities such as intramurals, government, and career exploration. 

Anticipated Homebase Changes 

The respondents on the 1989 survey defined three categorical areas of the homebase 

program in which they anticipated change. These areas were homebase curriculum, 

program restructuring, and defining the program purpose. Participants in the 1994 survey 

identified program revisions to support middle level components, addition of program 

emphases, and refining present programs as the most frequently anticipated changes. 

Programs for "At-Risk" Students 

Schools With "At-Risk" Programs 

Almost three-fourths of all schools surveyed in 1989 (71 %) and 1994 (79%) 

reported programs for "at-risk" students in their schools. Both surveys support the pattern 

that larger schools are more likely to offer these types of programs when compared to 

smaller schools. 

Identification Criteria 

Both the 1989 an 1994 survey reported a multitude of criteria for identification of 

"at-risk" students. Included most often as indicators on both surveys were poor academic 

achievement/test scores, attendance problems, teacher/parent/counselor/peer referral, 

inappropriate behaviors in or out of school, low self-perceptions, previous failures, age, 

socio-economic status, and home life issues. 

"At-Risk" Student Intervention Programs 

The most frequently listed intervention strategies for middle level "at-risk" students 

identified on both the 1989 and 1994 survey were special counseling, tutoring (after 
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school, weekends), success programs, effective parent communications/parenting classes, 

skills programs, teacher advocacy programs, and special teaming arrangements. 

Programs For The Gifted and Talented 

Delivery Strategies 

Thirty percent of the schools responding to the 1989 survey reported the utilization 

of released-time/pull-out programs as the primary method of addressing the needs of 

gifted/talented adolescents in their schools, while participants in 1994 indicated the 

scheduling of honors classes (28%) as the most preferred method. Other methods of 

program delivery identified in both studies included integration into regular classes, special 

2-4 period time blocks, special classes in lieu of regular academic classes, and special 

interest electives. 

Student Recognition Programs 

Schools With Recognition Programs 

Recognition programs were virtually universal in Arizona middle level schools as 

demonstrated by their presence in 97% of those schools responding to the 1989 survey and 

in 100% of those schools responding to the 1994 survey. 

Accomplishments Recognized 

The types of student accomplishments most often identified in both the 1989 and 

1994 surveys included academics, special achievements, individual accomplishments, 

interscholastic competition, attendance, school/community service, exercise/fitness, and 

clubs/intramurals. 

Methods of Recognition 

A variety of methods for recognizing student accomplishment were supplied by the 

participants of both surveys. The methods most frequently identified in both the 1989 and 

1994 surveys included certificates, pUblicity, parties, assemblies, special prizes/awards, 

letters/telephone calls to parents, field trips/activity days, bumper stickers, 

trophies/plaques, breakfasts/luncheons/dinners/banquets, and pins/buttons/medals. 
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School Involvement With Community 
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Ninety-three percent of the participating schools in 1989 and 95% of the 1994 

survey participants indicated student participation in school sponsored community service 

activities. Consistent percentages of participation were recorded among schools differing 

in grade level configurations and student enrollments. 

School/Community Service Activities 

Those community service activities most often identified by 1989 and 1994 survey 

participants included food drives, fund raising, clean up projects, senior citizen visitation, 

charitable work, and special Olympics. 

Parent/Community Involvement With School 

The schools responding to the 1989 study indicated that 82% of Arizona middle 

level schools had regular parent/community involvement. Virtually all participants in 1994 

indicated regular parent (98%) and community (100%) participation. 

Parent and Community/School Activities 

The top five activities drawing regular parent/community involvement in 1989 were 

volunteer tutoring, parent advisory committees, parent/teacher associations, 

sports/games/intramurals, and activities/dances. A review of the 1994 responses showed 

that the top five activities for parental involvement were parent/teacher conferences, field 

trips and advisory councils (tie), activities/dances, and sports/games/intramurals. The five 

most frequently identified community involvement activities in 1994 were guest speakers, 

sports/games/intramurals, volunteer tutoring, volunteer aides, and field trips. 

ANTICIPATED NEEDS AND CHANGES 

Future Concerns for Adolescents 

In 1989, the five most frequently listed future concerns for young adolescents 

included increased substance use/abuse and the need for more drug education, lack of 

group interaction skills, low self-esteem, increased need for computer skills, and increased 

need for basic skill mastery. The five most frequently cited future concerns for Arizona 
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middle level youth in 1994 were safety, dysfunctional families, values/attitude (motivation, 

responsibility, morality, ethical behavior), academic accountability, and exploration of 

technology. 

Changes For Arizona Middle Level Schools 

In 1989, the five most readily identified changes anticipated for middle level 

schools over the following five years were introduction of interdisciplinary teaming, rapid 

enrollment growth, "at-risk" and drop out programs, computers and technology, and 

addition of sixth graders. The updated changes identified by Arizona middle level schools 

in 1994 included integrating curriculum and meeting the needs of all students, non

instructional programs (counseling, special services, health provider, diversity), middle 

level component implementation, buildings/facilities/growth, and instructional delivery 

strategies. 
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CHAPTER SIX 

Summary/Conclusions/Implications/Recommendations 

This final chapter will first summarize the purpose, procedures, and findings of the 

study. The second part of Chapter Six will present the conclusions developed by the 

author through analysis of the data collected. Finally, progress toward the accomplishment 

of the 15 recommendations from the 1989 Survey of Arizona Middle Level Schools (Clark 

and Clark, 1989) will be determined. The data collected will create a profile of Arizona 

middle level schools comparison to national trends. The recommendations and implications 

for Arizona middle level schools and educators will conclude the chapter. 

Summary 

Purpose 

This study was designed to examine the degree of implementation of program 

components, that define developmentally responsive practice for early adolescents in 

Arizona middle level schools. As a result of the replication of the 1989 Survey of Arizona 

Middle Level Schools (Clark and Clark, 1989), the data determined the patterns of progress 

toward the implementation of effective middle level school components in Arizona. In 

addition, the degree to which the recommendations were implemented was determined from 

the responses. Finally, the data presented a profile of Arizona middle level schools, 

compared to national study trends. 

Procedures 

Survey 1994: Revisiting Arizona Middle Level Schools replicated the Survey of 

Arizona Middle Level Schools (Clark and Clark, 1989) with specific instrument 

modifications designed to enhance data collection and match the purpose of the study. The 

survey was mailed to 185 middle level principals in February, 1994. Follow up letters 

were mailed to non-responding principals at two and four week intervals past the requested 

return date. A total of 110 (59.5%) completed surveys were returned, and three additional 

surveys were returned by principals declining to participate. The returned surveys were 

demographically representative of a cross-sectional distribution of Arizona communities. 
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Response frequencies for each survey item were tabulated, rated, and ranked. 

Written responses were recorded and categorized based upon similarity and/or likeness of 

responses. The data from the 1994 survey were then compared to the data from the 1989 

survey to determine the progress Arizona middle level schools have made toward 

implementation of developmentally responsive programs for early adolescents. 

Findings 

The findings of the study detail categories of school organization and personnel, 

curriculum and instruction, scheduling practices, school programs, and anticipated needs 

and changes. Comparisons of the recommendations resulting from the 1989 survey and 

the data from the 1994 survey present a profile of progress for Arizona middle level 

schools. 

Grade Level Configuration 

School Organization and Personnel 

School Organization 

Schools organized with grades 7-8 represented 6% less of the sample in 1994, yet 

this set up remained the most common grade level configuration. Schools with grades 6-8 

increased by 3%, while the percentage of 5-8 and 7-9 grade level schools remained fairly 

constant. Schools with other grade level organizational patterns (Le., 4-8, 5-6, 5-9) 

represented 12% of the sample, compared to 6% in 1989. 

School Enrollment 

Schools with enrollments of less than 700 students decreased by 9% in 1994, and 

those schools with enrollments of less than 300 represented the largest decrease. Schools 

with enrollments of greater than 700 displayed a 9% increase while the highest percentage 

of increase was recorded by schools with 700-899 students. 

School Reorganization 

A 4% increase was noted in the number of schools indicating a reorganization of 

grade level configurations within the past five years. Of these schools, 6-8 grade schools 

continued to represent the highest percentage of change during the past 10 years. The most 



stable schools were those with 7-8 grade configurations. 

Governance 
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Eighty percent (80%) of the responding schools indicated the use of a school 

leadership team to direct the school improvement process in 1994. The leadership team 

most often consisted of one administrator, five teachers, one non-certified staff member, 

two parents, and no students or community memberships. 

Virtually all schools (91 %) describe the decision making process as involving 

groups or committees utilizing school specific data to identify improvement areas. Group 

consensus was used to arrive at desired plans of action. 

Personnel 

Principals 

There was no change in the distribution of male (73%) and female (27%) middle 

level principals hips over the five year period. 

Data from the 1994 study showed the majority of male principalships (44%) 

occurred in 7-8 grade schools while the majority of female principalships (43%) were in 

schools with 6-8 grade configurations. 

Over one-half of the principals responding to the 1994 survey indicated five or less 

years tenure in their present positions. Just over 10% of the respondents indicated 10 or 

more years experience in the same bUilding. The mean for principal tenure in the same 

building was 5.87 years. Schools with grade level configurations of 5-8 (86%) and 6-8 

(65%) recorded the highest percentages of principals with five or less years tenure. 

Slightly less than one-half (49%) of the principals completing the 1994 survey were 

also responsible for completing the 1989 survey; 77% of all respondents indicated that they 

were aware of the report outlining the 1989 results. 

Assistant Principalships 

The percentage of male assistant principalships (61 %) and female assistant 

principalships (39%) remained constant from 1989 to 1994. One third of Arizona middle 

level schools continued to report no assistant principals. 
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Counselors 

The proportion of counseling positions held by females (61 %) and males (39%) 

remained stable over the past five years. The number of schools reporting the absence of 

counselors in their schools decreased from 18% to 11 % by 1994. 

Teachers 

The total number of middle level teachers has increased by nearly 18% since 1989. 

The proportion of female teachers (65%) represents a 5% increase from 1989. 

Certification 

The distribution of elementary (51 %) and secondary (49%) certified teachers has 

remained unchanged over the past five years. However, those teachers having achieved the 

Arizona Middle Level endorsement decreased from 12% to 6%. The largest percentage of 

teachers with the Arizona Middle Level endorsement (90%) were found equally distributed 

among 6-8 and 7-9 schools in 1989. In 1994, the bulk of middle level endorsed teachers 

(77%) were working in 6-8 (41 %) and 7-8 (36%) schools. 

Curriculum and Instruction 

Core Requirements 

English/language arts, mathematics, science, social studies, reading, and physical 

education remained core requirements over the five year period. Health education as a 

requirement in 1989 was replaced by HIV I AIDS education in 1994. Less than half of all 

ninth graders were required to take health in 1989, compared to 100% in 1994. Science 

education continued to receive less emphasis in ninth grade; only 67% of Arizona middle 

level schools indicate the subject is required. 

Reading 

The proportion of schools requiring reading decreased from 89% to 79% from 

1989 to 1994. Reading requirement decreases were noted for 6-8 schools (18%) and 7-8 

schools (17%). Schools organized for grades 7-9 indicated a 7% increase in required 

reading. Instructional delivery strategies for required reading shifted from predominantly 

separate periods in 1989 (67%) to an equal distribution of separate periods and other 
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Explorat01y Experiences 
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Fine arts, practical arts, physical education, computers, languages, typing, and 

performance groups were the most frequently listed offerings for exploratory experiences 

in both surveys. Computer instruction was listed as the number one exploratory experience 

in 1994 but was listed as #4 in 1989 

Elective Offerings 

The most commonly offered electives on both the 1989 and 1994 surveys were 

band, chorus, languages, arts/crafts, home economics, industrial arts, computers, 

orchestra, and performing arts (speech, drama, theater). 

Co-Curricular Activities 

The proportion of Arizona middle level schools scheduling co-curricular activities 

during the school day increased 49% from 1989 to 1994. Creative scheduling, to provide 

co-curricular activities during the school day, was described by a number of schools. 

Before school activities were indicated by 31 % of the 1994 participants. By far, the most 

common time for scheduling these types of activities was after school in both the 1989 and 

1994. 

Increased participation rates for boys and girls in interscholastic sports and 

intramurals were reported in 1994 . The highest level of involvement for boys was reported 

for intramural sports,while interscholastic sports had a higher participation rate for girls. 

Instructional Programs and Classroom Management Strategies 

Instructional programs and classroom management strategies listed by the 

respondents of the 1989 and 1994 surveys included in-school suspension or time-out 

rooms, study skills, essential elements of instruction, cooperative learning, higher order 

thinking skills, results/outcomes oriented instruction, and learning style diagnosis. Added 

to the list for 1994 were thematic instruction, interdisciplinary instruction, and positive 

discipline/instruction (Fred Jones, 1987). 

Interdisciplinary/thematic unit instruction is the most frequently utilized method to 

assure curriculum integration. The interdisciplinary team is responsible for the 
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development and implementation of instructional units in the vast majority of middle level 

schools. 

Scheduling Practices 

Type of Schedule 

The single subject schedule remains the most common scheduling practice in 1994. 

The 1994 data reveals an increase in the number of 6-8 and 7-8 schools utilizing mUltiple 

scheduling strategies, while 7-9 grade schools decreased the utilization of more than one 

type of schedule. 

Periods Per Day 

When considering the sample as a whole, the seven period day was the most 

frequently reported school day. Analyzed by grade configuration, the seven period day 

was most likely to be found in 6-8, 7-8, and 7-9 grade schools, and the six period day was 

reported most likely to be found in schools with grades 5-8. 

Student Period Requirement 

The majority of Arizona middle level schools required students to attend seven 

periods per day. Analysis of the data by grade level organization showed that students in 

schools with grades 5-8 in 1989 were more likely to have a seven period day, as compared 

to six periods in 1994, and those students in schools with grades 6-8 were equally likely to 

have a six or seven period requirement in 1994. The tendency was for six period days in 

1989. Students in both 7-8 and 7-9 grade schools were expected to attend seven periods 

per day in both survey results. 

Teaching Period Requirement 

The results of the data analysis in both 1989 and 1984 showed the most common 

teaching requirement to be six periods of instruction. A second continued trend involved 6-

8 and 7-9 schools that reported a higher tendency toward a five teaching period day. 

Period Length 

The most frequently reported period length remained in the range of 46-50 minutes 

in both 1989 and 1994. Schools with grade level configurations of 6-8, 7-8, and 7-9, 



indicated a preference for 46-50 minute periods in both survey results. Those schools 

serving grades 5-8 strongly favored the 51-56 minute period in 1994, differing from the 

1989 preference of 46-50 minutes. 

School Programs 

Interdisciplimuy Teaming 

Schools With Interdisciplinruy Teams 
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In 1994,68% of Arizona middle level schools utilized interdisciplinary teams 

compared to 39% in 1989. In both 1989 and 1994, teaming was most likely to be found in 

6-8 and 7-8 schools; however, in 1994, 7-9 schools were also more likely than not to have 

interdisciplinary teams. 

Teachers per Team 

Four and five member teacher teams were equally likely to occur in 1994, whereas 

in 1989, four teacher teams dominated. The utilization of three and two teacher teams both 

decreased from 1989 to 1994. 

Team Leadership 

Two-thirds (67%) of the schools participating in the 1994 survey reported the 

utilization of team leaders as part of the organization of interdisciplinary teams. Team 

leaders were most often (71 %) selected by team members. 

Subjects Included in Interdisciplinruy Teams 

The core subjects of English/language arts, reading, mathematics, social studies, 

and science were most commonly found in both surveys. 

StudentlTeacher Assignment to Teams 

The vast majority of survey respondents in both 1989 and 1994 reported 

heterogeneous groupings for student assignments to teams. 

While volunteering was the most frequently utilized method of assignment of 

teachers to teams in 1989, cooperative decision making was clearly the most preferred 

method in 1994. Administrative assignment remained the least preferred method 

throughout both surveys. 



157 

Planning Time 

Common planning time for members of interdisciplinary teams was provided by 

four-fifths of Arizona middle level schools according to the data of both surveys. The 

number of schools providing additional individual planning time for team members rose 

from 16% in 1989 to 47% in 1994. Team meetings occurred most commonly 2-3 times per 

week in 1989 and 1994. The number of teams meeting only once per week increased from 

6% in 1989 to 24% in 1994. 

Additional planning time for teachers not assigned to an interdisciplinary team was 

provided in 38% of Arizona middle level schools. 

J ;lusion of Special Needs Students 

Considerable efforts to assure inclusion and integration of special needs students 

into interdisciplinary teams was strongly indicated on both surveys. The responses from 

the 1994 survey revealed increased utilization of counselors and administrators as 

participants in team meetings. As participants, these staff members would advise regarding 

special needs students. 

Homebasel Advisement 

Homebase Programs 

The percentage of schools reporting utilization of homebase programs in Arizona 

middle level schools decreased from 59% in 1989 to 49% in 1994. Only schools organized 

with grades 6-8 were more likely to have home base programs in 1994. Of those schools 

with homebase programs, 73% combined homebase activities with the team organization in 

1994, whereas only 44% used this strategy in 1989. 

Homebase Meetings 

In both 1989 and 1994, homebase program met daily, took place first thing in the 

morning, and had a length of 16-30 minutes. 

Homebase Student Assignments 

The majority of participating schools in 1989 and 1994 reported homebase periods 
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were assigned to students regardless of subject area commonality. Homebase class sizes 

increased from 16-20 students in 1989 to 21-25 students in 1994. Single grade level 

homebase classes remained the most common configuration in 1994, and new students 

were assigned to specific homebase teachers each year. Counselors and administrators 

were not included as homebase advisors in 93% of Arizona middle level schools. 

Homebase Curriculum Development/Content 

Curriculum strategies and activities for homebase groups were most often 

developed by committees in 1989 (61%); however, the responsibility had shifted to 

individual teachers (63%) in 1994. Content emphases had changed little in five years. 

Development of skills (social, study, problem solving, communication), socialization and 

social development (self-esteem, self-concept), and student based activities (intramurals, 

government, career exploration) remained the focal point for homebase programs. 

Anticipated Homebase Changes 

The anticipated changes to homebase programs outlined in 1989 were curriculum 

revisions, program restructuring, and defining program purpose. Responses from the 

1994 survey participants identified support of other middle level components, expansion of 

program emphases, and refining existing programs as anticipated areas for change. 

Programs for "At-Risk" Students 

Schools With "At-Risk" Programs 

Nearly three-fourths of all schools surveyed in both 1989 and 1994 reported special 

programs for "at-risk" students; larger schools more likely to have these types of programs 

when compared to smaller schools. 

Identification Criteria 

No single criteria was reported as being utilized for identification of "at-risk" 

students on either survey. Rather, a variety of identifiers were listed including academic 

achievement, test scores, attendance, discipline referrals, low self-esteem, and home life 

issues. 
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"At-Risk" Student Intervention Programs 

Special counseling, tutoring, success programs, effective communications, 

parenting classes, skills programs, teacher advocacy programs, and special teaming 

arrangements for middle level "at-risk" students were the most frequently listed intervention 

strategies on both the 1989 and 1994 surveys. 

Programs For The Gifted And Talented 

The favored method of program delivery for addressing the needs of gifted/talented 

middle level students in 1989 was released time or pull-out programs. In 1994, however, 

the scheduling of honors classes was identified as the most preferred method. 

Student Recognition Programs 

Schools With Recognition Programs 

Recognition programs were virtually universal in Arizona middle level schools as 

indicated by the responses of 97% of the 1989 survey participants and 1 00% of those in 

1994. 

Accomplishments Recognized 

The results of the 1989 and 1994 surveys revealed that student accomplishments 

were most often recognized in academics, special achievements, individual 

accomplishments, interscholastic competition, attendance, schooVcommunity service, 

exerciselfitness, and clubs/intramurals. 

Methods of Recognition 

On both surveys, certificates, publicity, parties, assemblies, special prizes/awards, 

letters/telephone calls to parents, field trips, activity days, bumper stickers, 

trophies/plaques, breakfasts/luncheons/dinners/banquets, and pins/buttons/medals were 

most frequently identified as methods of recognizing student accomplishments. 

School/Community Programs 



School Involvement With Community 

Over 90% of the survey respondents in both 1989 and 1994 indicated student 

participation in school sponsored community service activities. 

School/Community Service Activities 

Food drives, fund raising, clean up projects, visits to senior citizens' homes, 

charitable work, and special Olympics were most often cited in both 1989 and 1994 as 

community service activities. 

Parent/Community Involvement With School 
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Eighty-two percent of the responding schools in 1989 indicated regular 

parent/community involvement. In 1994, 98% of the participants indicated regular parent 

involvement, and 100% indicated regular community involvement in Arizona middle level 

schools. 

Parent/Community School Activities 

In 1989, parent/community involvement was most likely to be seen in the areas of 

volunteer tutoring, parent advisory committees, parent/teacher associations, 

sports/games/intramurals, and activities/dances. In 1994, parent/community activity 

involvement appeared most often in parent/teacher conferences, field trips, advisory 

councils, activities/dances, and sports/games/intramurals. 

Anticipated Needs And Changes 

Future Concerns For Adolescents 

The most frequently listed future concerns for early adolescent as a result of the two 

surveys are found below. 

substance abuse/use education 
lack of group interaction skills 
low self-esteem 
need for computer skills 
basic skill mastery 

Changes For Arizona Middle Level Schools 

1994 

safety and violence 
dysfunctional families 
values and attitudes 
academic accountability 
technology exploration 
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The most frequently identified anticipated changes in middle level schools over the 

next five years as cited by both surveys are shown below. 

1989 

interdisciplinary teaming 
rapid enrollment growth 
special needs programs 
computers/technology 
addition of sixth graders 

Conclusions 

curriculum integration 
non-instructional programs 
middle level components 
buildings/facilities/growth 
instructional strategies 

The previous section presented the findings regarding school organization and 

personnel, curriculum and instruction, scheduling practices, school programs, anticipated 

concerns for adolescents, and changes for Arizona middle level schools. In this section, 

conclusions will be presented for each of the findings reported. Progress toward the 

implementation of the 15 recommendations from Arizona Middle Level Schools: A Survey 

Report (Clark and Clark, 1990) and Restructurinc Arizona Middle Level Schools (Clark 

and Clark, 1991) will conclude this section. 

School Orcanization 

The 7-8 grade level configuration continues to dominate Arizona middle level 

schools. Schools organized with grades 6-8 are showing slight gains; however, other 

organizational patterns (4-8, 5-6, 5-9) represent the largest gain over the past five years. 

Arizona middle level schools are getting larger. The number of smaller schools 

(<700 students) has decreased during the past five years while the number of larger schools 

(>700 students) has increased. 

Participatory decision making via school leadership teams made significant gains. 

Eighty percent (80%) of the responding schools indicated the use of a school leadership 

team to direct the school improvement process in 1994. The leadership teams most often 

consisted of nine members including one administrator, five teachers, one non-certified 

staff member, two parents, and no students or community memberships. 

The organization of Arizona middle level schools reflects national trends with one 
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noted exception. The most likely grade level configuration for middle level schools was 6-

8, followed by 7-8, and 7-9 (Clark and Clark, 1994). While Arizona middle level schools 

were most likely to house grades 7-8, the increase in numbers of 6-8 schools and the fact' 

that 6-8 schools recorded the highest percentage of grade level reorganization over the past 

10 years, indicates a direction which reflects national tendencies. 

The size of middle level schools in Arizona, while increasing, still modeled national 

studies data. Most early adolescents attended schools with enrollments between 400-800 

students (Clark and Clark, 1994), as 45% of them did in Arizona. 

Arizona appeared to be far ahead of national trends in site based school governance, 

with 80% of Arizona middle level schools reporting utilization of this practice. The 1992 

NASSP study reported leadership teams in 68% of middle level schools (Valentine, Clark, 

Irvin, Keefe, and Melton, 1993). 

School Personnel 

The percentage of male (73%) and female (27%) middle level principalships has 

remained constant from 1989-1994. The majority of male principalships were found in 7-8 

grade schools, while the majority of female principalships were in 6-8 schools. Over one

half of the principals in Arizona middle level schools had less than five years in their 

present building; 86% of 5-8 grade schools and 65% of 6-8 schools had new principals in 

their buildings within a five year period. 

The proportion of male (61 %) and female (39%) assistant principals changed little 

since 1989. One third of Arizona middle level schools continued to be without assistant 

principals. 

The number of counseling positions held by females (61 %) showed little change 

since the 1989 survey. However, the number of schools without counselors had decreased 

significantly (18% to 11 %) during the same time period. 

While the number of middle level teachers increased by nearly 18% from 1989-

1994, the number of male middle level teachers declined by 5%. Certification of Arizona 

middle level teachers continued to be virtually equal between elementary and secondary; 

however, a disturbing decrease in the proportion of teachers receiving specific training for 
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teaching early adolescents was evident in the data which showed that only 6% obtained the 

Arizona Middle Level Endorsement. 

Paralleling national tendencies, cited by Valentine, Clark, Irvin, Keefe, and Melton 

(1993), women in Arizona were most likely to secure a middle level principalship in 

schools organized with grades 6-8. However, more middle level principalship 

opportunities appeared available for women in Arizona (27%) than nation wide (21 %) 

(Valentine, Clark, Irvin, Keefe, and Melton, 1993). Arizona middle level principals (61 %) 

having five or less years tenure in their present school reflected similar data (59%) to that 

recorded in the 1992 NASSP study (Valentine, Clark, Irvin, Keefe, and Melton, 1993). 

While opportunities for men and women in assistant principalships remained 

consistent from 1989-1994, so have the proportion of schools without assistant principals. 

With the data from the 1994 study indicating an increase in school enrollments, lack of a 

similar increase in assistant principalship positions was an uncomfortable trend. 

The number of schools reporting the absence of counselors in their schools 

decreased by 7% since 1989. More attention appeared to have been given to the guidance 

of students. 

The proportion of male middle level teachers declined by five percent during the 

five year period. The presence of male role models for Arizona middle level students 

decreased. 

While Arizona presents the opportunity for a middle level endorsement, the number 

of teachers responding to this endorsement decreased from 12% to 6%. It is apparent the 

middle level endorsement has had less impact on the training and preparation of the state's 

middle level teachers than it did in 1989. 

Curriculum and Instruction 

English/language arts, mathematics, science, social studies, reading, and physical 

education remained as core requirements from 1989-1994. HIV/AIDS education appeared 

to be a universal ninth grade health education requirement in 1994, whereas in 1989, less 

than half of all ninth graders had the requirement. Science emphasis as a core requirement 

continued to receive less emphasis in ninth grade. 



Required reading emphasis decreased from 1989 to 1994, with instructional 

delivery preferences shifting from separate periods to integrated curriculum strategies. 

164 

Exploratory and elective subject matter opportunities remained unchanged with the 

exception of technology emphasis. Computer instruction was ranked as the top exploratory 

experience in 1994, compared to its rank of fourth in 1989. 

More co-curricular activities were offered during the school day as a result of 

creative scheduling strategies; however, after school continued to be the preferred time for 

these activities. Increased participation rates for both boys and girls in interscholastic and 

intramural programs resulted from this trend. 

In addition to the instructional programs and strategies listed on the 1989 survey, 

participants on the 1994 survey indicated increased utilization of thematic instruction, 

interdisciplinary instruction, and positive classroom discipline/instruction strategies. The 

interdisciplinary team was most often responsible for development and implementation of 

instructional unity, assuring curriculum integration. 

Arizona middle level school core requirements reflected those reported in national 

studies. In virtually all middle level schools, the core curriculum consisted of 

English/language arts, mathematics, science, and social studies (Valentine, Clark, 

Nickerson, and Keefe, 1981; Alexander and McEwin, 1989; Epstein and Mac Iver 1990; 

Valentine, Clark, Irvin, Keefe, and Melton, 1993; Clark and Clark, 1994). 

As with the core curriculum requirements, exploratory and elective opportunities for 

early adolescents in Arizona appeared consistent with national trends. Instrumental music, 

vocal music, art, orchestra, foreign language, and practical arts courses become more 

available as grade levels increased (Valentine, Clark, Nickerson, and Keefe, 1981). New 

content areas appeared for the first time in 1992 including technology education, 

organizational skills, sex education, and journalism. Instrumental music remained the most 

popular elective for all grade levels (Valentine, Clark, Irvin, Keefe, and Melton, 1993). 

Arizona middle level schools have addressed the need for positive attention to the 

self-interest and self-development desires of middle level students. The growth of the 

variety of activities and number of schools offering co-curricular opportunities was 
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consistent with the increased attention given to the importance of exploration and 

development of early adolescents' personal interests (Valentine, Clark, Nickerson, and 

Keefe, 1981; Alexander and McEwin, 1989; Valentine, Clark, Irvin, Keefe, and Melton, 

1993). 

Mac lver (1990) reported that 42% of middle level schools utilized interdisciplinary 

teaming. Alexander and McEwin (1989) found that 35% to 40% of middle level schools 

practiced teaming. Arizona middle level schools have implemented interdisciplinary 

teaming and thematic instruction in a manner similar to that reported in national studies. 

Scheduling Practices 

The seven period day, single subject schedule remained the dominant scheduling 

practice of Arizona middle level schools in 1994. Students were most likely required to 

attend seven periods, and teachers were required to teach six 46-50 minute periods per day. 

Arizona scheduling practices followed those of middle level schools across the 

nation. Although flexible scheduling was a recognized characteristic of developmentally 

responsive middle level schools, the predominant method of distributing instructional time 

was the single subject schedule (Clark and Clark, 1994). 

School Programs 

Arizona middle level schools are progressing with the implementation and 

utilization of interdisciplinary teams in a fashion consistent with national trends. The 

proportion of Arizona middle level schools utilizing interdisciplinary teams has nearly 

doubled since 1989. Core subjects of English/language arts, reading, mathematics, 

science, and social studies were most often represented in four or five member teams 

having a team selected leader. Students continued to be heterogeneously assigned to a 

team, while teacher assignment evolved from volunteering in 1989 to a cooperative 

decision making process in 1994. Considerable efforts were made by Arizona middle level 

schools to assure inclusion and integration of special needs students. 

Eighty percent of Arizona middle level schools continued to provide common 

planning time for interdisciplinary team members. Additional individual planning time for 

team members was provided by 47% of Arizona middle level schools in 1994, up from 
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16% in 1989. While the most common frequency of meeting times remained at 2-3 times 

per week; a considerably higher number of schools (24%) met only once per week, 

compared to 1994 (6%). This increase can most likely be attributed to the number of teams 

being provided common planning period opportunities. 

Epstein and Mac Iver (1990) reported that 42% of middle level schools were 

organized by interdisciplinary teams, while the data from the NASSP study conducted in 

1992 showed an additional increase in utilization of interdisciplinary teams to 57% of the 

surveyed schools (Valentine, Clark, Irvin, Keefe, and Melton, 1993). Team leaders were 

utilized to facilitate teamwork in 77% of the schools that utilized interdisciplinary teaming. 

The most frequent method of selection was by the team members (Valentine, Clark, Irvin, 

Keefe, and Melton, 1993). While the four subject team (language arts, mathematics, 

science, social studies) was still predominant, Epstein and Mac Iver (1990) showed that the 

data revealed a sight increase in the tendency to include reading as a fifth subject in the 

lower grades. In 1992, English/language arts, mathematics, science, social studies, and 

reading were the primary subjects included in the interdisciplinary team organization 

(Valentine, Clark, Irvin, Keefe, and Melton, 1993). Epstein and Mac Iver (1990) found 

that most teams were administratively arranged. Sixty-one percent of the schools with 

interdisciplinary teaming indicated teacher input was included as part of the decision 

making process (Valentine, Clark, Irvin, Keefe, and Melton, 1993). Student assignment to 

interdisciplinary teams occurred heterogeneously in 88% of the schools surveyed in 1992 

(Valentine, Clark, Irvin, Keefe, and Melton, 1993). 

Almost 30% of middle level schools utilizing interdisciplinary teaming were 

reported as offering no common planning time (Epstein and Mac Iver,1990). In 1993, 

Valentine, Clark, Irvin, Keefe, and Melton reported more than one-third of schools with 

teaming arrangements provided common planning time for team members. A final piece of 

data from the 1992 NASSP study revealed that 54% of the schools managed to provide 

both a common planning period and an individual planning time for members of 

interdisciplinary teams. 

The percentage of Arizona schools utilizing the home base program for student 
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guidance decreased from 59% in 1989 to 49% in 1994. Those schools with homebase 

programs utilized the interdisciplinary team as a basis for activities; daily meetings of 16-30 

minutes were held at the beginning of the school day. Homebase class sizes ranged from 

21-25 same grade level students who did not necessarily have the homebase advisor as a 

regular subject teacher. With little change in content emphases, the responsibility for 

development of homebase curriculum strategies shifted from a the committee in 1989 to the 

individual teacherin 1994. 

The presence of teacher advisories has generally increased as evidenced by the 

reported number of schools utilizing homebase programs in the national studies of Cawelti 

(1988)-97%, Alexander and McEwin (1989)-39%, and Mac Iver (1990)-66%. While the 

slow rate of implementation and appropriate functioning of these programs has been subject 

to question (Lounsbury and Clark, 1990; Mac Iver, 1990), it none the less appears that 

Arizona is rapidly falling behind the rest of the United States in this area. 

Arizona middle level schools provided extensive programs for adolescents 

identified as "at-risk" in a variety of identifiable categories. This emphasis on promoting 

student success through programs such as improvement of self-concept, self-esteem, 

organization, and communication skills has not declined over the past five years. 

Strategies for addressing the needs of gifted and talented middle level students 

shifted from pull-out programs in 1989 to the scheduling of honors classes in 1994. This 

practice parallels the conclusions of Clark and Clark (1994), who point out most students 

were ability grouped for some subjects. 

Recognition programs for a wide variety of student achievements were virtually 

universal in Arizona middle level schools. Arizona middle level schools continued to put a 

high priority upon recognition of student success. 

In 1994, regular parent/community involvement was reported by 98% of the survey 

participants compared to 82% of the 1989 participants. While regular parent community 

involvement was on the increase, the types of involvement remained confined to tutoring, 

advisory committees, parent/teacher associations, athletics, student activities. This trend 

was consistent across the nation, as parents and community members became more 



involved in planning and advisory roles (Valentine, Clark, Irvin, Keefe, and Melton, 

1993). 

Anticipated Concerns for Adolescents 
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A definite identifiable shift can be seen in the most frequently listed future concerns 

for early adolescents of both the 1989 and 1994 surveys. The majority of concerns in 1989 

focused upon the development of individual personal, social, academic, and decision 

making skills. In 1994, safety and violence, along with the family structure and moral 

development, took a higher priority than skill acquisition did. 

Anticipated Changes for Arizona Middle Level Schools 

In 1989, the anticipated changes most frequently identified were the implementation 

of middle level components and changing to meet the needs of early adolescents. In 1994, 

blending existing middle level components and developing integrated instructional 

strategies were seen as new changes that needed to be addressed. It should also be noted 

that rapid enrollment growth and sufficient facilities remained a concern of high priority on 

both surveys. 

Recommendations from 
Arizona Middle Level Schools: A Survey Report 

1. All middle level schools develop assessment programs to determine the knowledge 
level of teachers. administrators. and parents concerning the developmental 
characteristics of early adolescents and the components of successful middle level 
schools. 

Data from the 1994 survey does not identify progress toward this recommendation. 

2. Middle level educators look closely at programs (i.e .. interdisciplinar,y teaming. 
homebase. etc.) in their schools to be sure they are functioning in the ways they 
were designed to function. 

While the progress toward implementation of developmentally appropriate 

program components was examined in the 1994 study, information designed to 

assess their proper functioning was not collected. However, some indicators of 

proper functioning included school organizational trends toward 6-8 

configurations, interdisciplinary team responsibility for the development and 



implementation of instructional units to assure curriculum integration, and the 

increased use of thematic instruction. 

3. Schools that have not yet implemented programs which have been identified as 
being developmentally responsive begin to take steps to develop and implement 
these programs. 
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Progress toward implementation of developmentally responsive programs for 

Arizona middle level student reveals some "good news" and some "bad news." 

The "good news" is that the proportion of Arizona middle level schools utilizing 

interdisciplinary teaming nearly doubled since 1989. The vast majority of Arizona 

middle level schools provided common planning time for interdisciplinary teams 

and nearly one-half provided additional individual planning time for team members. 

Participatory decision making utilizing school leadership teams made significant 

gains. Academic achievement continued to be a priority in the core program, with 

health education (particularly HIV/AIDS instruction) receiving increased emphasis. 

Reading instruction as an integrated subject matter increased from 1989 to 1994. 

Participants on the 1994 survey indicated increased utilization of thematic 

instruction. Students were assigned to interdisciplinary teams in a heterogeneous 

manner, and considerable efforts were made to assure inclusion and integration of 

special needs students. Arizona middle level schools provided extensive programs 

to assist "at-risk" students and provided a wide variety of student recognition 

programs. 

The "bad news" is that 7-8 school configurations continued to dominate 

middle level schools. Arizona middle level schools are getting larger, which 

increased the concern for student safety. School leadership teams failed to include 

students and community members. Scheduling practices, remained, for the most 

part, rigid and locked into the single subject format. Teacher advisory programs 

decreased to such a degree that one-half of Arizona middle level schools reported 

utilization of a homebase program. Science continued to receive less emphasis in 

the higher grades. Gifted/talented early adolescents were most likely serviced 
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through special honors program courses. 

4. All schools. regardless of size. have at least one counselor to guide and direct the 
school's guidance program. 

Substantial progress has been made by Arizona middle level schools in this 

area. In spite of the decline of teacher advisory programs, the number of schools 

without counselors decreased significantly. 

5. The Arizona Department of Education and school districts undertake a study to 
examine the nature of middle level curriculum. 

The 1994 study was not designed to evaluate progress toward this goal; 

however, the Arizona Department of Education has not initiated any action toward 

the accomplishment of this goal. 

6. Schools seek out and implement schedules that offer greater flexibility of time. 

Progress toward this goal has been minimal. Although the seven period day, 

single subject schedule remained the dominant scheduling practice of Arizona 

middle level schools in 1994, the 1994 data revealed an increase in the number of 

middle level schools utilizing multiple scheduling strategies. 

7. Middle level educators investigate ways to schedule more co-curricular activities 
during the schools day. 

The proportion of Arizona middle level schools that scheduled co-curricular 

activities during the school day increased significantly. A number of schools cited 

creative scheduling practices that allow for increased availability of co-curricular 

activities at the start as well as during the school day. 

8. Middle level educators seek ways. as the Carnegie Council on Adolescent 
Development (1989) suggests. to reen~a~e the family in the education of early 
adolescents. 

In 1994, virtually all Arizona middle level schools indicated increased regular 

parent and community involvement in school. The primary areas of middle level 

involvement continued to be in the areas of tutoring, advisory committees, 

parent/teacher associations, athletics, and student activities. 

9. Schools develop pro~rams that actively promote the concept of student service to 
the school and community. 
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Over 90% of Arizona middle level schools sponsored student community 

service activities. Food drives, fund raising, clean up projects, visits to senior 

citizens' homes, and various charitable activities,were most often outlets for student 

involvement. 

10. Exemplaty middle level schools throughout the state be identified and honored. 

The 1994 study was not designed to evaluate progress toward this goal; 

however, no effort has been initiated or any action taken toward the 

accomplishment of this goal. 

11. University teacher education programs in the state recognize the importance of 
middle level education and develop programs at both the undergraduate and 
graduate level for the preparation of teachers of early adolescents. 

The 1994 study was not designed to evaluate progress toward this goal. 

12. Attention be given to exploring ways to meet the increasing staff developmentJ 
in service needs of middle level teachers. 

The 1994 study was not designed to evaluate progress toward this goal. 

13. The Arizona Department of Education. in conjunction with the state's teacher 
preparation institutions and school districts. take steps to enhance the certification 
structure for middle level educators. 

The 1994 study was not designed to evaluate progress toward this goal. 

However, the dramatic decrease in the proportion of Arizona middle level teachers 

achieving the Arizona Middle Level Endorsement would suggest little effort has 

been put forth to address the importance of this recommendation. 

14. The Arizona Superintendent of Public Instruction appoint a Middle Level Task 
Force to develop guidelines for middle level education in the state of Arizona. 

The Arizona State Superintendent of Public Instruction established the 

Arizona Middle Level Task Force in 1990. The Task Force consisted of twenty

two members representing the business, education, and public service professions; 

parents; and representatives from the State Department of Education, State 

legislature, and local school boards. The Task Force prepared a report of the 

findings, recommendations, and responsibilities for implementation in six areas 
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important to the development of responsive middle level schools. The six areas of 

focus targeted early adolescents and their schools; curriculum and instruction

student success; school organization, programs, and governance; professional 

preparation and certification; parent/school involvement; and school community 

cooperation. 

The recommendations of the Arizona Middle Level Task Force were 

generalized into two very broad categories. These categories address the following 

questions: What should Arizona middle level schools look like? Who is 

responsible for assuring the creation of more responsive schools for early 

adolescents? Upon acceptance of the report of the Arizona Middle Level Task 

Force, the Arizona State Board of Education formed an Arizona Middle Level Task 

Force Implementation Committee to develop guidelines for the implementation of 

the recommendations contained within the report. 

Unfortunately for middle level educators, and especially early adolescents, none of 

the recommendations of the original task force have been instituted by direct action 

of the Arizona Department of Education; the committee is presently left with no 

membership or task to complete under the direction of the State Board of 

Education. 

15. The Arizona Department of Education. universities. school districts. and schools 
throughout the state of Arizona unite in cooperative efforts to promote effective 
middle level education. 

The 1994 study was not designed to evaluate progress toward this goal. 

Implications 

The information supplied by Arizona middle level principals provided a clear picture 

of what has happened in middle level schools across the state. The understanding of the 

direction that state middle level schools traveled from 1989 to 1994 can be used to 

formulate policy, to determine practice, and to assist in the selection of procedures to 

further promote the implementation of developmentally appropriate curriculum and 

programs. The data from the 1994 study also provides validation of beliefs, philosophy, 



and practice for those middle level educators who strived for full implementation of 

successful educational components for early adolescents. 
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The data provides an understanding of the changes that have occurred in Arizona's 

middle level schools during the past five years. However, the results of the study must not 

just be read and understood, but must be applied to existing programs to improve the 

quality of middle level educational programs in Arizona. The implications of this study lie 

in the identification of the patterns of progress revealed by the analysis of the data 

contributed by the survey participants. 

School Organization 

While national studies clearly define a preferred grade level configuration of grades 

6-8 for middle level schools (Clark and Clark, 1994), Arizona middle level schools' data 

reflect uncertainty. Although the number of middle level schools increased by nearly 20% 

over the past five years, 6-8 grade schools in the state showed only a modest (3%) 

increase. By far the largest increase was recorded by those schools with grade level 

configurations different than the three most frequently cited in national surveys. This trend 

provides reason to question whether or not Arizona middle level schools are being created 

as a function of commitment to the need to facilitate developmentally appropriate practice 

for the 10-14 year old. The need for clearly defined and articulated rationale for separate 

educational facilities for early adolescents is indicated. 

Arizona middle level schools are getting larger. In spite of the data which revealed 

over 50% of the schools house less than 700 pupils, it is disturbing to see that the 

proportion of schools with enrollments greater than 700 increased. This pattern of placing 

larger numbers of early adolescents into middle level schools, left unchecked, will result in 

institutions which contradict the recommendations of the 1989 Carnegie Council (Carnegie, 

1989). To guarantee that the intellectual and emotional needs of Arizona adolescents are 

met requires a conscious awareness of the importance of policies which address the 

optimum size of middle level schools. 

A need to put forth a concerted effort to actively engage students, parents, and the 

local community in the governance of Arizona middle level schools is indicated by the data 
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from the study. Arizona middle level schools far outdistance other middle level schools 

across the nation in the implementation and utilization of participatory decision making and 

site based management. However, the leadership teams consisted primarily of school 

personnel, with little or no representation from those for whom the school is designed, 

those who provide the support, or those whose community the school represents. 

School Personnel 

As is the case nationally, Arizona middle level administrative positions are 

dominated by males, while teaching and counseling positions are predominantly female. 

While opportunities for women in middle level administrative positions appear to be more 

readily available in Arizona, the reduction in the proportion of men teachers employed in 

Arizona's middle level schools gives cause for alarm. The importance of positive male role 

models for early adolescents is crucial in the development of self-esteem, self-image, and 

appropriate social skills. Active recruitment of male teachers to instruct and advise young 

adolescents is an important and worthy goal for Arizona middle level schools and 

universities. 

Arizona middle level schools appeared to have responded favorably to the need for 

guidance and counseling services for early adolescents. Close to 90% of the participating 

schools indicated the utilization of counselors to some degree. The data suggested a 

significant shift from the 1989 study with reference to the importance of such services in 

schools for young adolescents. 

The number of teachers obtaining the Arizona Middle Level Endorsement decreased 

dramatically. Participating schools reported a paltry 6% of the teachers having the 

necessary specialized training required to obtain this distinction. Specific preparation for 

teaching at the middle level has received minimal support from the Arizona Department of 

Education or state universities. Legislation, policy, and practice to encourage and demand 

appropriate skills and competencies for educating young adolescents is not only called for, 

but long overdue. 

Curriculum and Instruction 

Very few changes occurred in the basic core curriculum requirements reported in 



175 

the results of the two studies. In most cases, separate reading courses were replaced by 

integration among all subjects. The techniques utilized to deliver the instruction reflected a 

slightly positive shift in the emphasis of informal usage of integrated instruction and/or 

thematic units of study. Restructuring efforts appear to have bypassed, overlooked, or 

have yet to recognize the importance of expanding traditional curriculum opportunities to 

invite active integration which demonstrates relationships, applicability, and purpose to 

early adolescent students. Basic curriculum which steps away from the traditional delivery 

norm, yet supports skill acquisition and application to relevant situations has yet to clearly 

surface. 

Recognition of the criticalness of producing technologically literate young adults 

was supported by the ranking of computer/technology experiences as the highest 

exploratory priority in 1994. The importance of participation in co-curricular activities, 

coupled with the apparent acceptance of the school's responsibility for these opportunities, 

was reflected in the data showing a sizable increase in the scheduling of these types of 

activities during the school day. 

Arizona middle level schools continue to be bound by traditional single subject, 

high school-like schedules for students and teachers. Creative and flexible scheduling to 

provide improved opportunities for learning is indicated by the data as a strong need for 

middle level schools in the state. 

School Programs 

Use of interdisciplinary teaming was widely reported throughout middle level 

schools in Arizona. The percentage of schools employing teaming strategies doubled 

during the past five years. The data implied acceptance of the utilization of the team 

concept as the most important component of effective middle level institutions. 

Disappointingly, the 1994 data revealed a significant decrease in the percentage of 

schools utilizing homebase programs for student guidance. This trend is contrary to data 

from national studies, which show a general increase in the presence of advisory programs. 

A concerted effort to train staff, develop strategies, and implement student advisement 

programs is an identified need for Arizona middle level schools. 
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Anticipated Needs and Changes 

The identified concerns for early adolescents with regard to personal safety, family 

structure, moral issues, and academic preparation point to the need for the middle level 

school to become a "full service facility" for adolescents. The anticipated changes 

delineated by survey participants indicates middle level schools are here to stay in Arizona, 

and ready to continue to grow and develop into effective learning institutions for early 

adolescents. 

Arizona Middle Level Schools: A Survey Report 

Of the fifteen recommendations contained within Arizona Middle Level Schools: A 

Survey Report (Clark and Clark, 1990), eleven were able to be evaluated as a result of this 

study. Progress in seven of these areas of recommendations were measured as a direct 

result of 1994 survey questions, while the remaining four were commented upon as a 

result of the related literature review. 

The utilization of effective middle level components such as interdisciplinary 

teaming, common planning time for teams, participatory decision making, provisions for 

trained counselors, emphasis on health education, thematic instruction, co-curricular 

activities within the school day, heterogeneous grouping, parent and community 

involvement, promotion of student service to school and community, and inclusion of 

special needs students each showed appreciable gains over the past five years. Grade level 

configuration trends, increased school sizes, lack of student/community involvement in 

decision making, inflexible and rigid scheduling practices, loss of advisory programs, and 

homogeneous grouping for gifted and talented adolescents all received failing marks for 

supporting developmentally appropriate practice in Arizona middle level schools. An 

overall evaluation of progress toward implementation of developmentally appropriate 

program components indicated less than full commitment to middle level philosophy and 

practice. 

Arizona middle level schools are received little support from legislative and state 

agencies. The Arizona Department of Education demonstrated no initiative in examining 

the nature of middle level curriculum, recognizing exemplary middle level practice, 
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establishing credible staff development and inservice for teachers, or enhancing the 

certification structure for middle level educators. State universities further exasperated the 

issue with little or no support for undergraduate and graduate programs which prepared 

teachers for educating early adolescents. The efforts of the Arizona Middle Level Task 

Force, and Arizona Middle Level Task Force Implementation Committee resulted in a 

committee without membership or charge. The lack of leadership on behalf of the state 

took on the appearance of disinterest and lack of concern for appropriate schools for the 

young adolescents of Arizona. 

The results and implications of the study call for the identification of the policy, 

practice, procedures, and philosophy which will serve as the focal points for staff 

development and training for middle level educators across the state. The information and 

data are justification to rally support for the practices from communities, local school 

boards, the State Board of Education, and governmental entities. 

The information contained within this study provided further informative data 

which mandates the establishment and recognition of middle level education as unique and 

deserving of status as a separate entity distinctly different from elementary and secondary 

schools. 

Recommendations 

Based upon the findings, conclusions, and implications of this study the following 

recommendations seem appropriate: 

1 . School districts establish optimum student popUlations for middle level schools and 
enable policy which supports adherence to the guidelines. In reference to middle 
level schools, "bigger" does not necessarily mean "better". 

2. School districts support grade level reorganizations to create environments that are 
based upon developmentally appropriate practice for early adolescents. 

3. Affirmative action be initiated throughout the state to solicit and encourage students, 
parents and community members to actively engage in the governance of schools 
and the school improvement process. 

4. School districts strive to develop policy and opportunity to foster gender equity in 
administrative leadership roles in Arizona middle level schools. 



5. State universities actively recruit, and school districts provide employment 
incentives to attract qualified male teachers for middle level grades. 
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6. The Arizona Legislature and State Department of Education establish qualification 
guidelines and certification requirements for teachers of middle level students. 

7. State universities establish degree programs of study which specifically train and 
develop teachers for middle level schools. 

8. The Arizona State Department of Education clearly defines middle level grade 
configurations and provide support for schools/districts in reorganization efforts to 
establish middle level schools. 

9. The Arizona Department of Education relax and adjust curriculum guidelines and 
mandates to encourage the development of creative relevance for adolescent 
education. 

10. School districts support alternative staffing patterns which encourage and create the 
possibility for flexible scheduling opportunities and increased planning time for 
middle level schools and middle level teachers. 

11. School districts and building level administrators provide the necessary leadership, 
training, staff development, and support for the establishment of effective 
homebase advisory programs for early adolescents. 

12. Middle level schools seek partnerships with local community agencies to establish 
support services for middle level students and their families which focus upon 
safety, physical and emotional health, decision making, and academic achievement. 

13. An effective network of recognized exemplary middle level schools be established 
to serve as models and mentors for other middle level schools across the state in 
their efforts to restructure to establish effective and developmentally appropriate 
practice for young adolescents. 

14. Middle level schools continue, rather than relax, high expectations for science 
curriculum requirements in the upper grades. 

15. Middle level schools strive for inclusion of services for gifted and talented 'early 
adolescent in opposition to promoting practices which encourage exclusion of these 
middle level youngsters. 

While providing for the comparative study of Arizona middle level schools over a 

five year period, the 1994 study falls short in providing data which confirms that effective 

middle level components are functioning in a manner that produces a positive impact on 

middle level students. Lounsbury and Clark (1990), expressed concerns that 

interdisciplinary teaming had little impact on classroom instruction. Implementing effective 
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middle level practices does not mean educators are taking full advantage of the components' 

potential (Alexander and McEwin, 1989). Jeannie Oakes (1995) pointed out that there are 

no guarantees of changes behind classroom doors as a result of middle level component 

implementation. 

Further study and research is indicated in each of the program component areas 

which identify effective middle level schools. School organization and personnel, middle 

level curriculum and instruction, scheduling practices, and school programs should be 

investigated in depth to establish guidelines which promote effective implementation and 

appropriate functioning. These are the components which assure developmentally 

appropriate practice for middle level students of Arizona. 
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1989 SURVEY OF ARIZONA MIDDLE LEVEL SCHOOLS 
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February 10, 1989 

Dear Middle Level Educator: 

Over the past several years middle level schools throughout the state of Arizona have been 
under-going significant changes. While these changes vary from school to school and 
district to district, major efforts have been made to improve the quality of school 
experiences for early adolescents. 

Although we know many exciting things are happening in middle level education, there is 
no data available as to the nature of present middle level programs in the state of Arizona. 
This questionnaire, which was developed with the assistance of middle level educators 
throughout the state, is designed to obtain baseline data on middle level programs in 
Arizona. It will provide the Arizona Depanment of Education with the information 
necessary to assist you as you plan, develop, and implement programs responsive to the 
needs of early adolescent students. 

All Arizona administrators with early adolescents in their schools (grades 5-9) are asked to 
complete the questionnaire (which will take about 45 minutes) and return to Dr. Don Clark, 
University of Arizona, College of Education, Box 304, Tucson, AZ 85721 by March 17, 
1989. When the data has been compiled and analyzed, a report will be sent to each of you. 

Thank you for helping in this very important endeavor. 

Sincerely, 

C. Diane Bishop 
State Superintendent 
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SURVEY OF ARIZONA MIDDLE LEVEL SCHOOLS 

Instructions: Please attempt to answer every question. In some cases you will be asked to check the 
most appropriate answer or answers. In other cases you will be asked to respond in writing. All answers 
will be kept in confidence and data reported will reflect the findings of all schools completing the ques
tionnaire. In no instance will references be made to specific schools and their programs. Your name and 
address is requested to facilitate the distribution of study results to you and to enable us to clarify any of 
the information on the questionnaire. 

Thanks for your participation! 

1. Demographics 
School Information 

School 

Address 

city 

Telephone 

Principal 

___ Female 

state 

___ Male 

1. Grades in School (check appropriate items) 

___ 5th Grade ___ 6th Grade 

___ 8th Grade ___ 9th Grade 

Other _____________________________ _ 

2. Enrollment by Grade (number of students per grade level) 

___ 5th Grade ___ 6th Grade 

___ 8th Grade ___ 9th Grade 

Other _______________________________ _ 

zip 

___ 7th Grade 

___ 7th Grade 

3. How long has the school been organized around the current grade level configuration? 

___ 0 - 5 years 

___ 16 - 20 years 

___ 6 - 10 years 

___ 21 years + 

11- 15 years 



4. Number of Regular Full Time Teachers 

Female Male __ _ 

5. Cenification of Teachers 

___ Number of Teachers with Secondary Cenification 

___ Number of Teachers with Elementary Cenificution 

___ Number of Teachers with the Arizona Middle School Endorsement 

6. Number of Assistant Principals 

Female __ _ Male __ _ 

7. Number of Counselors 

Female __ _ Male __ _ 

District Information 

8. Student Enrollment in District 

9. District Organization 

___ Elementary High School ___ l'nificd 
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___ Other- Please specify ___________________ _ 

II. Program Environments 

Schedule 

10. Do you use a single subject (high school) schedule in your school? 

Yes No 

11. How many periods per day in your schedule? 

5 periods 6 periods 

7 periods 8 periods 

Other - Specify ____________________ _ 



12. What is the length of each period? 

minutes 

13. How many periods per day are students required to attend? 

___ 5 periods 

___ 7 periods 

___ 6 periods 

___ . 8 periods 
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___ Other-Specify _____________________ _ 

14. How many periods per day are teachers required to teach? 

___ 4 periods 

___ 6 periods 

___ 5 periods 

___ Other-Specify _________ _ 

15. If you do not have a single subject schedule. do you have: 

Elementary - Self-Contained Schedule (One teacher with one group of students for 
most of the day) 

Block Schedule (Several periods blocked together to facililate modes of 
inslruction) 

Olher - Specify 

16. Do you use a combination of schedules in your school? 

Yes - Specify _____________________ _ 

No 



17. If you answered question #16 yes, please indicate the percentage of students in each grade 
level in your school who are scheduled into the following configurations: (Le., if al\ sixth 
graders in your school are in self-contained classes, write 100% after "self-contained" in the 
grade level 6 column. If half of your seventh graders spend patt or all of their day in a block 
schedule and the other half of the students are in a single subject schedule. write 50% after 
block schedule and 50% after single subject in the grade 7 column). 

Grade Levels 

5 6 7 8 9 

Self-
Contained 

Single 
Subject 

Block 
Schedule 

Co-Curricular Activities (Extra-Curricular) 
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18. When are co-curricular activities (spotts. intramurals. student government. clubs. performance 
groups) scheduled: (indicate percentages) 

____ during the regular school day 

____ before school 

____ after school 

___ Other - Specify _____________________ _ 

19. What percentage of your school population is involved in: 

Boys Girls 

Interscholastic Sports % % 

Intramurals % % 

Clubs % % 

Student Government % % 

Performance Groups % % 

Other - Specify 

-----------------% ---_% 



Community Involvement 

20. Do students panicipatc in community service activities (i.e .• food drives. fund raising for 
charities. tutoring young children. assisting senior citizens)? 

____ Yes ___ No 

21. If your answer was yes. please list some examples 

22. Arc community members/parents regularly involved in school activities? 

Yes ___ :--ro 

23. If yes. please describe their involvement. 

Interdisciplinary Teaming 

24. Do you have interdisciplinary te:uning in your school? 

____ Yes ___ No 

If yes, please answer the following questions. 
If no. go to question #35. 
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25. How many teachers arc on each team? 

____ 2 

5 

___ 3 

___ 6 

____ Varies from team to team - Please specify 

___ 4 

26. Docs tcam si7.e (number of teachers on a team) vary d~pcnding on the grad~ Ic"d'! 

Yes No 

27. \'Vhat subjects arc included in your teams? 
Please indicate by grade levels. 

Grade 5 

Grade 6 

Grade 7 

Grade 8 

Grade 9 

28. How are students assigned to teams? 

____ Heterogeneously 

____ Homogeneously 
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--------------------~-.------.--.-.----.~ 

29. If you assign students homogeneously. what criteria do you use? Plcase describe: 

30. How were/are teachers assigned to teams? 
Please describe: 

31. Do mcmbers of each team have a common planning period? 

Yes No 

32. In addition to their regular planning period are interdisciplinary teams given additional 
planning time during the regular school day? 
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___ Yes - Please describe __________________ _ 

____ No 

33. How often do tcam members meet for team planning? 

___ Daily 

___ 2-3 times a week 

____ Once a week 

___ Other (specify) 

34. To what extent are special education students. Chaptcr 1 students. "at risk students" and other 
special needs students involved in the teaming process? 
Please explain: 



III. Program Content 

Core Requirements 

35. Listed below are content areas often associated with middle level curriculum. Mark an X in 
the boxes for Lhose grade levels in your school in which these content areas are a reQui!'ed 
part of the curriculum. 

Content Area 5 6 7 8 9 

EngJish/Language Arts I 
Mathematics 

Science I 
Social Studies I I 
Reading 

Physical Education I 
Health 

Foreign Language I I 
Spelling 

Typing 

Art I I 
Crafts 

Home Economics I 
Industrial Arts 

Speech 

Drama 

Photography 

General Music 

Vocal Music 

Chorus 

Continued on the next page 
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Content Area 5 6 7 8 9 

Instrumental Music 

Orchestra 

Career Education 

Decisions 

Computers 

Other 

Exploratory 

36. Please list those exploratory courses that every student is rfQuired to take at each grade level 
in your school (Le .. an. music. home economics. industrial ans. compulers. physical education 
and health). 

Grade 5 

Grade 6 

Grade 7 

Grade 8 

Grade 9 

Elective Courses 

37. Please list those elective courses that are available to students at each grade level. 

Grade 5 

Continued on the next page 



Grade 6 

Grade 7 

Grade 8 

Grade 9 

Gifted/Talented Programs 

38. Check the item that best describes the opponunities provided for gifted/talented students in 
your school. 

____ Released time "pull-out" during regular school day 

____ Enrichment within tile regular class situation 

___ After school. evening. or weekend program 

____ Summer program 

___ Olher - Specify 

Reading Instruction 

39. Do you have daily required reading instruction? 

___ Yes ___ No 

40. If yes, in what grades? 

___ 5th Grade ___ GthGrade ___ 7th Grade 

___ 8th Grade ___ 9th Grade 

41. If reading instruction is required, is it a 

____ Separate period of instruction 

____ Combined with Language Ans 

___ Olher - Specify 
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Programs for "At Risk" Students 

42. Do you have a program for "At Risk" students? 

Yes ___ No 

43. If yes. what criteria do you use to identify "At Risk" students? 

44. Briefly describe your program (Le .• activities. schedule. number of srudents and teachers. etc.) 

Recognition Programs 

45. Do you have a program and/or programs to recognize student accomplishments? 

___ Yes ___ No 

46. If yes. what areas of accomplishment do you recognize? 

47. How is recognition given? (Le .• assemblies. plaques. certificates. parties. luncheons. etc.) 
Please describe: 
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IV. Program Strategies 

Homebase Programs 

48. Do you have a homebase (advisor/advisee, teacher advisor) program in your school? 

____ Yes ___ No 

If you answered this question yes, please answer the next few questions. If you answered no, 
please go to question #61. 

49. How many times a week does home base meet? 

Once 2 times ___ 3 times 

4 times 5 times 

50. How long is the homebase period? 

minutes 

51. When does home base meet? 

First thing in the morning 

Before or after lunch 

End of school day 

Other - Specify 

52. Is home base: 

Part of the team organization 

Outside of the team organization 

53. Do teachers have student') in their home base who are not in their subject area classes'] 

___ Yes ___ No 

54. How many students are assigned to a homebase teacher? 

____ students 

55. Are the students assigned to a teacher 

____ limited to one grade level 

____ multiple grade levels 



194 

56, Are administrators and counselors assigned students for homcbuse? 

Yes ___ No 

57. Does a teacher 

___ Keep the same students for the entire time the students are enrolled in the school 

___ Get new students every year 

58. Who is responsible for developing the strategies used in homebase? (check all items that apply 
to your school) 

___ Responsibility of each homebase teacher 

___ Developed by homebase teachers as pan of their interdisciplinary team planning 

___ ' Developed by a school committee of teachers, counselors, and administrators 

____ Developed by the District Office with assistance from teachers. administrators. and 
counselors 

___ Developed by un outsidc agency and purchascd for school usc, Please indk:llc 
name of the program 

____ Other - Specify 

59. What kinds of emphases are found in your school's homebase program? 

Briefly describe or list _______________________ _ 

60. What changes do you anticipate making (if any) in your homebase program in the next ycar? 



IV. Curriculum/Instructional Strategies 

61. Please check any of the following strategies that are being employed in your school. 

____ In-school suspension - time·out room 

____ Learning style diagnosis 

____ Cooperative learning 

____ Higher order thinking skills 

___ Essential Elements of Instruction 
(Madeline Hunter) 

____ Outcome Based Education (continuous progress curriculum, mastery learning) 

___ Study Skills 

V. Looking Toward the Future 

62. Looking ahead five years, what do you anticipate will be the specific needs of the early 
adolescents enrolIed in your school? 

Please list: 

63. What changes do you see coming to your school in the next fiv(' years? 

Please see next page. 
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Thank you for completing this survey. 

Please return the survey in the envelope provided and mail to: 

Drs. Sally and Don Clark 
Division of Teaching and Teacher Education 
College of Education - Box 404 
The University of Arizona 
Tucson, AZ 85721 
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AppendixB 

Modifications AndlOr Additions to the 1989 Instrument 

I. DEMOGRAPHICS 

Additions 

School Information 

• Number of years as Principal at this school 

• Were you responsible for completing the 1989 Arizona Middle Level Survey? 

• Are you aware of the Publication, Arizona Middle Schools: A Survey Report 
published and distributed by the Arizona Department of Education in February, 
1990? 

• An additional response selection was added to Question#5. 

__ Number of teachers with both Elementary and Secondary Certification. 

School Governance 
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• A definition of "Leadership Team" was included to provide the respondent a 
framework reference by which to answer questions 8-10. The definition of 
"Leadership Team" was derived from the definition utilized by Valentine, Clark, 
Irvin, Keefe, and Melton, "Leadership in Middle Level Education", NASSP, 1993, 
page 28. 

8. Does your school utilize a "Leadership Team" to direct the school 
improvement process? 

__ Yes __ No 

9. Indicate the number of each type of membership on your 
Leadership Team. 

Administrator 

Teacher 

__ Student 

Parent 

__ Community MemberlPatron 

__ Other (Please Specify) 

-...,...._ Classified (Secretary,,~ _______ _ 
Aide, Custodial, Cafeteria, etc.) 



10. Briefly describe the process by which school improvement decisions are 
made. 

Modifications 

School Information 

1 . Grade levels in school. (Check all that apply) 
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2. Enrollment by grade (number of students per grade level, complete for all that 
apply) 

5. Number of teachers with Secondary Certification only. 

__ Number of teachers with Elementary Certification only. 

District Information 

12. District Organization 
__ Elementary only __ High School only __ Unified K-12 

Other (Please specify) ______________ _ 

II. PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTS 

Additions 

Interdisciplinruy Teaming 

24. What number of students are assigned to a team of teachers? 

30. Does each team have a specified Team Leader? 

Yes No 

31. If you answered yes to question #30, how were/are team leaders selected? 
(Select all that apply) 

__ Administrative appointment 

Team member rotation 

Team selected 

__ Other 
(Specify) ___ _ 
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34. In addition to their regular planning period, are teachers who are not assigned 
to a specific interdisciplinary team provided additional planning time during 
the regular school day? 

__ Yes (Please Describe), __________ _ 

__ No 

Modifications 

Schedule 

• Questions #15 and 16 of the 1989 Survey were omitted. 

• Question #17 of the original survey was modified to account for the information 
intended by response to these questions on the original survey. The resultant 
became question #13 on the 1994 survey. 

• Questions #10,11,12,13, and 14 of the 1989 Survey were combined and 
reformatted into a single table. The resultant appeared as question #14 on the 1994 
Survey. 

Community Involvement 

• Question #20 of the original survey was modified to allow for data which defined 
the degree or extent of student participation in school sponsored community service 
opportunities. The corresponding question on the 1994 Survey was #17. 

• Question #21 of the 1989 Survey was modified into a selection format. The 
choices the respondents were provided were based upon the data collected from the 
1989 returns. The corresponding question on the 1994 survey was #18. 

• Question #22 of the original survey was modified to allow for data which defined 
the degree or extent of parent/community member participation in school sponsored 
activities. The corresponding questions on the 1994 Survey were #19A, and #19B. 

• Question #23 of the 1989 Survey was modified into a selection format table. The 
available choices for respondents were based upon the data collected from the 1989 
returns. The table was devised to allow involvement percentages to be entered for 
one or both of the categories, parents and/or community members. The 
corresponding question on the 1994 survey became #20. 



Interdisciplinruy Teaming 

• Question #24 of the 1989 Survey was clarified to direct the respondents which 
specific questions to answer if they responded "yes" to the question. The 
corresponding question on the 1994 Survey was #21. 

If yes, please answer questions #22 - #36. 

If no, skip to question #37. 
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• Question #27 of the 1989 Survey was modified into a table format to allow the 
respondents to indicate the subject matter and corresponding grade levels in which 
the subject matter was taught. The subject areas listed were a result of the 1989 
Survey responses. The resultant question for the 1994 Survey appeared as #25. 

• Question #30 of the 1989 Survey was modified into a selection format to allow the 
respondents to indicate the manner in which teachers were assigned to teams. The 
methods listed were a result of the 1989 Survey responses. The resultant question 
for the 1994 Survey was #29. 

• Question #34 of the 1989 Survey was modified into a selection format to allow the 
respondents to indicate the extent special needs students were included in the 
teaming process. The methods listed were a result of the 1989 Survey responses. 
The resultant question for the 1994 Survey became #36. 

ill. PROGRAM CONTENT 

Modifications 

Core requirementslExploratorieslElectives 

• Question #37 is a combination of questions 35, 36, and 37 from the original 
survey. The chart and directions were modified to allow the respondents to indicate 
the status of each of the listed content areas. In addition, new areas available to the 
respondents, not listed on the original survey included: Technology Education 
and HIV/AIDS/Sex education. Listed separately on the 1989 instrument, Speech 
and Drama were combined into one selection. 

Giftedlfalented Programs 

• Question #38 was modified to include the choices of: Honors Classes; Special Core 
blocks (2-4 periods); Special classes in lieu of Exploratories; and Special interest 
electives. Each of these additions to the original survey item was a result of the 
responses from the 1989 study. 

Programs for" AT Risk" Students 

• Question #43 of the 1989 Survey was modified into a selection format to allow the 



respondents to indicate the criteria used by the school to identify "At Risk" 
students. The criteria listed were a result of the 1989 Survey responses. The 
resultant question for the 1994 Survey was #43. 
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• Question #44 of the 1989 Survey was modified into a selection format to allow the 
respondents to indicate the types of programs used by the school to assist "At Risk" 
students. The criteria listed were a result of the 1989 Survey responses. The 
resultant question for the 1994 Survey became #44. 

Recognition Programs 

• Question #46 of the 1989 Survey was modified into a selection format to allow the 
respondents to indicate the areas of recognition used by the school to acknowledge 
student accomplishments. The areas listed were a result of the 1989 Survey 
responses. The resultant question for the 1994 Survey appeared as#46. 

• Question #47 of the 1989 Survey was modified into a selection format to allow the 
respondents to indicate the method of recognition used by the school to 
acknowledge student accomplishments. The areas listed are a result of the 1989 
Survey responses. The resultant question for the 1994 Survey is #47. 

IV. PROGRAM STRATEGIES 

Modifications 

Homebase Programs 

• Question #48 of the original survey was modified to specify the questions to be 
completed by those who answered "Yes" and those who answered "No". 

If you answer yes to Question #48, please answer questions 
#49 - #60. 

If you answer no to Question #48, please go to question #61. 

• Question #54 of the original Survey was modified to include a selection format for 
respondents to indicate the number of students assigned to a homebase class. The 
four ranges selected were an attempt to further delineate the range of number of 
student participant in homebase programs. The resultant question on the 1994 
Survey is also #54. 

• Question #59 of the 1989 Survey was modified in two ways. The respondents 
were given the opportunity to indicate the type of emphases found in their school's 
homebase program as well as the frequency of occurrence of each of the offerings. 
The type of program selections were result of the original Survey and the frequency 
of offering responses were new to the 1994 instrument. The resultant question on 
the new Survey became a chart, question #59. 



V. CURRICULUMIINSTRUCTIONAL STRATEGIES 

Additions 

62. Indicate the methods employed within your school to assure integration of 
curriculum. (Check all that apply) 

__ Interdisciplinaryffhematic unit instruction 

__ Core skill reinforcement by all teachers 

__ Coordination of team and Special Area instructional activities 

__ Establishment of team and cross subject goals 

__ Coordination of testing and homework 

__ Other (Please Specify) __________ _ 
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63. If your school utilizes interdisciplinary andlor thematic instruction, briefly 
describe the process. (Le., How often, Selection of theme, Coordination of 
instruction) 

Modifications 

• Question #61 had three additional item selections, each was added to reflect 
current research and practice. Those items added were: Interdisciplinary 
instruction; Thematic units; and Positive Classroom Discipline/Instruction (Fred 
Jones). Additionally, the original response of "Outcomes Based Education" was 
modified to read "Results/Outcomes oriented education". This question remained 
as #61 on the 1994 instrument. 

VI. LOOKING TOWARD THE FUTURE 

Modifications 

• Question #64 underwent a slight wording change to read "areas of concern for the 
young adolescent", instead of "specific needs of early adolescents". 

DESIGN MODIFICATIONS FOR THE 1994 INSTRUMENT 

A large number of the responses requested on the 1989 survey instrument were open 
ended, requiring the participant to complete the response in writing. A major design 
modification on the 1994 instrument occurred in utilizing the specific response data 
summarized by Clark and Clark in the report of the findings, Arizona Middle Schools: A 
Survey Report, Arizona Department of Education, February, 1990. The responses listed 
by the Clarks as the "most often listed" were incorporated into the new instrument as 
selection opportunities. In addition, each of the questions modified to allow for selection 
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of items on the 1994 instrument that were previously open ended questions on the 1989 
instrument, were given an "other (please specify)" response option in an effort to assure the 
opportunity to collect unbiased information. The following chart delineates those open 
ended questions, by number, as shown on the 1989 survey, and their corresponding item 
selection question, by number, found in the 1994 instrument. 

1989 SURVEY 1994 SURVEY 

10,11,12,13,14 14 (Chart) 

15,16,17 13 (Chart) 

20 17 
21 18 

22 19 
23 20 (Chart) 

27 25 (Chart) 

30 29 
34 36 
35,36,37 37 (Chart) 

38 39 (Choices Added) 

43 43 

44 44 
46 46 
47 47 
54 54 
59 59 (Chart) 

61 61 (Choices Added) 
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THE UNIVERSIlY Of 

College of Education 
Department of Teaching and Teacher Education 

ARIZONA, 
TUCSON AruZONA 

Tucson. Arizona 85721 
(602) 621·1602 
FAX (602) 621·7877 

February 18, 1994 

Dear Middle Level Colleague: 

From our contacts with many of you over the last five years we know that exciting changes 
are taking place in Arizona's middle level sehools. To gain specific information about these 
changes, we are asking you to complete Survey 1994: Revisiting Arizona Middle Level 
Schools. This survey, which has been designed to gather current data on the status of middle 
level education in our state, has the following three purposes: 

Compare the results to the 1989 Survey of Arizona Middle Level Schools to 
determine the extent of growth and progress toward age appropriate pmctice in 
Arizona Middle Level Schools. 

Compare advanccments in the development and implcmentation of middle level 
programs for young adolescents in. Arizona schools to national trends as 
reported in similar studies. 

Gathcr new data in specific areas of middle level education not requested in the 
original 1989 study. 

This survey closely matches the 1989 survey, a survey in which many of you participated. 
Wherever possible responses from the earlier study have been used to provide selection items, 
thus limiting the number of time-consuming open-ended items. You will still, however, have 
the opportunity to add your comments throughout the survey. Your responses to this survery, 
which we believe can be completed in forty-five minutes or less, will be an important part of 
the summary data about the status of Arizona Middle Level Schools. In no case, however, 
will individual schools be identified. 

The importance of your participation cannot be overstated. Gathering current data will assist 
in providing supportive rationale for further recognition and acceptance of middle level 
education, staff development and training for educators and parents, and promotion and 
implementation of appropriate middle level programs in Arizona. 

Thank you for your time, effort, and support. Your contribution will make a difference for 
Arizona's young adolescents. 

Sincerely, 

.J~II·IJ&J1tJ fl1" ttJc 
Gary tJ.. Batscll Donald C. Clark, Ed.D. 
Co-Investigator Co-Investigator 

----d~~~ 
Sally N. Clar\( Ed.D. 
Co-Investigator 



C. DIANE BISHOP 
Superintendent 

Dear Middle Level Educator: 

Arizona 
Department of Education 

February 22, 1994 
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In February, 1989, the Arizona Department of Education sponsored The Survey 
of Arizona Middle Level Schools, conducted by Dr. Sally Clark and Dr. Don Clark of 
the University of Arizona. The study was designed to gather baseline data for the 
purpose of defining middle level educational programs and practices in our state. With 
the completion of the task, Arizona Middle Schools: A Survey Report was published 
and distributed throughout Arizona, in February, 1990. 

As a result of the 1989 study, The Arizona Task Force on Middle Level Education 
was formed in May, 1990, to develop guidelines and recommendations for middle level 
schools in Arizona. The findings and recommendations of the committee were formally 
presented to the State Board of Education in July, 1991, in the report, Restructuring 
Arizona's Middle Level Schools. Upon acceptance of the report from the task force, the 
State Board formed The Arizona Middle Level Task Force Committee to develop 
guidelines for the implementation of the recommendations contained within the report. 
I know that many exciting and innovative practices are taking place in middle level 
schools in Arizona. It is time now to revisit Arizona middle level schools and obtain 
data which defines the type of growth that has been accomplished over the past five 
years. 

All Arizona administrators with early adolescents in their schools (grades 5-9) 
are asked to complete Survey 1994: Revisiting Arizona Middle Level Schools. It 
should take about 45 minutes to complete. The completed survey should be returned to 
Mr. Gary A. Batsell, 4130 West Siesta Lane, Glendale, AZ, 85308 by March 25, 1994. 

Thank you for helping provide this important information. The time you 
contribute will assure continued growth and improvement of the quality of school 
experiences for early adolescents. 

Sincerely, 

a..o...~,,~ A. '--~ ~-
C. Diane Bisho;~"" 
State Superintendent of Public Instruction 

• 1535 West Jefferson. Phoenix. Arizona 85007 • 
602'542-4361 
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SURVEY -1994: 
REVISITING ARIZONA MIDDLE LEVEL SCHOOLS 

Instructions: Please attempt to answer every question. In some cases you will be asked to check 
the most appropriate answer or answers. In other cases you will be asked to respond in writing. All 
answers will be kept in confidence and data reported will reflect the findings of all schools 
completing the questionnaire. In no instance will references be made to specific schools and their 
programs. Your name and address are requested to facilitate the distribution of study results to you 
and to enable clarification of any of the information on the questionnaire. 

Thanks for your participation! 

I. DEMOGRAPHICS 

School Information 

School 

Address ______________________________________________________ ___ 

StreetIP.O. Box 

City State Zip 

Telephone __________________ _ 

Principal ___ Female ___ Male 

Number of years as Principal at this school __ _ 

Were you responsible for completing the 1989 Arizona Middle Level Survey? 

___ Yes ___ No 

Are you aware of the publication, Arizona Middle Schools: A Survey Report published and 
distributed by the Arizona Department of Education in February, 1990? 

___ Yes ___ No 

1. Grade levels in this school (check all that apply) 

___ 5th Grade ___ 6th Grade ___ 7th Grade 

___ 8th Grade ___ 9th Grade 

Other _____________________ _ 
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2. Enrollment by grade (number of students per grade level, complete for all that apply) 

___ 5th Grade ___ 6th Grade ___ 7th Grade 

___ 8th Grade ___ 9th Grade Other __ _ 

3. How long has the school been organized around the current grade level configuration? 

___ 0·5 years ___ 6·10 years ___ 11·15 years 

___ 16·20 years ___ 21 years + 

4. Number of regular full time teachers 

___ Female ___ Male 

5. Indicate next to each choice, the number of teachers on your staff possessing the indicated 
type of certification. (Complete all that apply) 

___ Secondary Certification only ___ Elementary & Secondary Certification 

___ Elementary Certification only ___ Arizona Middle School Endorsement 

6. Number of Assistant Principals 

___ Female ___ Male 

7. Number of Counselors 

___ Female ___ Male 

School Governance 

For Questions 8 • 10, refer to the following definition: 

Leadership Team· A formally or informally identified group oflocal school and/or 
community members, appointed or elected, that assists in the leadership operation 
of the school. 

8. Does your school utilize a "Leadership Team" to direct the school improvement process? 

___ Yes ___ No 

9. Indicate the number of each type of membership on your Leadership Team. 

__ ~Administrator 

___ Teacher 

___ ,Student 

___ ,Classified (Secretary, Aide, 
Custodial, Cafeteria, etc.) 

___ Parent 

___ C,ommunity MemberIPatron 

___ Other (Please Specify) ____ _ 
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10. Briefly describe the process by which school improvement decisions are made. 

District Information 

11. Student enrollment in District __ _ 

12. District Organization 

___ Elementary only ___ High School only ___ Unified K-12 

___ Other (Please specify) __________________ _ 

II. Program Environments 

Rchedule 

COMPLETE QUESTION 13 OR QUESTION 14 - BUT NOT BOTH! 

13. If you u~e a comhination of scheduling strategies (single subject «highschool)), self
contained, block, etc.) please indicate the percentage of students in each grade level in your 
school who are scheduled into the following configurations (i.e., if all sixth graders are in self
contained classes, write 100% after "self-contained" in the grade level 6 column. If your 
seventh graders spend part or all of their day in a block schedule and the other part of the 
day in a single subject schedule, write the appropriate % after block schedule an...d after 
single subject in the grade 7 column. Make sure the % of time spent in each scheduling 
configuration for each grade level totals to 100%). 

Grade Levels 

5 6 7 8 9 

Self-
Contained 

Single 
Subject 

Block 
Schedule 



14. If you only U!'1e a single !'1ubject (high school) schedule in your school complete the 
fonowing table. 

Number of periods per day in your schedule 

Length (in minutes) of each period 

Periods per day students are required to attend 

Periods per day teachers are required to teach 

Co-Curricular Actiyities (Extra-Curricular> 

15. When are co-curricular activities (sports, intramurals, student government, clubs, 
performance groups) scheduled? (Indicate percentages) 

___ During the regular school day 

___ Before school 

___ After school 

___ Other (Specify) ____________________ _ 

16. Indicate the percentage of your school population involved in: 

Boys Girls 

Interscholastic Sports --_% --_% 

Intramurals --_% --_% 

Clubs --_% --_% 

Student Government --_% --_% 

Performance Groups --_% --_% 

Other (Specify) 

--_% --_% 

--_% --_% 

Ill' 
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Communitv Involvement 

17. Indicate the % of students participating in school sponsored community service activities 
(Le., food drives, fund raising for charities, tutoring young children, assisting senior citizens). 

___ <20% ___ 20-39% ___ 40-59% ___ 60-79% ___ >80% 

18. Indicate next to each example those activities in which students participate. (Check 
all that apply) 

___ Food drives ___ Visits to Senior Citizen Homes 

___ Fund raising ___ Charity work 

___ Community clean-up ___ Special Olympics 

___ Other (Specify) ____________________ _ 

19. Indicate the % of: 

A. Parents regularly involved in school activities. 

___ <20% ___ 20-39% ___ -40-59% ___ 60-79% ___ >80% 

B. Community members regularly involved in school activities. 

___ <20% ___ 20-39% ___ 40-59% ___ 60-79% ___ >80% 

20. Indicate next to each example those activities in which community members/parents are 
regularly involved. (Check all that apply) 

Parents Community 
Members 

Volunteer tutoring 

Parent Advisory Committees 

Sports/Games/ln tram urals 

ActivitiesIDances 

Parentlreacher Associations 
and Organizations 

Carnivals 

Parent:./l'eacher conferences 

Guest speakers 

Field trips 

(Continued on Next Page) 
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20. (Continued) 

Parents Community 
Members 

Volunteer Aide 

Other (Specify) 

Other (Specify) 

Interdisciplinary Teaming 

21. Do you have interdisciplinary teaming in your school? 

___ Yes ___ No 

If~, please answer questions #22 . #36. 

If!!..!l, skip to question #37. 

22. How many teachers are on each team? 

___ 2 ___ 3 ___ 4 

___ 5 ___ 6 

___ Varies from team to team (Please specify) ___________ _ 

23. Does team size (number of teachers on a team) vary depending on the grade level? 

___ Yes ___ No 

24. What number of students are assigned to a team of teachers? 

(Explain if necessary) _____________________ _ 



25. What subjects are included in your teams? Please indicate by grade levels. (Check all 
that apply for each grade level) 

Grade Levels 

5 6 7 8 9 

English! 
Language Arts 

Reading 

Mathematics 

Science 

Social Studies 

Exploratory 
Courses 

Physical 
Education 

Elective 
Courses 

Health 

Advisory 

__ Other (Specify) 

26. How are students assigned to teams? 

___ Heterogeneously ___ Homogeneously 

27. If you assign students homogeneously, what criteria do you use? Please describe: 
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28. Indicate how teachers were/are assigned to teams. 

___ Teachers volunteer, organize, and work out their own assignments. 

___ Cooperative decision utilizing choice/request by teacher and administrative 
approval. 

___ Assigned by special strengths or expertise, mutual decision of compatibility 
and philosophy. 

___ Administrative assignment 

___ Other (Specify) ____________________ _ 

29. Does each team have a specified Team Leader? 

___ Yes ___ No 

30. If you answered yes to question #29, how were/are team leaders selected? (Select all 
that apply) 

___ Administrative appointment ___ Team selected 

___ Team member rotation ___ Other (Specify), _______ _ 

31. Do members of each team have a common planning period? 

___ Yes ___ No 

32. In addition to their team/common planning period, are interdisciplinary team members 
provided individual planning time at some other time during the regular school day? 

___ Yes (Please describe) 

___ No 
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33. In addition to their regular planning period, are teachers who are !!.Q.t assigned to a 
specific interdisciplinary team provided planning time at some other time during the regular 
school day? 

___ Yes (Please describe) 

___ No 

34. How often do team members meet for team planning? 

___ Daily ___ 2-3 times a week 

___ Once a week ___ Other (specify) _________ _ 

35. Indicate to what extent special education students, Chapter 1 students, "at risk 
students", and other special needs students are included in the teaming process. (Check all 
that apply) 

___ Special needs student are mainstreamed into regular classes on all teams 

___ Special needs students are assigned to one specific team 

___ Teachers of special needs students are assigned and meet with an teams 

___ Teachers of specia I needs studen t are assigned and meet with specific 
teams 

___ Counselors/Administrators participate in team meetings to advise regarding 
"at·risk" students 

___ Special needs/"at·risk" students are totally integrated 

___ Special needs teachers are a teaching member of the team. 

___ Other (specify) ____________________ _ 



III. Program Content 

Core Reguirement!':lExploratorieslElectiyes 

36. Listed below are content areas often associated with middle level curriculum. Complete 
the table below by indicating for each grade level in your school if the listed content area is: 

REQUIRED.Place an "R" in the appropriate box (Academic/Core subject 
matter course required for all students) 

EXPLORATORY·Place an ''X'' in the appropriate box (Supplemental 
enrichment/special interest course required for all students) 

ELECTIVE·Place an "E" in the appropriate box (Supplemental 
enrichment/special interest course selected by the student) 

Grade Levels 

5 6 7 8 9 

EnglishlLanguage 
Arts 

Mathematics 

Science 

Social Studies 

Reading 

Physical Education 

Health 

Foreign Language 

Spelling 

Typing 

Art 

Crafts 

Home Economics 

Industrial Arts 

(Continued on Next Page) 
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36. (Continued) 

REQUIRED.Place an "R" in the appropriate box (Academic/Core subject 
matter course required for all students) 

EXPLORATORY·Place an "X" in the appropriate box (Supplemental 
enrichment/special interest course required for all students) 

ELECTIVE· Place an ",E" in the appropriate box (Supplemental 
enrichment/special interest course selected by the student) 

Grade Levels 

5 6 7 8 9 

Technology Education 

Computers 

SpeechlDrama 

Photography 

General Music 

Vocal Music 

Chorus 

Instrumental Music 

Orchestra 

Career Education 

Decisions 

HIV/AIDS/Sex Ed 

Other 

Other 

Other 
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Giftedrralented Programs 

37. Check the item that ~ describes the opportunities provided for identified 
gifted/talented students in your school. (Check only one) 

___ Released time "pull·out" during regular school day 

___ Enrichment within the regular class setting 

___ After school, evening, weekend, or summer program 

___ Honors classes 

___ Special Core blocks (2·4 periods) 

___ Special classes in lieu of Exploratories 

___ Special interest electives 

___ Other (Specify) ____________________ _ 

Reading Instruction 

38. Do you have daily required reading instruction? 

___ Yes ___ No 

39. If yes, in what grades? (Check all that apply) 

___ 5th Grade ___ 6th Grade ___ 7th Grade 

___ 8th Grade ___ 9th Grade 

40. If reading instruction is required, is it a 

___ Separate period of instruction 

___ Combined with Language ArtslEnglish 

___ Other (Specify) ____________________ _ 

Programs for "At Risk" Students 

41. Do you have a program for "At Risk" students? 

___ Yes No 
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42. Indicate the criteria used by your school to identify "At Risk" students. (Check all that 
apply) 

___ PoorlFailing grades 

___ Poor attendance/truancy 

___ RecommendationslReferral (Teachers, Counselors, Parents, Students) 

___ Student Behaviors (Discipline referrals, Violations of law, Substance 
use/abuse) 

___ Low scores on achievement tests, individual tests 

___ Socio-economic status, Home life 

___ Age of student within grade level 

___ Previous record of failure 

___ Poor self-concept, low self-esteem 

___ Other (Specify) ____________________ _ 

43. Identify which of the following most closely describes the type of program(s) at your 
school designed to assist "at-risk" students. (Check all that apply) 

___ Special counseling (GrouplIndividual sessions, SociallPrivate agency 
partnerships) 

___ Teacher aides assisting in the classroom 

___ Special teaming arrangements 

___ Self-contained classes 

___ After school tutoring 

___ Saturday programs 

___ Extensive parent communication 

___ Parenting classes 

___ Success programs (YES, QUEST, CHAMPS, self-concept programs) 

___ Skills programs (Study skills, coping skills, communication skills) 

___ Teacher advocacy programs (Adopt-a-student, teacher mentors, teacher 
advocates) 

___ Other (Specify) ____________________ _ 
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Recognition Programs 

44. Do you have programs designed to recognize student accomplishments? 

___ Yes ___ No 

45. If yes, indicate what areas of accomplishment you recognize. (Check all that apply) 

___ Academics (Honor roll, Junior Honor Society, Principals List, etc.) 

___ Special Achievementiindividual Accomplishment (Student of the Month, 
most improved, outstanding leadership, involvement, participation, etc.) 

___ Interscholastic Athletics (Boys/Girls) 

___ Attendance (Perfect, Improved) 

___ ClubslIntramurals (Competition among clubs, homebases, grade levels, 
houses) 

___ SchooVCommunity Service (Food drives, charitable causes, community 
work) 

___ Exercise/Fitness (Presidential awards) 

___ Other (Specify) ____________________ _ 

46. Indicate how recognition is given. (Check all that apply) 

___ Certificates 

___ Assemblies 

___ TrophieslPlaques 

___ BreakfastslLuncheonslBanquets 

___ Publicity (Names/picture on bulletin boards, school newspaper, school news 
letter, morning announcements, local media) 

___ Prizes/Awards (Special passes, discount coupons, cash, school store prizes, 
special privileges, limousine rides) 

___ Parties (Pizza, ice cream, roller skating) 

___ Field Trips/Activity Days 

(Continued on Next Page) 
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46. (Continued) 

___ PinslButtonslMedals 

___ LetterslI'elephone cans to parents 

___ Bumper Stickers 
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___ Other (Specify) ____________________ _ 

IV. Program Strategies 

Horneba!'le Programs 

47. Do you have a homebase (advisor/advisee, teacher advisor) program in your school? 

___ Yes No 

If you answered yes to question #47, please answer questions #48 - #59. 

If you answered no to question #47, please go to question #60. 

48. How many times a week does homebase meet? 

Once 

___ 4Times 

49. How long is the homebase period? 

___ Minutes 

50. When does homebase meet? 

___ 2 times 

5 times 

___ First thing in the morning 

___ Before or after lunch 

___ End of school day 

___ 3 times 

___ Other (Specify) _____________________ _ 

51. Is homebase 

___ Part of the team organization 

___ Outside of the team organization 



52. Do teachers have students in their homebase who are not in their subject area classes? 

___ Yes ___ No 

53. How many students are assigned to a homebase teacher? 

___ 0-15 

___ 16-20 

___ 21-25 

___ 26-33 

___ Other (Specify) ____________________ _ 

54. Are the students assigned to a teacher 

___ Limited to one grade level 

___ Multiple grade levels 

55. Are administrators and counselors assigned students for homebase? 

___ Yes ___ No 

56. Does a teacher 

___ Keep the same students for the entire time the students are enrolled in the 
school 

___ Get new students every year 

57. Who is responsible for developing the strategies used in homebase? (check all items 
that apply to your school) 

___ Responsibility of each homebase teacher 

___ Developed by homebase teachers as part of their interdisciplinary team 
planning 
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___ Developed by a school committee of teachers, counselors, and administrators 

___ Developed by the District Office with assistance from teachers 
administrators, and counselors 

___ Developed by an outside agency and purchased for school use. Please 
indicate name of the program ________________ _ 

___ Other (Specify) ___________________ _ 



58. Indicate the type, and frequency of emphases found in your school's homebase program. 
(Check all that apply) 

Never Occasionally Daily Weekly Monthly Other 

Skills (study skills, 
skills for adolescents) 

Socialization/Social development 

Self-esteernlSelf-conceptiSuccess 

Decision makingIProblem solving 

Intramurals 

Reading 

Student Government 

Study Hall 

Substance Abuse 

Career Education 

Communications skills 

Tutoring 

Other (Specify) 

Other (Specify) 

Other (Specify) 

59. What changes do you anticipate making (if any) in your homebase program in the next 
year? 
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v. Curriculum/Instructional Strategies 

60. Please check any of the following strategies that are being employed in your school. 
(Check all that apply) 

___ In-school suspension - time-out room 

___ Learning style diagnosis 

___ Interdisciplinary instruction 

___ Thematic units 

___ Cooperative learning 

___ Higher order thinking skills 

___ Essential Elements of Instruction (Madeline Hunter) 

___ Results/Outcomes oriented education (continuous progress curriculum, 
mastery learning) 

___ Study Skills 

___ Positive Classroom Discipline/lnstruction (Fred Jones) 

___ Other (Specify) ____________________ _ 

61. Indicate the methods employed within your school designed to assure integration of 
curriculum. (Check all that apply) 

___ Interdisciplinarytrhematic unit instruction 

___ Core skill reinforcement by all teachers 

___ Coordination of team and Special Area instructional activities 

___ Establishment of team and cross-subject goals 

___ Coordination of testing and homework 
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___ Other (Please Specify) __________________ _ 



62. If your school utilizes interdisciplinary and/or thematic instruction, briefly describe the 
process. (Le. How often, Selection of theme, Coordination of instruction) 

VI. Looking Toward the Future 
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63. Looking ahead five years, what do you anticipate will be the new areas of concern for the 
young adolescents enrolled in your school? 

Please list: 

64. What changes do you see coming to your school in the next five years? 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME AND ASSISTANCE IN PROVIDING DATA 

TO HELP IMPROVE EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS FOR 

ARIZONA MIDDLE LEVEL SCHOOLS! 

Please return the survey in the envelope provided and mail to: 

Mr. Gary A. Batsell 
4130 W. Siesta Lane 
Glendale, AZ 85308 



APPENDIXD 

SURVEY 1994: REVISITING ARIZONA MIDDLE LEVEL SCHOOLS 
PARTICIPANTS 
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SURVEY 1994: REVISITING ARIZONA MIDDLE LEVEL SCHOOLS 
PARTICIPANTS 

SCHOOL NAME 

Ajo Jr. High School 
Apache Junction Jr. High School 
Apollo Middle School 
Avondale Jr. High School 
Benson Middle School 
Blue Ridge Jr. High School 
Bogle Jr. High School 
Brimhall Jr. High School 
Bullhead City Jr. High School 
Bullion Plaza Elementary School 
Camp Verde Middle School 
Challenger Middle School 
Chaparral Middle School 
Cholla Middle School 
Cocopah Middle School 
Colonel Smith Middle School 
Coolidge Intermediate School 
Cottonwood Middle School 
Desert Arroyo Middle School 
Desert Foothills Jr. High School 
Desert Sky Middle School 
Douglas Jr. High School 
Dysart Middle School 
Eagle's Nest Intermediate School 
East Globe School 
Eloy Jr. High School 
Emily Gray Jr. High School 
Esperero Canyon Middle School 
Estrella Middle School 
Flagstaff Middle School 
Flowing Wells Jr. High 
Fountain Hills Jr. High School 
Four Peaks Elementary School 
Fourth Ave. Jr. High School 
Frank Borman Jr. High School 
Gadsen Elementary 
Gila Vista Jr. High School 
Gilbert Jr. High School 
Globe Jr. High School 
Granite Mountain Middle School 
Gridley Middle School 
Hendrix Jr. High School 
Heritage Middle School 
Hillcrest Middle School 
Hohokam Middle School 

PRINCIPAL 

Art Fenster 
Dr. Gary Nine 
Jud Jones 
George S. Tewksbury 
Charles A. Young 
Nancy Dooley 
Fred J. Coates 
Dr. Stephen E. Pierson 
Mike Hoeprich 
Gillen Emde 
BenPareta 
Steve Hodgson 
Norma Garcia 
Gary A. Batsell 
Sam Merrill 
George R. Pohlman 
Susan Price 
Dan Stephens 
Janice Johnson 
Kenneth Wamsley 
Janet Kinahan Altersitz 
Clara Laforge 
Joe Montes Jr. 
Bill W. Barnes 
Carol Warren 
Dorothy A. Erdman 
Tracy Reimer 
Kathleen Scheppe 
Dr. John Wollums 
Homer Townsend 
Karyn Blair 
Lenny AUsbrooks 
Joanne Meehan 
Dr. William E. Roberts 
Jack Kensler 
Charles H. Juenger 
Tom Tyree 
George Bowers 
Rod Minton 
Mike Harlan 
Dr. Betsy Hansen 
Susie Wissinger 
Harold o. Tenney 
Carol Patterson 
Judy Hokett 

Ajo 
Apache Junction 
Tucson 
Avondale 
Benson 
Lakeside 
Chandler 
Mesa 
Bullhead City 
Miami 
Camp Verde 
Glendale 
Tucson 
Phoenix 
Scottsdale 
Fort Huachuca 
Coolidge 
Cottonwood 
Cave Creek 
Phoenix 
Glendale 
Douglas 
EI Mirage 
Tuba City 
Globe 
Eloy 
Tucson 
Tucson 
Phoenix 
Flagstaff 
Tucson 
Fountain Hills 
Fountain Hills 
Yuma 
Phoenix 
Gadsen 
Yuma 
Gilbert 
Globe 
Prescott 
Tucson 
Chandler 
Chino Valley 
Glendale 
Tucson 



SCHOOL NAME 

Survey 1994: Revisiting Arizona Middle Level Schools 
Participants (cont'd) 

PRINCIPAL 

Holbrook Jr. High James M. Bell Holbrook 
Ingleside Middle School Dr. John Weimer Phoenix 
Kayenta Middle School Donald Cochran Kayenta 
Kingman Junior High School Dr. Sharyn Graf Kingman 
Kyrene Akimel A-al Middle School Patricia A. Weegar Phoenix 
Kyrene Del Pueblo Middle School Ms. Linda Kinnerup Tempe 
La Cima Middle School Donny G. Bridges Tucson 
Leonor Hambly Jr. High School David O. Lagunas Winkleman 
Lorna Linda School Ms. Pam Eklund Phoenix 
Lowell School Michael May Bisbee 
Madison #1 School Dr. Robert Chartier Phoenix 
Mansfeld Middle School Arnie Adler Tucson 
Maricopa Middle School Mathew L. Reese Jr. Maricopa 
Maxwell Middle School Don Collier Tucson 
McCray Jr. High School Ralph M. Brooks Coolidge 
McKemy Middle School Bob Cleckner Tempe 
Mesa Junior High School Harold Crenshaw Mesa 
Mesa Vista Middle School Gayle W. Guinn Mesa 
Mile High Middle School Jay P. Collier Prescott 
Mohave Middle School Dr. Carol Erickson Scottsdale 
Mohave Valley Jr. High School Craig A. Vallon Mohave Valley 
Mount Elden Middle School Bill Epperson Flagstaff 
Mountain Sky Jr. High School Dr. David Stoeve Phoenix 
Mountainside Middle School Dr. John Kriekard Scottsdale 
Naylor Middle School Dr. Michael Schawnenberger Tucson 
Old Vail Middle School Debbie D'Amore Vail 
Palo Verde Middle School Dr. Lyn Bailey Phoenix 
Paul Huber Jr. High School Dale Kleck Douglas 
Payson Jr. High School Bill Lawson Payson 
Percy L. Julian School G. M. Henderson Phoenix 
Pierson Middle School Mark A. Valenzuela Nogales 
Pistor Middle School David W. Ross Tucson 
Poston Jr. High School Richard Wheeler Mesa 
Queen Creek Middle School Steve Chambers Queen Creek 
R.E.Simpson School Jesse O. Bass Phoenix 
Rhodes Jr. High School Linda L. Rottman Mesa 
Roosevelt Jr. High School Henry Diulus Jr. Superior 
Round Valley Middle School Darwin G. Rhoton Springerville 
Royal Palm Middle School Leonard Sweeney Phoenix 
Sacaton Middle School Mary K. Malm Sacaton 
Safford Engffech Magnet Middle School Peggy J. Schroder Tucson 
Sahuarita Jr. High School Charles E. Oldham Sahuarita 
Sanders Jr. High School D. Duane Noggle Sanders 
Shepherd Jr. High School Steve Smith Mesa 
Show Low Jr. High School Dr. Norm Ehmke Show Low 
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Survey 1994: Revisiting Arizona Middle Level Schools 
Participants (cont'd) 

SCHOOL NAME 

Sierra Middle School 
Sierra Vista Middle School 
Snowflake Intennediate School 
Snowflake Jr. High School 
Somerton Middle School 
St. Johns Middle School 
Sunrise Middle School 
Taylor Intennediate School 
Taylor Jr. High School 
Thatcher Middle School 
Thunderbolt Middle School 
Townsend Middle School 
Tuba City Jr. High School 
Underdown Jr. High School 
Vista Verde Middle School 
Wallace School 
Western Sky Middle School 
Whiteriver Middle School 
Willcox Middle School 
Winslow Jr. High School 

PRINCIPAL 

Susan Masek 
Donald Rothery 
Terry B. Austin 
Jess Hughes 
Mark F. Bastin 
Ken Crosby 
Jim Lee 
AlmaJYates 
David Jeffery 
Phil Martin 
Phil Olmstead 
Roy Baker 
William Eddings 
Fred Fox 
E. Jean Van Horn 
Patrick A. Schlect 
Dr. Ann K. Allison 
John E. Brach 
J. David Williams 
Harvey Cassidy 

Tucson 
Sierra Vista 
Snowflake 
Snowflake 
Somerton 
St. Johns 
Scottsdale 
Snowflake 
Mesa 
Thatcher 
Lake Havasu City 
Tucson 
Tuba City 
Cashion 
Phoenix 
Parker 
Litchfield Park 
Whiteriver 
Willcox 
Winslow 
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