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ABSTRACT 

AN ANALYSIS OF THE INSTRUCTIONAL LEADERSHIP OF 
THE SECONDARY SCHOOL PRINCIPAL IN THE 

DECISION-MAKING PROCESS 

by 

Lawrence Fred Thomas 

The problem under consideration in this study was the determin

ation of the nature of the decision-making process and the instructional 

leadership of the secondary school principal in that process. The study 

was undertaken in the theoretical framework of Daniel E. Griffiths' 

theory of administration which treats decision-making as the central 

process of administration and proposes six steps in the decision-making 

process: (1) Recognize, define, and limit the problem; (2) Analyze and 

evaluate the problem; (3) Establish criteria or standards by which solu

tion will be evaluated or judged as acceptable and adequate to the need; 

(4) Collect data; (5) Formulate and select the preferred solution or solu

tions and test them in advance; (6) Put into effect the preferred solution. 

The problem was stated in the form of the following three hypo

theses: (1) Griffiths' theory of the process of dec is ion-making is valid 

in applied situations; (2) Secondary school principals typically operate 

more at the sixth and final step in the dec is ion-making process than at 

the other five steps; (3) Secondary school teachers express a greater 

degree of satisfaction with those principals who typically operate more 

at the sixth step of the decision-making process than at the first five 

steps. 

The decision-making process was studied as it functioned in the 

field of recent instructional program innovations. Seven North Central 

Association accredited high schools in Arizona were selected for the 
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study on the following bases: the incorporation of recent instructional 

program changes into the curriculum; the length of time that the princi

pal had served in that position; and representation of a variety of organi

zational types of schools. A mailed questionnaire was utilized in the 

selection of the schools. 

The seven selected high schools were visited on prearranged 

dates and interviews were conducted with the principals and key faculty 

members in the particular program innovations. A teacher questionnaire 

was also submitted to the teachers in the various programs. The proc

ess by which the program change was incorporated into the curriculum 

was reported and an analysis of the dec is ion-making process in the 

initiation of these program changes was made. In each school a differ

ent instructional program innovation was observed and studied. 

By an analytic survey of the program innovations in the seven 

selected high schools the following conclusions were drawn: 

1. The first hypothesis, that Griffiths' theory of the process of 

decision-making is valid in applied situations, was upheld. In each of 

the seven schools in the study, "the principal or members of his staff 

actively participated in each of the six steps of the process as that 

school incorporated a particular program innovation into its curriculum. 

2. The second hypothesis, that secondary school principals 

typically operate more at the sixth and final step in the decision-making 

process than at the other five steps, was upheld. The number of differ

ent areas of principal participation varied from school to school, as did 

the degree of participation in each area, but, the principal in each of the 

selected high schools did participate actively in the final step of the 

decision-making process. 

3. The third hypothesis, that secondary school teachers express 

a greater degree of satisfaction with those principals who typically 

ix 



operate more at the sixth step of the decision-making process than at 

the first five steps, was neither upheld nor denied. 

4. Decisions involving instructional program changes in second

ary schools were organizational decisions. The decision to incorporate 

a particular program change into the curriculum was not a unilateral 

decision, but was made by faculty members and the administration. 

5. The secondary school principals exercised instructional 

leadership through active participation in the decision-making process. 

x 



CHAPTER I 

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND STATEMENT 
OF THE PROBLEM 

The recent emphasis in the study of educational administration 

has been on theory and theory development. However, the concept of 

theory in administration is not new. In 1887, Woodrow Wilson stated 

that the purpose of the study of administration is "to secure executive 

methods from the confusion and costliness of empirical experiment and 

set them upon foundations laid deep in stable principles."''' 

Historical Background 

Theory development as an approach to educational administra

tion has evolved from the stage of stating principles to more rigorous 

attempts at theory building, such as those found in Getzels' "Social 

* Woodrow Wilson, "The Study of Administration," Political 
Science Quarterly, 2:210, June, 1887. 

1 



2 3 Process," Hemphill's "Problem Solving," and Griffiths' "Decision-

4 5 Making." In 1916, Cubberley stated the fundamental principles that 

would give the student of educational administration a more adequate 
"• g 

guide for proper action. Later, Mort developed a series of principles, 

the first of which was derived from the purposes of education and the 

others were largely humanitarian and prudential maxims drawn from 

7 the culture in which we live. Sears identified the major functions of 

administration as planning,organizing, directing, co-ordinating, and 

controlling. The approach by Sears was adopted by Hagman and 
g 

Schwartz, but, in their analysis of the administrative process, they 

2 Jacob W. Getzels, "Administration as a Social Process," 
Administrative Theory in Education, Andrew W. Halpin, editor (Chi
cago: Midwest Administration Center, University of Chicago, 1958), 
pp. 150-165. 

3 John K. Hemphill, "Administration as Problem-Solving," 
Administrative Theory in Education, Andrew W. Halpin, editor (Chicago: 
Midwest Administration Center, University of Chicago, 1958), pp. 89-118 

4 Daniel E. Griffiths, Administrative Theory (New York: Apple-
ton-Century-Crofts, Inc., 1959). 

5 Ellwood P. Cubberley, Public School Administration (Boston: 
Houghton Mifflin Company, 1916). 

g 
Paul Mort, Principles of School Administration (New York: 

McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., 1946). 

7 Jesse B. Sears, The Nature of the Administrative Process 
(New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., 1950). 

g 
Harlan L. Hagman and Alfred Schwartz, Administration in 

Profile for School Executives (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1955). 
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renamed the elements of administration as follows: leadership, pur

pose, organization, authority, group interaction, planning, communi

cation, problem solving, and evaluation. Regardless, they propounded: 

Fundamental to the maturing of public school 
administration as a field of professional activity in 
education is basic theory upon which the processes 
and procedures of administration can be built. Such 
basic theory is as yet undeveloped for the most part 
although signs of its emergence are sometimes to be 
observed. It is perhaps because of impatience with 
theorizing and because of eagerness to get at practi
cal applications of our knowledge that we overlook 
the essential practicality of sound theory, out of 
which sound practice can be developed. Theory may, 
of course, have its genesis in practice as well as 
practice its genesis in theory. * 

As of 1955, probably the most extensive effort made to study 

educational administration was that of the Cooperative Program in Edu

cational Administration (CPEA).^ However, Moore observed in 1957 

that few of the investigations conducted by the CPEA were theory-

oriented.Also, the National Conference of Professors of Educational 

Administration (NCPEA) through their book, Administrative Behavior 

12 in Education, urged that greater emphasis be given to theory of admin

istration. 

9. Ibid., p. 296. 

^ For a detailed description of the CPEA, see Hollis A. Moore, 
Jr., Studies in School Administration (Washington: American Associa
tion of School Administrators, 1957). 

11 Ibid. 
12 Roald F. Campbell and Russell T. Gregg (eds.), Administra

tive Behavior in Education (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1957). 
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In February, 1957, the University Council for Educational 

Administration (UCEA) selected theory in educational administration 

as the theme of the first of a proposed series of educational seminars. 

The seminar was held at the University of Chicago on November 11, 12, 

and 13, 1957, and was sponsored jointly by the UCEA and the Midwest 

13 Administration Center. 

As was noted in 1955 by Virgil M. Rogers in the Foreword of 

Griffiths' Human Relations in School Administration, "Nowhere in our 

culture is the social revolution more marked and more evident than in 

the changes which are taking place in the theory and concepts of educa-

14 tional administration." Although this may not be the time for a com

prehensive general theory of administration, it is the time for efforts 

setting forth the understandings that now exist. This is what Getzels, 

Hemphill, and Griffiths, among others, have been doing. "Educational 

administration," wrote Griffiths, some years previous to formulating 

his own theory of administration, "is not a pure science in itself, and 

so it must draw upon all areas of investigation. The relevant findings 

must be synthesized and focused upon the problems and issues of school 

13 For a complete report of the papers presented at the semi
nar, see Administrative Theory in Education, Andrew W. Halpin, editor 
(Chicago: Midwest Administration Center, University of Chicago, 
1958). 

14 Daniel E. Griffiths, Human Relations in School Administra
tion (New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, Inc., 1956), p. v. 
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administration in such a way that a theory will some day be 

constructed. 

Getzels deals with administration as a social process including 

two dimensions, the nomothetic and the idiographic. These two basi

cally different leadership styles stress the roles and role-expectations 

within the institution and the personal needs and dispositions within the 

individual, respectively.*^ 

Hemphill treats administration as problem-solving. According 

to this theory, insight into the nature of administration can be gained 

by studying the group problem-solving behavior of administrators. The 

theory is essentially a psychological approach that concentrates on the 

behavior of the individual leader. It examines the relationship between 

the leader and the group and delineates the conditions that give rise to 

17 leadership acts. 

Griffiths proposes a theory of administration built on the key 

concept that the distinguishing characteristic of administration is that 

of directing and controlling the decision-making process. The decision -

15 ,, Ibid., p. vn. 
1 fi 

J. W. Getzels and E. G. Guba, "Social Behavior and the 
Administrative Process," The School Review, 65:436-437, Winter, 
1957. 

17 Hemphill, o£. cit., pp. 89-119. 



making process is construed to mean not only the decision, but also 

18 the acts necessary to put the decision into operation. 

It is in the theoretical framework of decision-making that this 

study is undertaken. 

19 The Theory of Dec is ion-Making 

Griffiths' theory accounts for differences in administrative 

behavior in terms of variations in decision-making behavior. He admit -

20 tedly borrows from the works of Barnard and Simon. Evidence of 

the latter's influence can readily be detected in the statement, "A 

theory of administration should be concerned with processes of decision 

21 as well as processes of action." Griffiths expresses his feelings 

about theory in this manner, "A good theory exists when there has been 

established a set of principles upon which action may be predicted. 

These principles give form to observations and constitute a logical and 

18 Griffiths, Administrative Theory, op. cit., p. 76. 

19 This section draws heavily from Chapters IV and V of 
Griffiths' Administrative Theory, op. cit., pp. 71-113. 

20 The books to which Griffiths refers are: Chester I. Barnard, 
The Functions of the Executive (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard 
University Press, 1938) and Herbert A. Simon, Administrative Behav
ior (New York: Macmillan Company, 1957). 

21 Herbert A. Simon, Administrative Behavior (New York: 
Macmillan Company, 1957), p. 1. 
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consistent whole built about a single theme or a small number of 

22 themes." In other words, theory should be a guide to action and 

the central theme of administrative theory is decision-making. 

Using Feigl's definition of theory, "a set of assumptions from 

which can be derived by purely logio-mathematical procedures a larger 

23 set of empirical laws," as a standard, Griffiths proposes: "A 

theory is essentially a set of assumptions from which a set of empirical 

24 laws (principles) may be derived." 

Assumptions 

The four basic assumptions of administration as decision-making 

are: (1) Administration is a generalized type of behavior to be found in 

all human organizations. (2) Administration is the process of directing 

and controlling life in a social organization. (3) The specific function 

of administration is to develop and regulate the decision-making process 

in the most effective manner possible. (4) The administrator works with 

groups or with individuals with a group referrent, not with individuals 

as such. 

22 Daniel E. Griffiths, "Toward a Theory of Administrative 
Behavior," Administrative Behavior in Education, R. F. Campell and 
R. T. Gregg, editors (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1957), pp. 359-
360. 

23 Herbert Feigl, "Principles and Problems of Theory Con
struction in Psychology," Current Trends in Psychological Theory 
(Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press, 1951), p. 182. 

24 Griffiths, Administrative Theory, op. cit., p. 28. 
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Definition of Terms 

Griffiths' theory of decision-making defines and utilizes a set 

of concepts including decision-making, formal and informal organiza

tion, perception, communication, power, and authority. Other terms 

which necessitate defining in this study are "leadership," "administra

tive process," and "the secondary school principal." 

Decision-making. The term "decision" is applied to all judg

ments which affect a course of action. However, the concept "decision

making process" is construed to mean not only the decision but also the 

acts necessary to put the decision into operation and so actually affect 

the course of action of an enterprise. 

Formal organization. Formal organization is an ensemble of 

individuals who perform distinct but interrelated and co-ordinated func

tions in order that one or more tasks can be completed. Or as Stene 

states, "A formal organization is a number of persons who systemati

cally and consciously combine their individual efforts for the accom-

25 plishment of a common task." 

Informal organization. An informal organization is present in 

every formal organization and is a system of interpersonal relations 

which forms to affect decisions made in the formal organization. 

25 Edwin O. Stene, "An Approach to a Science of Administra
tion," American Political Science Review, 34:1127, December, 1940. 
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Perception. The dictionary defines perception as "awareness 

of objects; consciousness." Feeling, however, that there is more to 

perception than awareness, Griffiths relies on Ittelson and Cantril for 

his definition of perceiving: "...perceiving is that part of the process 

of living by which each one of us, from his own particular point of view, 

creates for himself the world within which he has his life's experiences 

26 and through which he strives to gain his satisfactions." 

Communication. If decisions are to be made and put into opera

tion, there must be cooperation and co-ordination of the activities of 

many individuals. Communication is the process by which cooperation 

and co-ordination take place. 

Power. Taking the position that power is sought in order to 

control the decision-making process in the organization, Griffiths says 

that power can only be defined operationally in terms of the decisions 

which a power-holder actually makes. Power is a function of decisions 

made. A person has power to the extent that he makes decisions which 

affect the course of action of an enterprise to a greater degree than do 

decisions made by others in the enterprise and to the extent that he 

influences other decisions. 

Authority. Authority is the power to make decisions which guide 

the actions of others. As stated by Simon, "A subordinate may be said 

26 William H. Ittelson and Hadley Cantril, Perception (New 
York: Random House, 1954), p. 5. 



to accept authority whenever he permits his behavior to be guided by 

a decision reached by another, irrespective of his own judgment as to 

27 the merits of that decision." 

Leadership. Leadership is a working relationship among mem

bers of a group in which the leader acquires status through active par

ticipation and demonstration of his capacity for carrying cooperative 

28 tasks through to completion. 

Administrative process. The administrative process is the way 

by which an organization makes decisions and takes action to achieve 

its goals. 

The secondary school principal. The principal is defined in the 

Dictionary of Education as the administrative head and professional 

leader of a school division or unit, such as a high school. The high 

school principal is an administrative and supervisory officer in charge 

of a high school. The Dictionary of Education also notes that in public 

29 education the principal is usually subordinate to a superintendent. In 

this study, the secondary school principal is defined as stated above, 

except in the case of a union high school district where the principal 

may also be the superintendent of the district. 

27 Simon, og. cit., p. 22. 
28 Ralph M. Stogdill, "Personal Factors Associated with 

Leadership," The Journal of Psychology, 25:66, January, 1948. 

29 Carter V. Good (ed.), Dictionary of Education (New York: 
McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., 1959), p. 676. 
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Steps in the Process 

The decision-making process is viewed in this study as the 

central process in administration. It should be noted that the decision 

process is an organizational matter not a personal matter, and its 

effectiveness is not a product of the quality of decisions of any one 

individual. 

1. Recognize, define, and limit the problem. 
2. Analyze and evaluate the problem. 
3. Establish criteria or standards by which solution 

will be evaluated or judged as acceptable and 
adequate to the need. 

4. Collect data. 
5. Formulate and select the preferred solution or 

solutions. Test them in advance. 
6. Put into effect the preferred solution. 

a. Program the solution. 
b. Control the activities of the program. 
c. Evaluate the results and the process. 30 

The organization's effectiveness may depend upon the success

ful completion of each step; notwithstanding, the process often takes 

place at a subconscious level and seldom is acted out in discrete steps. 

The criterion by which an organization may be evaluated is the quality 

of the decisions which the organization makes plus the efficiency with 

which the organization puts the decisions into effect. , 

30 Griffiths, Administrative Theory, op. cit., p. 94. 
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Need for a -Theory of Administration 

The need for a working theory of administration can be sum

marized as follows: 

First, it is virtually impossible to clarify our 
existing knowledge without some conceptual framework 
within which to do so....Second, a comprehensive theory 
is needed as a guide to research. However tentative 
that theory may be, it should help to discern gaps in 
both existing knowledge and ongoing research and thus 
to further the design of other research efforts. It would 
also provide working hypotheses as guides to individual 
research efforts and as vehicles for the subsequent 
incorporation of research efforts into organized bodies 
of thought. Finally, a tentative theory of administra
tion could become an extremely useful guide to admin
istrative behavior. 31 { 

In conclusion, as noted by McNally, "Griffiths' theory could 

seem to be one of the most useful yet formulated, provided we remem-

32 ber that it is a theory of administration, not of leadership." 

The Problem 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem under consideration in this investigation can best 

be stated as three hypotheses: 

31 Edward H. Litchfield, "Notes on a General Theory of Admin
istration," Administrative Science Quarterly, 1:10-11, June, 1956. 

32 Harold J. McNally, "Theory and Practice in Administration," 
National Elementary Principal, 41:10, January, 1962. 
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1. Griffiths' theory of the process of decision-making is 

valid in applied situations. 

2. Secondary school principals typically operate more at 

the sixth and final step in the decision-making process 

than at the other five steps. 

3. Secondary school teachers express a greater degree of 

satisfaction with those principals who typically operate 

more at the sixth step of the decision-making process 

than at the first five steps. 

This study, then, is an attempt to determine the nature of the 

decision-making process and the role of the secondary school principal 

in the theoretical framework of Griffiths' theory of administration. 

Significance of the Problem 

As indicated earlier in this chapter, administrative science is 

immature and there is a need to constantly examine its theories in the 

light of empirical findings which may lead to the acceptance or the 

reformation of present theories or the creation of new ones. Since the 

role of the administrator is that of a decision maker in the organization, 

there is a need to study and analyze that role in the total decision-making 

process. If Griffiths' theory can be validated through research, at least 

to a degree, it should provide the principal with a structured way of 

viewing his tasks and aid him in understanding why certain courses of 



14 

action or certain behaviors are likely to be fruitful and others not so 

fruitful. It should help him become cognizant of factors in certain 

situations which will help or hinder his tasks and, finally, advance his 

understanding and interpretation of the consequences of the administra

tive action he has taken. 

Limitations 

The decision-making under consideration is not individual deci

sion-making as such, but rather organizational decision-making. Never

theless, the administrator occupies a key position in the decision- making 

process and the secondary school principal a rather unique one in the 

organization. The principalship is an intermediate position between the 

superintendent and the teachers, recognition of which greatly affects the 

framework for his role in the decision-making process. As was so aptly 

stated by Lipham, "The absence of a suitable measure of excellence in 

education almost precludes evaluation of the extent to which a school is 

achieving its goal--much less of evaluation of the principal's leadership 

33 contribution." Therefore, this study focuses on the process of deci

sion-making of an organization as it attempts to reach its goals. 

33 James M. Lipham, "Dynamics of the Principalship," National 
Elementary Principal, 41:28, January, 1962. 



CHAPTER H 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

One of the functions of the secondary school principal is to 

provide leadership through dec is ion-making. This does not mean indi

vidual, irrational decisions on the part of the principal, but rather a 

logical, rational approach to the solution of problems affecting the goals 

of the organization. A review of the literature in this field reveals a 

variety of concepts. However, the general theme presented in this 

chapter is that of dynamic leadership in the organizational decision

making process. 

Leadership 

.The secondary school principal does not make arbitrary deci

sions or give arbitrary directions if organizational goals are to be 

effectively achieved. Leadership is not a matter of passive status or 

of the mere possession of some combination of traits. It appears rather 

to be a working relationship among members of a group in which the 

leader acquires status through active participation and demonstration 

15 
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of his capacity for carrying cooperative tasks through to comple

tion.* 

Perhaps the most significant and frequent designation of the 

2 principal is that of educational leader of his school. Albeit, Sibert 

found that teachers frequently did not perceive the school principal as 

instructional leader due to the many other duties he assumed. The key 

role in the program of instruction, according to Sibert, should be 

• assumed by the local school principal and he should allocate more of 

3 his time to tasks directly related to instructional improvement. McNally 

proposes that the task of the leader is to assist the group in the exercise 

of constructive group roles and thus to assist the group in goal achieve

ment.^ 

The most fruitful studies from the viewpoint of understanding 

leadership, according to Stogdill, have been those in which leadership 

behavior was described and analyzed on the basis of direct observation 

* Ralph M. Stogdill, "Personal Factors Associated with Leader
ship," The Journal of Psychology, 25:66, January, 1948. 

2 James M. Lipham, "Dynamics of the Principalship," National 
Elementary Principal, 41:23, January, 1962. 

3 
Latham N. Sibert, "A Study of the Role of the School Principal 

in Instructional Improvement in the Schools of Dale County, Alabama" 
(unpublished doctoral dissertation, Auburn University, 1960). 

4 
Harold J. McNally, "Theory and Practice in Administration," 

National Elementary Principal, 41:9, January, 1962. 
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or analysis of biographical and case data. There should be a careful 

distinction made between the leader and the figurehead. Leadership 

should always be associated with the attainment of group objectives. 

The leader is a person who occupies a position of responsibility in 

co-ordinating the activities of the members of the group in their task 

of attaining a common goal. Leadership implies activity, movement, 

5 and getting work done. 

Leadership is considered by another writer as two dimensional-
g 

personal and institutional. Recent development in the field of educa

tional administration has been the increased emphasis on theory and 

research concerning the institutional dimension of leadership. In keep

ing with this recent development, this study concentrates on the institu

tional dimension rather than the personal. Stene says leadership, an 

element of organization, is a system of co-ordinating action by concen

trating among a small number of persons the function of making deci-

7 sions for the organization. 

Organizational Decision-Making 

Due to the nature of public schools and the complexity of deci

sions concerning the educational enterprise, decision-making is 

5 Stogdill, o£. cit., p. 64. 
g 

Lipham, og. cit., p. 24. 
7 Edwin O. Stene, "An Approach to a Science of Administration 

American Political Science Review, 34:1130, December, 1948. 



18 

considered by most authorities in school administration as an organi

zational process. The function of administration, Griffiths states, is 
g 

not to make decisions but to direct and control the process. This 

suggests, as pointed out by Campbell and others, that the principal 

must be aware of group processes if he is to stimulate and co-ordinate 
g 

the staff in making decisions operational. Houston hypothesized that 

decentralized administration brings a decision closer to an actual need 

and thereby betters the organization.*^ This hypothesis was upheld 

by his study. 

Professional faculty members receive a great deal of satisfac

tion when afforded the opportunity to take part in directing courses of 

action which affect them. Sharma found that the decision-making prac

tices followed in a school are an extremely important determinant of 

teacher satisfaction. He found further, that this satisfaction seemed to 

be related directly to the extent to which the decision-making practices 

followed in a school system were those felt by teachers to be desirable. 

O 
Daniel E. Griffiths, Administrative Theory (New York: 

Appleton-Century-Crofts, Inc., 1959), p. 16. 
Q 

R. F. Campbell, J. E. Corbally, Jr., and John A. Ramseyer, 
Introduction to Educational Administration (Boston: Allyn and Bacon, 
Inc., 1958), p. 21. 

Harry Herbert Houston, "An Inquiry into the Administrative 
Process as It Relates to Decision-Making" (unpublished doctoral disser
tation, Rutgers University, 1959). 
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He concludes that satisfaction depends upon the type of participation 

11 by the teachers in decision-making. From Sharma's findings, it 

appears that if educational administration is to produce a high level of 

satisfaction in teachers, consideration must be given to the attitudes 

held by teachers toward such an important procedure as decision

making. 

Though many factors are involved, making organizational deci

sions is the essential function of the administrator as the institutional 

leader. This function is most effective, according to Barnard, when it 

"consists in not deciding questions that are not pertinent, in not decid

ing prematurely, in not making decisions that cannot be made effective, 

12 and in not making decisions that others should make." 

The Dec is ion-Making Process 

Decision-making has a central position in most theories of 

administration but, according to Campbell and Wayson, the adminis

trator soon realizes that translation of the verbal generalization into 

action is more difficult than memorizing the steps in the process. The 

administrator's effectiveness depends upon successful completion of 

** Chiranji Lai Sharma, "Practices in Decision-Making as 
Related to Satisfaction in Teaching" (unpublished doctoral dissertation, 
University of Chicago, 1955). 

12 Chester I. Barnard, The Function of the Executive (Cam
bridge: Harvard University Press, 1938), p. 194. 
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each step, although the process often takes place at a subconscious 

13 level and seldom is acted out in discrete steps. 

In his exposition of a theory of cooperation and organization, 

Barnard stresses the central core of decision-making in the adminis

trative process by stating that it is the deliberate adoption of means to 

ends which is the essence of formal organization. These ends, to a 

relatively high degree, involve logical processes, not as rationaliza

tions after decisions but as processes of decision. The acts of organi

zations are those of persons dominated by organizational, not personal, 

ends. For positive results, these ends must be formulated to some 

degree and, once adopted, the co-ordination of acts as means to these 

14 ends is itself an essentially logical process. While some actions 

may be unconscious, automatic, or responsive, the emphasis is on a 

logical process in organizational decision-making. 

From the standpoint that a theory of administration should be 

concerned with the processes of decision as well as with the processes 

of action, Simon pointed out that, by some process, the numerous alter

native actions are narrowed to that one which is in fact acted out. He 

used the terms "choice" and "decision" interchangeably to refer to that 

13 
Roald F. Campbell and William W. Wayson, "Decision-

Making in the Elementary Principalship," National Elementary Prin
cipal, 41:17, January, 1962. 

14 Barnard, op. cit., pp. 185-186. 



process. Since these terms, as ordinarily used, carry connotations 

of self-conscious, deliberate, rational selection, it was emphasized 

by Simon that they include any process of selection, regardless of 

15 whether the above elements were present to any degree. Simon 

draws a distinction between value elements and factual elements in 

decision-making relating the former to ends or questions of policy and 

16 the latter to means or questions of administration. 

Tannenbaum is quite specific in stating that decision-making 

involves a conscious choice or selection of one behavior alternative 

from among a group of two or more behavior alternatives. "Human 

behavior results from either unconscious or conscious process. When 

17 these processes are conscious, decision-making is involved." He 

lists three steps in dec is ion-making: (1) awareness of behavior alter

natives; (2) definition of behavior alternative; and (3) evaluation of 

behavior alternative. He states, however, that it is next to impossible 

18 to describe the mental processes which culminate in decision. Litch

field concurs with Tannenbaum, "We have a new understanding of the 

Herbert A. Simon, Administrative Behavior (New York: 
Macmillan Company, 1957), pp. 1-4. 

Ibid., pp. 59-62. 

17 Robert Tannenbaum, "Managerial Decision-Making," 
Journal of Business, 23:22, January, 1950. 

18 Ibid., p. 25. 
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functions of choice in decision-making, but we know very little about 

19 the psychological mechanisms involved in its exercise." Litchfield 

believes that if decision-making is rational, it is performed by means 

of the following subactivities: (1) definition of the issue; (2) analysis of 

the existing situation; (3) calculation and delineation of alternatives; 

(4) choice; yet, actually few decisions are made by this full sequence of 

20 actions. The decision-making process, in a study by Ward, was seen <a> 

as consisting of six components, namely, the antecedent conditions, 

problem identification and definition, promotion of policy alternatives, 

the enactment of a general rule, the implementation of the decision, 

and evaluation.^* 

Griffiths bases his theory of administration on decision-making 

(as outlined in Chapter I of this study) and gives as the decision-making 

process: 

1. Recognize, define, and limit the problem. 
2. Analyze and evaluate the problem. 
3. Establish criteria or standards by which solution will 

be evaluated or judged as acceptable and adequate to 
the need. 

19 Edward H. Litchfield, "Notes on a General Theory of Admin
istration," Administrative Science Quarterly, 1:11, June, 1956. 

90 
Ibid., pp. 13-15. 

21 William T. Ward, "An Analysis of the Decision-Making 
Process in an Oregon High School: A Case Study" (unpublished doctoral 
dissertation, The University of Oregon, 1959). 
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4. Collect data. 
5. Formulate and select the preferred solution or 

solutions. Test them in advance. 
6. Put into effect the preferred solution. 

a. Program the solution. 
b. Control the activities in the program. 
c. Evaluate the results and the process.22 

In his study of the decisions of high school principals, Greer 

suggests that decision-making is not an administrative function which 

can be studied in isolation from communication. He concludes that 

decision-making should be considered as an integral part of the adminis

trative process, but not the core function of administration. Theory must 

make provisions for the personal or nonrational factors which affect the 

23 decisions. 

The decision-making process may be more involved than a series 

of discrete steps scientifically organized and easily followed. As was so 

aptly stated by Counts, the whole process is "necessarily blurred and 

complicated by the wide distribution of power, the respect for differences, 

24 and the regard for the creative mind." If progress is to be made in 

establishing a general theory of administration, continued research is 

22 
Griffiths, o]3. cit., p. 94. 

23 John T. Greer, "A Study of the Decisions of Four Selected 
High School Principals" (unpublished doctoral dissertation, Northwestern 
University, 1961). 

24 George S. Counts, Decision Making and American Values in 
School Administration (New York: Teachers College, Bureau of Publi
cations, 1954), p. 3. 
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necessary and a logical process in decision-making lends itself more 

readily to study. 

Summary 

A review of the literature revealed that leadership is more than 

possession of some combination of traits. The secondary school prin

cipal, as educational leader of his school, must maintain a working 

relationship among members of his staff and actively participate in 
« 

carrying cooperative tasks through to completion. Leadership, for the 

purposes of this study, is looked upon as institutional rather than 

personal. 

Decision-making is viewed as an organizational process. There

fore, teachers should be involved in the process; but the responsibility 

of the administrator cannot be overlooked. He is the "executive" of the 

school and his essential function is that of making organizational deci

sions. It is important that he know when to decide and when not to make 

a decision. 

Most authorities agree that the decision-making process involves 

a series of steps, even though they may not be actively or consciously 

carried out in all cases. For example, the issue may be so patent as to 

make definition unnecessary. Often, little or no effort need be made to 

ascertain the facts. Even when the steps in the decision-making process 



25 

are quite clear it is next to impossible to describe the mental proc

esses which culminate in a decision. Nevertheless, continued research 

is necessary in the realm of decision-making as a scientific process if 

progress toward a general theory of administration is to be achieved. 



CHAPTER m 

METHOD OF PROCEDURE AND THE SELECTION 
OF SCHOOLS 

All levels of education are feeling the impact of change. The 

developments in curriculum tend to polarize in the secondary school 

and from here theorists work back to the requirements of the primary 

grades and forward to the expectations of higher education.* Change 

seems to be one of the built-in characteristics of education. There

fore, the secondary school principal and his staff must look upon plan

ning for change as a continuous part of the educational program. As 

noted by one educator, "Our schools must accept the challenge of 

swiftly changing times and move vigorously into a period of change. 

Brush fires must be set in motion, innovations must emerge like 

2 geysers, experiments must pop like corn." The ultimate responsibil

ity for action remains in the hands of the professional administrator 

and his teaching staff. Program change provides an opportunity for 

organizational decision-making. 

* "The Administrator and the New Curriculums," Educational 
Executives' Overview, 3:33-34, April, 1962. 

^ B. Frank Brown, "Schools of the Future—Now," The Bulletin 
of the National Association of Secondary School Principals, 46:250, May, 
1962. 

26 
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The dec is ion-making process was studied by this writer as it 

functions in the field of recent instructional program innovations. An 

analysis was made of the instructional leadership of the secondary 

school principal in the decision-making process. This was accomplished 

by studying the implementation of various program changes in seven 

selected high schools in Arizona. 

The Selection of Schools 

Accredited high schools in Arizona have one of three ratings: 

North Central Association (NCA) schools, Class "A" schools, or Class 

"B" schools. The highest rated schools, NCA, satisfy the policies and 

criteria drawn up by the North Central Association of Colleges and 

Secondary Schools. Class "A" and Class "B" schools meet the require

ments drawn up by the High School Visitor and are approved by the State 

Board of Education. The requirements for Class "A" schools are less 

stringent than those for NCA schools. Class "B" schools merely meet 

minimum requirements. Secondary schools of the highest classification 

in Arizona, NCA schools, were purposely selected. Two statements of 

criteria are especially important in support of the selection of this class 

of schools. They are: 

Criterion m. D. RELATIONS OF THE PROFESSIONAL 
STAFF AND BOARD OF EDUCATION 

The working relationships between the board of 
education and the administrative head of the system, 
between the administrative head of the system and the 
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principal of the secondary school, and between prin
cipal and staff shall be such as to insure cooperative 
and effective administration. Administrative pro
cedures shall be carried on by democratic processes 
which utilize the abilities and contributions of staff 
members. 3 

Criterion VI. B. SUPERVISION 
The principal shall be responsible for the 

improvement of instruction and professional growth 
of his staff in service. He shall encourage and pro
mote continuous evaluation by his staff of the program 
of studies, the pupil activity program, guidance serv
ices, courses of study, instructional procedures, 
library services, and other aspects of the educational 
program of his school and shall seek to improve the 
educational program as a result of such evaluation. 
In small schools without special supervisors the prin
cipal shall devote approximately one-half of his time 
to supervision. In larger schools with assistants and 
special supervisors the principal shall devote such 
portion of his time as is required to stimulate and co
ordinate the program.4 

On September 21, 1962, a questionnaire was mailed to the prin

cipals of all seventy-two NCA schools in Arizona in order to determine 

which schools had initiated one or more recent instructional program 

5 changes. The information requested in the questionnaire was developed 

on the basis of recent curriculum trends described in such current 

3 The North Central Association of Colleges and Secondary 
Schools, Policies and Criteria for the Approval of Secondary Schools 
(Chicago: The North Central Association of Colleges and Secondary 
Schools, 1962), p. 12. 

4 Ibid., p. 21. 

5 For a copy of this questionnaire, see Exhibit 1 in the 
Appendix. 
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articles as: "Schools of the Future--Now" in The Bulletin of the 

National Association of Secondary School Principals, May, 1962; "The 

Administrator and the New Curriculums" in Educational Executives' 

Overview, April, 1962; "Locus of Change--Staff Utilization Studies" in 

The Bulletin of the National Association of Secondary School Principals, 

January, 1962; or suggestions from faculty members in the College of 

Education, University of Arizona. 

The following list of program innovations were included in the 

questionnaire: flexible scheduling, team teaching, University of Illinois 

Committee on School Mathematics (UICSM) program, School Mathematics 

Study Group (SMSG) program, use of lay readers, language laboratory, 

Physical Science Study Committee (PSSC) program, Chemical Education 

Material Study (called CHEM) program, Biological Sciences Curriculum 

Study (BSCS) program, teaching machines, and educational television. 

A space was provided for "other" and a response of "none" was avail

able. Other information requested included the year that the program or 

programs were initiated and the number of years that the principal had 

held his present position. 

By October 5, 1962, sixty-two of the seventy-two NCA schools 

had responded to the questionnaire. A follow-up letter was then mailed 

to each of the remaining ten schools urging them to complete and return 
g 

the questionnaire. Eventually, seventy-one of the seventy-two schools 

g 
For a copy of this letter, see Exhibit 2 in the Appendix. 
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responded to the questionnaire and fifty-four reported one or more 

7 recent program changes. Schools were further screened to select 

those in which the program innovation reflected the involvement of 

organizational decision-making and were of a significant national note 

to be considered a recent innovation. Another consideration was the 

length of time that the principal had served in that position. This was 

necessary to determine whether or not he had been the principal prior 

to the initiation of a particular program innovation reported. The proc

ess of elimination left twenty-one schools suitable for study. In consid

eration of time and a variety of organizational types, one third of the 

remaining schools were selected for actual study. The seven selected 

Arizona schools were: Amphitheater High School, Tucson; Benson Union 

High School, Benson; Glendale High School, Glendale; Mingus Union 

High School, Jerome; Phoenix Union High School, Phoenix; Pueblo High 

School, Tucson; and Rincon High School, Tucson. 

No provisions have been made in the Arizona State Statutes for 

the operation of a unified school district (grades one through twelve). 

High schools are organized under one of the following two categories: 

(1) Nonunion high school district--the high school district and elemen

tary school district boundaries are coterminous. One board of education 

is elected to assume the role of the legislative body for both the high 

7 For a list of the innovations reported by various schools, see 
Exhibit 3 in the Appendix. 
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school and elementary school districts. One administrator is appointed 

to head the program from grade one through grade twelve. (2) Union 

high school district--the high school district boundaries are coterminous 

with the exterior boundaries of a composite of two or more elementary 

districts. One board of education is elected from the sum of the elemen

tary districts to assume the legislative duties for the union high school 

district only. Each elementary district has its own board of education. 

One administrator is appointed to head the high school program and each 

elementary school district has its own head administrator. 

High schools organized under both categories were used for the 

purpose of this study. 

Research Techniques 

Preliminary interviews were held with each principal of the 

selected schools to explain the nature of the study and to set a date for 

a visitation to his school. Permission was received to interview sep

arately the principal and a key faculty member regarding the particular 

program change. The principal also granted the writer permission to 

observe the program and to submit a short questionnaire to the teachers 

involved in the program. The following dates were set for the inter

views and observations of the program change: 

November 26, 1962—Amphitheater High School, Tucson 
Peyton Reavis, Principal 



32 

November 28, 1962--Pueblo High School, Tucson 
Elbert Brooks, Principal 

November 29, 1962--Rincon High School, Tucson 
Hanley Slagle, Principal 

December 6, 1962--Benson Union High School, Benson 
Ben Rutherford, Principal 

December 10, 1962--Glendale High School, Glendale 
Victor Lowman, Principal 

December 11, 1962--Phoenix Union High School, Phoenix 
R. E. McCullar, Principal 

December 14, 1962--Mingus Union High School, Jerome 
Keith West, Superintendent 

The writer visited each school on the established date and inter

viewed the principal for a period of one to three hours. This interview 

was tape recorded to allow for a ready source of reference and to mini

mize the possibility of misinterpretation. The introductory phase of the 

interview concentrated upon the selection of one particular innovation, 

if such had not been previously determined. The main portion of the 

interview, dealing with one particular program change, was not struc

tured. However, an interview guide was used to assure that pertinent 
g 

questions were answered. The interview guide was devised by the 

writer to enable an analysis of the decision-making process in the initia

tion of the instructional program innovation under consideration in each 

O 
For a copy of this interview guide, see Exhibit 4 in the 

Appendix. 
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school. This guide follows closely Griffiths' six steps in the decision

making process and seeks answers to questions proposed in his book, 

9 Administrative Theory. 

Following the interview with the principal, the program was 

observed and an interview was tape recorded with the key faculty mem

ber or members in the program.The same interview guide was used. 

This second interview in each school was generally shorter in length 

than the first and was used to obtain greater insight into the program 

change and the dec is ion-making process involved in initiating the change, 

as well as to corroborate the information obtained from the principal. 

Finally, a teacher questionnaire was submitted to each teacher 

11 in the program. This nine-item questionnaire was devised as a means 

of analyzing the teachers' satisfaction with the principal's role in the 

decision-making process and further analysis of the decision-making 

process itself. The oral instructions for answering the questionnaire 

emphasized the fact that neither the program nor the principal was being 

evaluated by the writer. 

9 Daniel E. Griffiths, Administrative Theory (New York: Apple-
ton-Century-Crofts, Inc., 1959). 

^ This second interview was not conducted at the last two schools 
visited for reasons explained in the next chapter. However, supplemen
tary materials were used to confirm the principal's responses in each 
case. 

For a copy of this teacher questionnaire, see Exhibit 5 in the 
Appendix. 



By an analytic survey of the program innovations in the seven 

selected schools, the three hypotheses as stated in Chapter I were 

tested. 



CHAPTER IV 

DATA COLLECTED FROM SELECTED HIGH SCHOOLS CONCERNING 
RECENT INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM CHANGES 

A different instructional program innovation was studied in each 

of the seven selected high schools. The following accounts are presented 

in the order that each school was visited. Each account follows a simi

lar pattern in discussing the program change and the instructional lead

ership of the principal in the decision-making process. 

Amphitheater High School 

Setting 

Amphitheater High School District, having boundaries cotermin

ous with Amphitheater Elementary School District, is one of four high 

school districts operating in the Tucson metropolitan area. The district 

is located in the northwest section of the city and extends beyond the city 

limits. At the time of this study, Dr. Marion Donaldson was the super

intendent of both the Amphitheater Elementary and High School Districts 

and Peyton Reavis was the principal of the only high school in the dis

trict. There were seventy-three high school faculty members in addition 

35 
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to the principal and his assistant. The student body at Amphitheater 

High School represented a varied socio-economic background and num

bered 1721 in grades nine through twelve.* 

Sources of Information 

Peyton Reavis, Principal, and Robert Richter, Mathematics 

Instructor, were the primary sources of information at Amphitheater 

High School. Mr. Reavis had been the principal since 1959 and Mr. 

Richter had been a member of the faculty since 1952. Each of these 

men was interviewed separately and the interviews were tape recorded. 

Robert Krans, Head of the Mathematics Department and Clifford Haugh, 

Mathematics Instructor were also contacted and responded to the teacher 

questionnaire, as did Mr. Richter. Mr. Richter, Mr. Krans, and Mr 

Haugh were the only teachers directly involved in the program innova

tion under study at Amphitheater High School. Mr. Richter was the most 

influential faculty member involved in the initiation of the program. 

Mr. Krans was not an instructor in the program during its first year, 

but was teaching in the program during the second year. He joined the 

teaching staff at Amphitheater High School in 1953. Mr. Haugh was a 

recent University of Arizona graduate and joined the faculty at Amphi

theater High School in 1959. 

* Figures were taken from the 1962 Annual Report submitted 
by Amphitheater High School to the North Central Association of Col
leges and Secondary Schools, dated October 1, 1962. 
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Selection of One Innovation for Study 

In response to the questionnaire sent to Amphitheater High School 

in September, 1962, Mr. Reavis indicated that the following innovations 

had been initiated: PSSC physical science program in 1960, Illinois 

mathematics program in 1961, and team teaching in 1962. During a 

preliminary interview with Mr. Reavis, the three programs were dis

cussed. The team teaching program was not only very new, therefore 

allowing insufficient time for evaluation, but was also very limited in 

scope. The process of incorporating the PSSC physical science program 

into the curriculum had occurred a year earlier than that of the Illinois 

mathematics program, making the recall more difficult. It was decided 

that the Illinois mathematics program would be the most suitable for 

this study. 

The Illinois mathematics program was developed by the Univer

sity of Illinois Committee on School Mathematics (UICSM) in 1952. The 

course materials and methods are designed to evoke discovery and the 

understanding of generalizations. Text materials for grades nine 

through twelve with teacher's guides are available. The materials are 

printed by off-set on 8 1/2" x 11" loose-leaf paper and are arranged in 

units. These units are of various lengths, but there are typically four 

units to a year. The course is designed to have more flexibility than 

the traditional mathematics curriculum. The UICSM program is an 

attempt to sweep all of mathematics in front of the student in a horizontal 
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approach instead of the traditional vertical manner of dealing with each 

subject area separately. 

Process of Incorporation 

During the spring of 1958, a professor from the University of 

Arizona Mathematics Department contacted Mr. Reavis in regard to 

entering into a pilot project of the Illinois mathematics program. At 

that time Mr. Reavis was the assistant principal and he decided not to 

enter into the project for two reasons: (1) An answer was necessary 

within a few days and the principal, Mr. Cross, was out of town and 

would not be back until after the dead line for an answer. (2) Even 

though Amphitheater High School qualified for the project by having two 

teachers who had attended a National Science Foundation Institute cover

ing the Illinois mathematics program, Mr. Krans, Head of the Mathe

matics Department and one of the qualified teachers, when asked by Mr. 

Reavis, expressed the opinion that "he was not convinced at that time 

that it (the Illinois mathematics project) was something we ought to go 

2 into. He (Krans) adopted the 'let's wait and see' attitude on it." 

Mr. Richter enrolled in a National Science Foundation Institute 

at the University of Arizona during the summer of 1959 and took course 

work in the Illinois mathematics program. Mr. Krans and Mr. Richter 

2 Statement by Peyton Reavis, Principal, Amphitheater High 
School, Tucson, Arizona, November 26, 1962, in a personal interview. 
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were both members of the Institute during the summer of 1960 and they 

decided at that time that Amphitheater High School ought to study the 

possibility of incorporating the Illinois mathematics program into its 

curriculum. A meeting was arranged with the superintendent, princi

pal, two school board members, the two teachers--Krans and Richter, 

and Mr. Howard Marston, an instructor in the Institute. At this meeting, 

the benefits and advantages of the Illinois mathematics program were 

discussed. This meeting occurred late in the summer of 1960. The 

administrators of Amphitheater High School decided to postpone action 

on the program until other members of the mathematics department 

could discuss it. The Illinois mathematics program was discussed by 

various members of the mathematics department during the 1960-61 

school year, but they were not all whole-heartedly in favor of adopting 

the program. According to Mr. Reavis, some members "felt that it had 

not been completely tested and there was not sufficient evidence that it 

3 was doing a better job of teaching mathematics." 

Mr. Richter enrolled in his third National Science Foundation 

Institute at the University of Arizona in the summer of 1961. During 

that summer, Mr. Reavis, with the superintendent's and the school 

board's approval, decided to include at least one first year section of 

the Illinois mathematics program in the schedule for the following school 

3 Ibid. 



year. However, when the counselors registered the students for the 

program, they felt that they could not limit the number of students who 

were capable and desirous of entering the program to one section. 

Enough students enrolled in the program to warrant four sections. Mr. 

Richter and Mr. Haugh, another enthusiast of the program, were 

selected to teach the four sections. They were assigned two sections 

each. 

The materials for the program were ordered late. Consequently, 

they did not arrive until two or three weeks after school had started. 

Partially as a result of this and newness of the program, only the first 

three units were covered during the first year instead of the planned 

four units. For the second year of the program, 1962-63, the students 

enrolled in the four sections from the previous year were enrolled in 

the second year-level; however, they were one unit behind schedule. 

In addition to the four sections of the second year-level, another four 

sections of first year students were enrolled for the 1962-63 school 

year. With materials being on hand at the start of school, this group 

was on schedule and expected to complete four units during the first 

year. The mathematics instructors involved in the second year-level 

expected the students to be able to "make-up" the unit which was not 

completed during the first year and be back on schedule by the end of 

the second year. For the 1962-63 school year, Mr. Krans was assigned 

one first year-level section. Mr. Haugh was assigned one first year-level 
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section and two second year-level sections. Mr. Richter was assigned 

two first year-level sections and two second year-level sections. 

As a result of the incorporation of the Illinois mathematics pro

gram into the curriculum, Amphitheater High School had three levels 

of mathematics in the curriculum: general mathematics for terminal 

students, traditional college preparatory mathematics, and the Illinois 

mathematics program which was also college preparatory in nature. 

The plan of implementation for the latter program was to add sufficient 

additional sections each successive year to handle the continuous enroll

ment of students in the program. The traditional college preparatory 

courses were retained in the curriculum for the average students and to 

take care of transfer students. Also, should certain Illinois mathematics 

program students find the course too difficult, they could readily trans

fer to the traditional courses. The UICSM curriculum was not consid

ered by the administration and staff at Amphitheater High School to be 

the absolute solution to the teaching of mathematics. They remained 

open-minded to new approaches and anticipated continuous revision in 

this field for some time. 

Responses to the Teacher Questionnaire 

The three teachers currently involved in the Illinois mathematics 

program responded to the teacher questionnaire. A summary of the 

results are presented in Table I. In order to ensure anonymity, the 



Table I. Teacher Questionnaire Responses, Amphitheater High 
School. 

Item Teacher 
B 

1. What year did you join this teaching staff? 
2. Did you take part in planning this program change? Y Y Y 
3. Did the principal take part in planning this 

program change? Y Y Y 
4. The need for the change was brought to the 

principal's attention by: 
a. the superintendent 
b. faculty member(s) X X X  
c. his own observation 
d. other 

5. In deciding to make the change, in your opinion, 
the principal participated in which of the 
following areas? (Please check one or 
several if applicable.) 
a. Recognition of the need for a change. X X 
b. Analysis and evaluation of the existing 

problem. X, 
c. Establishing standards by which solu

tion would be judged acceptable. 
d. Collection of pertinent information. X 
e. Selection of this change from other 

possible alternatives. X 
f. Putting the change into the program. X X X  
g. Controlling and modifying the pro

gram change. 
h. Evaluation of the program change. X X 

6. Were you satisfied with the principal's part in 
this program change? N Y Y 

7. If answer to Question 6 is "no," in which areas 
listed above would you like to see the prin
cipal participate? (Signify by using one or 
more letters from Question 5.) a, b 

8. Who made the final decision to put the change 
into the program? S S B 

Note: For responses other than for items checked (X), the following 
abbreviations were used: Yes (Y), No (N), Superintendent (S), 
and School Board (B). 
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teachers were designated A, B, and C arbitrarily and the responses to 

the first question were not recorded. 

All three teachers were members of the teaching staff prior to 

the incorporation of the Illinois mathematics program into the curricu

lum. The three teachers stated that they took part in planning the pro

gram change and indicated that the principal also participated. They felt 

that the need for the change was brought to the principal's attention by 

faculty member(s). The only area of complete agreement regarding 

principal participation was that of putting the change into the program. 

Two teachers agreed that he participated in the recognition of the need 

for a change and two teachers agreed that he participated in the evalua

tion of the program change. 

The only teacher who expressed dissatisfaction with the princi

pal's part in the program change indicated that he would have liked to 

see the principal participate in the recognition of the need for a change 

and in an analysis and evaluation of the existing problem. Two teachers 

thought that the final decision to put the change into the program was 

made by the superintendent while one felt the decision was made by the 

school board. 

The Decision-Making Process 

The staff's recognition of the problem rested primarily upon 

having been exposed to new approaches to the teaching of mathematics 
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at National Science Foundation Institutes and in recent college course 

work. The so-called traditional approach was not adequately answer

ing the "why" of mathematics and a better method of teaching was 

deemed necessary to develop a stronger background for original think

ing in mathematics. 

Little attention was given to the analysis and evaluation of the 

problem, probably due to the fact that the need for a change was pri

marily brought to the attention of the school by the National Science 

Foundation Institutes. After being exposed to the Institutes, the staff 

discussed and evaluated their traditional methods and wanted to try a 

new approach. 

There were no formal attempts to establish criteria of judgment 

or standards by which solution would be judged acceptable but the staff 

hoped to teach students in a better manner and give them a distinct 

comprehension of the subject matter. If a better method of teaching 

mathematics were available, the staff wanted to avail themselves of it. 

The information collected was basically that of the UICSM 

materials which was presented to faculty members who attended the 

National Science Foundation Institute. The principal and especially 

some faculty members were aware of other programs but were not as 

thoroughly acquainted with them as with the Illinois mathematics pro

gram. 
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No other solution or alternative was really under consideration 

other than the obvious alternative of staying completely with the tradi

tional approach. The Illinois mathematics program was included in the 

curriculum because the staff and the principal felt it would better meet 

the needs of the above-average students in mathematics. It had been 

tested in other schools and was proving to be better than the traditional 

approach for the above-average students. The decision to include UICSM 

sections in the mathematics program appears to have been an organiza

tional decision. The willingness and desire on the part of some teachers 

to teach from the UICSM materials initiated the decision but approval 

was obtained from the principal, superintendent and even the school 

board. 

The principal was active in the implementation of the program 

into the total curriculum. There was no formal supervision of the pro

gram and the only modifications were minor ones undertaken by individ

ual teachers. There had been no planned evaluation of the program 

other than observation of student progress. Although not scientifically 

measured, the staff stated that second year retention of algebra was 

greater for Illinois mathematics program students than for traditional 

program students. 
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Conclusions 

The decision-making process as envisioned by Griffiths was in 

evidence in the selection and incorporation of the UICSM materials into 

the curriculum at Amphitheater High School. The principal participated 

more actively at the sixth and final step in the decision-making process 

than at the other five steps. Two out of three of the teachers involved 

in the program were satisfied with the principal's participation in the 

decision-making process. 

Pueblo High School 

Setting 

Pueblo High School is one of the five high schools in the Tucson 

High School District. The Tucson District is the largest of the four high 

school districts in the Tucson metropolitan area. Pueblo High School 

was the second high school opened in the rapidly growing district and 

actually operated for the major portion of its first year, 1955-56, at 

the centrally located Tucson High School plant where double sessions 

were employed. Pueblo High School students attended the early session 

in classrooms at Tucson High School and at a nearby junior high school. 

Pueblo High School had its own student body, faculty, and administration. 

The organization moved to a new plant located in the southwest area of 

Tucson in April of 1956. 



The cultural and socio-economic background of the students 

attending school in the area served by Pueblo High School was appreci

ably lower than those attending the other four high schools in the district. 

Forty-five per cent of the students were of Spanish-American heritage 

and there were a large number of Indian students in attendance. The 

language handicap was also noticeable for a large per cent of the student 

body. 

At the time of this study, Dr. Robert Morrow was the superin

tendent of both the Tucson Elementary and High School Districts and 

Dr. Thomas Lee was the assistant superintendent in charge of second

ary schools. Elbert Brooks had been the principal of Pueblo High School 

since its organization in 1955. He was a member of the staff at Tucson 

High School for many years prior to 1955 and was notified in the spring 

of 1953 that he would become principal of the new school being planned. 

Following that notification, he served as dean of boys one year at Tucson 

High School and one year as an assistant principal of one of the double 

sessions then in operation. 

Prior to assuming the duties as principal of Pueblo High School, 

Mr. Brooks was very much aware of the type of student that the new 

school would serve. The dropout rate was very high for the students 

who lived in the area from which the new school would draw its enroll

ments This high dropout rate was largely due to the distance that students 

had to travel--approximately five miles to Tucson High School, and the 
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poor city transportation. Another factor contributing to dropout was 

lack of interest and motivation in the home. Location of the school in 

the southwest area of Tucson solved the first problem and extensive 

planning of curriculum to better satisfy the needs of the students was 

the attempt made to overcome the lack of interest and motivation. 

The student body consisted of only the first three grades of high 

school during the 1955-56 school year but has included grades nine 

through twelve thereafter. The enrollment as of October 1, 1962, was 

2208 and the faculty consisted of 103 teachers, a principal, and two 

assistant principals.^ 

Sources of Information 

The primary sources of information regarding a particular pro

gram innovation at Pueblo High School were Elbert Brooks, Principal, 

and two teachers, Mary Stotera and Douglas Adams. The interview 

with the latter two persons was a joint interview, but separate from the 

one with Mr. Brooks. Both interviews were tape recorded. An English 

teacher at Pueblo High School since 1956, Mrs. Stotera was chairman 

of the sophomore level of the program under study. Mr. Adams had 

been on the Pueblo High School faculty as a social science teacher since 

1957 and was chairman of the freshman level of the program. 

4 Figures were taken from the 1962 Annual Report submitted 
by Pueblo High School to the North Central Association of Colleges and 
Secondary Schools, dated October 1, 1962. 
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Five other Pueblo High School teachers responded to the 

teacher questionnaire, as did Mrs. Stotera and Mr. Adams, including 

one teacher who was with the program during the planning phase and 

first year, but is no longer teaching in the program. Additional infor

mation was obtained from several dittoed reports concerning the pro

gram. These include reports of the planning prior to initiation of the 

program and progress reports during and at the end of the first year of 

the program. 

The Selection of One Innovation for Study 

Many of the innovations at Pueblo High School were planned, 

prior to the start of the new school, by Mr. Brooks and some of the 

teachers who planned to move to Pueblo High School with him. Some of 

these programs were initiated immediately, while others were phased 

into the curriculum. In response to the questionnaire sent in September, 

1962, Mr. Brooks listed the following instructional program innovations: 

an organized homeroom program for group guidance in 1955, flexible 

scheduling in 1955, team teaching in 1956, Illinois mathematics pro

gram in 1956, special classes for slow learners in 1956, honors courses 

and seminars in 1957, SMSG mathematics program in 1959, use of lay 

readers for a "class size" experiment in 1959, language laboratory in 

1960, educational television in 1960, controlled readers in 1961, and 

PSSC physical science program in 1962. 
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During a preliminary interview with Mr. Brooks, a core pro

gram for slow learners was discussed. This program was an outgrowth 

of the special classes for slow learners initiated in 1956. The core 

program for slow learners was significantly different from the original 

special classes for slow learners started in 1956 because an element 

of team teaching was involved. The major planning for the newer pro

gram began in the spring of 1961. The selection of this innovation over 

many of the others reported was based upon its more recent incorpora

tion into the curriculum, yet sufficient time had elapsed for evaluation. 

The program selected for study, hereafter referred to as the Core Pro

gram, was aimed primarily at solving one of the major problems at 

Pueblo High School--the high dropout rate for the slow learner. 

Process of Incorporation 

In 1956 two curriculums were set up for the students at Pueblo 

High School. Each had a required "block" on the freshman and sopho

more levels. The blocked "R" (reading emphasis) sections on the 

freshman level included English and social studies and on the sopho

more level they included English and life science. The blocked "C" 

(composition emphasis) sections, for more capable students, were com

posed of the same courses: English and social studies on the freshman 

level and English and life science on the sophomore level. The faculty 

at Pueblo High School recognized that they were doing a better job than 
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they would have otherwise done with a traditional program but they were 

still dissatisfied with the progress of the slow learner. As voiced by 

Mr. Brooks, "There was still a tendency, with rare exception, to t^ch 

5 social studies and English by a departmentalized approach." 

Early in 1960, Mr. Brooks decided to investigate the possibility 

of a new approach for the students with the greatest handicaps. Realiz

ing that it would take more effort and more money, he decided to aim 

the new program at the students who were very low in natural ability or 

those who had an extreme cultural handicap. He arbitrarily decided to 

select students from the lowest ten per cent of the incoming freshman 

class and planned to set up a special program for them. 

A committee composed of Miss Florence Reynolds, Assistant 

Principal in Charge of Student Personnel, Mrs. Marjorie Benson, Chair

man of the Language Arts Department, counselors and interested 

teachers studied the problem during the 1960-61 school year and planned 

the Core Program. Mrs. Stotera, Mr. Adams, and Mr. Robert Jensen 

were selected as the first team to handle the teaching duties the follow

ing year and were very active in the original planning. They met regu

larly during the spring of 1961 as a part of Pueblo High School's In-

Service Training Program and called on various people for information 

and ideas. Two very valuable resource persons were Mrs. Laura 

5 Statement by Elbert Brooks, Principal, Pueblo High School, 
Tucson, Arizona, November 28, 1962, in a personal interview. 
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Ganoung, Director of Special Education for the Tucson District schools, 

and Mrs. Mary Barreca, Principal of Howenstine--a special school for 

mentally retarded and/or emotionally disturbed youngsters. 

The counselors from feeder junior high schools were asked to 

identify the students that should be considered for the Core Program 

based on group tests and school achievement. Then, working through 

the Testing Department and the Special Education Department of the 

district, these students were given the Wechsler-Bellevue Test individ

ually by a psychologist to further screen out those who were remediable 

and could benefit by the "R" sections. 

Following this thorough screening system, during the summer 

of 1961 one of the three teachers, Mrs. Stotera, Mr. Adams, or Mr. 

Jensen, visited the homes of each child selected for the program. This 

visitation was based upon the following reasoning: 

1. It would increase the child's sense of security. 

2. It would help parents understand the purpose of the 

program. 

3. It would aid the teacher in promoting the purposes 

of the program.® 

Douglas Adams, Margorie Benson, Robert Jensen, and Mary 
Stotera, "Discussion of the Core Program" (Tucson: Pueblo High 
School, Report of May 6, 1961), p. 1. (Dittoed.) 
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At the start of the 1961-62 school year there were sixty 

students enrolled in the Core Program. These students ranged in I.Q. 

from 67-93 and were having difficulty in almost every area. They had 

a limited reading ability, ranging from second to sixth grade level. 

None were above the fourth stanine on the California Reading Test and, 

consequently, had little interest in reading. They were immature and 

insecure in relations with others, being either too shy or too aggres-

7 sive. 

The plan for team teaching was to have all the students in the 

Core Program meet together in one room at the beginning of the morn

ing "to hear and discuss the school announcements and to get a report 
g 

of daily news that Mr. Adams thought was significant for the group." 

This period was approximately thirty minutes in length. The group 

would then divide into three sections, each supervised by one teacher, 

and "work on individual projects to advance their particular goals, 

such as reading, writing, a science project, working on a skit, or a 

9 combination of several of these." This period was approximately 

seventy minutes in length. The last part of the Core Program time, 

7 Douglas Adams, Robert Jensen, and Mary Stotera, "Program 
for the Slow Learners" (TXicson: Pueblo High School, Report of June, 
1962), p. 1. (Dittoed.) 

O 
Douglas Adams, Marjorie Benson, Robert Jensen, and Mary 

Stotera, "Core Program Workshop" (Tucson: Pueblo High School, May 
27, 1961), p. 1. (Dittoed.) 

9 Ibid. 
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approximately forty minutes, was spent in group activity, such as 

listening to music, looking at motion pictures, or hearing something 

read aloud with discussion following. During the remainder of the day, 

the students were allowed to attend elective courses. 

The three teachers in the Core Program soon "discovered that 

they tended to lose the attention of too many (students) in large group 

situations. So we divided the students into groups of approximately 

twenty each for the teaching of science, social studies and English. 

The three groups were taught these three subject areas separately by 

Mr. Jensen, Mr. Adams, and Mrs. Stotera, respectively. 

Frequently, Wednesdays were used for field trips for the entire 

group under the supervision of the three teachers. The field trips were 

largely built around "learning about the community," which was being 

emphasized in the social studies part of the Core Program. The field 

trips became about the only large group activity as the year progressed 

and they became less frequent. 

During the first year of the program, the Core Program students 

were all assigned to one homeroom, but the following year this plan 

was discarded and they were assigned randomly to homerooms in an 

attempt to integrate them more effectively with the student body. 

Mary Stotera, "Team Teaching" (Tucson: Pueblo High School, 
October 23, 1961), p. 1. (Dittoed.) 



At the end of the first year of the program there remained fifty 

members of the original sixty-two. Three girls were lost due to preg

nancy; two boys dropped from school due to disinterest; four boys were 

dropped for inability to adjust to school regulations; two boys quit 

11 school to work; and one boy moved from the district. Forty students 

were enrolled in the program for the sophomore level and sixty-seven 

new freshmen were enrolled for the 1962-63 school year. Art in the 

nature of hobby crafts was included in the Core Program for the 1962-63 

school year. 

Plans were made early for a third year level which would include 

part-time work experience for the students. This would be the third 

and final phase of the Core Program. At the time of this writing, the 

complete plans had not been worked out, but it was hoped that by the 

fourth year full employment could be arranged for the students and the 

only contact with the school then would be through the employer. How

ever, a student could choose to remain in school for the fourth year. 

Some of the Core Program students were classified as Special 

Education Students for the 1962-63 school year, so Pueblo High School 

received additional state financial aid for them. Also, for those students, 

Douglas Adams, Marjorie Benson, and Mary Stotera, "Pro
gram for the Slow Learners" (Tucson: Pueblo High School, Report of 
June, 1962), p. 2. (Dittoed.) 



the work experience program would be facilitated by working through 

the Special Education Department of the district. 

Teachers in the program, three on the freshman level and three 

on the sophomore level, had a common planning period and used it 

regularly to plan for immediate tasks as well as for long-range objec

tives. Cooperation was very good among members of the Core Program 

teachers and between teachers and the administration. 

Responses to the Teacher Questionnaire 

The teacher questionnaire was submitted to seven teachers; six 

were currently in the program and one had been in the program the 

previous year. Of the seven responses, only five were useable in this 

study because two of the teachers had joined the staff at Pueblo High 

School at the start of the 1962-63 school year and they did not feel quali

fied to answer all of the questions on the questionnaire. To ensure 

anonymity, the teachers have been identified as D, E, F, G, and H 

and the answers to the first question were not reported in Table n. 

Three of the five teachers took part in planning the program 

change and all of them reported that the principal also took part in the 

planning. Four teachers reported that the need for a change was brought 

to the principal's attention by faculty member(s), but four also felt it 

was by his own observation. Three of the five teachers reported a com

bination of "faculty member(s)" and "his own observation." 
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Table II. Teacher Questionnaire Responses, Pueblo High School. 

' Teacher 
' D E F G H 

1. What year did you join this teaching staff? 
2. Did you take part in planning this program change? Y Y Y N N 
3. Did the principal take part in planning this 

program change? Y Y Y Y Y 
4. The need for the change was brought to the 

principal's attention by: 
a. the superintendent 
b. faculty member(s) X X X X 
c. his own observation X X X X 
d. other 

5. In deciding to make the change, in your opinion, 
the principal participated in which of the 
following areas? (Please check one or 
several if applicable.) 
a. Recognition of the need for a change. X X X X X 
b. Analysis and evaluation of the existing 

problem. X X X X X 
c. Establishing standards by which solu

tion would be judged acceptable. X 
d. Collection of pertinent information. X X X X 
e. Selection of this change from other 

possible alternatives. X X 
f. Putting the change into the program. X X X X X 
g. Controlling and modifying the program 

change. X X X 
h. Evaluation of the program change. X X X X 

6. Were you satisfied with the principal's part in 
this program change? Y Y Y Y Y 

7. If answer to Question 6 is "no" in which areas 
listed above would you like to see the prin
cipal participate? (Signify by using one or 
more letters from Question 5.) 

8. Who made the final decision to put the change 
into the program? P P P P U 

Note: For responses other than for items checked (X), the following 
abbreviations were used: Yes (Y), No (N), Principal (P), and 
unknown (U). 
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All five teachers indicated that they thought the principal par

ticipated in the recognition of the need for a change, the analysis and 

evaluation of the existing problem, and putting the change into the pro

gram. Four teachers felt that the principal participated in the collection 

of pertinent information and in the evaluation of the program. One 

teacher, H, believed that the principal had participated in all the areas 

and another teacher, G, credited the principal with participation in all 

the areas except the establishing of standards by which solution would 

be judged acceptable. 

Every teacher reported satisfaction with the principal's part in 

the program change. Four thought that the principal had made the final 

decision to put the change into the program. The fifth teacher indicated 

that he did not know who had made the final decision. 

The Decision-Making Process 

The problem area was recognized early at Pueblo High School 

and was well defined in the minds of the principal and his staff. The 

problem centered around the fact that many of the nonreading slow 

learners were big contributors to the high dropout rate at Pueblo High 

School. The staff "realized that the traditional set-up of the school is 

bound to be an inhibiting factor in any change...and also the money 

12 needed for this type of program was a limitation." 

12 Statement by Mary Stotera, Acting Chairman of the Language 
Arts Pepartment, Pueblo High School, Tucson, Arizona, November 28, 
1962, in a personal interview. 
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The principal and his staff were active in analyzing and evalu

ating the problem and frequently called upon consultants and specialists 

for assistance. 

In establishing standards by which solution would be judged 

acceptable, the principal and his staff were clear in what they hoped 

to attain: better attendance, a lower dropout rate, and a meaningful 

program for the slow learner. 

The collection of data involved a number of people and the 

information was carefully organized and analyzed. The In-Service 

Training Program at Pueblo High School was used to facilitate the col

lection of pertinent information as well as for planning the Core Pro

gram. The Student Personnel Department also lent valuable assistance 

in the collection of data. 

The Core Program was selected from other alternatives, such 

as the blocked "R" (reading emphasis) sections or Special Education 

classes after careful consideration by the faculty and administration. 

By using the Core Program the very slow learner was separated from 

the remediable students in the "R" sections and yet kept the students in 

a program that allowed a more normal school experience than would 

have been the case had they been in Special Education classes. 

The decision to put the Core Program into the curriculum at 

Pueblo High School was initiated by the teachers who had been studying 

the problem, but the principal was also a participant in this decision. 
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He sought and obtained support for the Core Program from Dr. Thomas 

Lee, Assistant Superintendent, who secured approval from the Board 

of Education for the program. 

Supervision of the program was quite limited. The principal 

made an occasional visit, but relied primarily upon the two chairmen 

for the direction of the program. The principal was kept informed of 

the progress of the Core Program by the chairmen and their periodic 

progress reports. Modifications in the program have been made pri

marily as a result of teacher initiation but the principal was consulted 

and gave approval. 

Evaluation of the program was continuous. In addition to the 

progress reports, there was a very thorough report at the end of the 

first year. Included in that report were sections on the success of the 

program, things the teachers had learned about the program, values of 

the program, and specific comments about each member of the first 

year group. The dropout rate for this type of student in the Core Pro

gram was decidedly less than it had been in earlier years, members of 

the group had a good record of attendance, and there was an over-all 

improvement in attitude and accomplishment for those who finished the 

school year. 
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Conclusions 

Griffiths' Theory of Decision-Making was substantially in oper

ation at Pueblo High School as that organization incorporated the Core 

Program into its curriculum. The principal was quite active in all the 

steps of the decision-making process but most active in the recognition 

of the problem, the analysis and evaluation of the problem, and putting 

the change into the program. All the teachers involved in the Core Pro

gram were satisfied with the principal's leadership in the school's 

attempt to solve the problems of the slow learner. 

Rincon High School 

Setting 

Rincon High School, established in 1958, was the fourth high 

school opened in the Tucson High School District. The school is located 

in the east-central part of the Tucson metropolitan area. Students 

- enrolled at Rincon High School come primarily from middle and upper-

middle class families. The enrollment in 1962 was 2546. The faculty 

consisted of 103 teachers in addition to the principal and his two assist-

13 ants. The school operated on an extended day, including ten 55 min

ute periods, starting at 7:00 A.M. and ending at 5:40 P.M. 

13 Figures were taken from the 1962 Annual Report submitted 
by Rincon High School to the North Central Association of Colleges and 
Secondary Schools, dated October 1, 1962. 
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Hanley Slagle had been the principal of Rincon High School 

since its opening in 1958. His two assistants were Howard Leigh and 

Leo Johnson. The former was in charge of student personnel and the 

latter was in charge of student activities. 

Sources of Information 

The primary sources of information regarding a particular 

instructional program innovation at Rincon High School were Hanley 

Slagle, Principal; Howard Leigh, Assistant Principal; and Miss Louise 

Brown, chairman of the program under study. One interview was held 

jointly with Mr. Slagle and Mr. Leigh and another interview was held 

with Miss Brown. Both interviews were tape recorded. 

In addition to Miss Brown, three other teachers were contacted 

and responded to the teacher questionnaire. Miss Brown and one other 

teacher, Miss Dorothy Kalil, were still on the staff at Rincon High School, 

but the other two teachers, Milton Agte and LaVerne Whipp, were teach

ing at Palo Verde High School, the fifth and most recent (1962) high 

school opened in the Tucson High School District. 

The Selection of One Innovation for Study 

In response to the questionnaire sent to all North Central Asso

ciation high schools in Arizona in September, 1962, Mr. Slagle indicated 

that Rincon High School had initiated the Illinois mathematics program 

in 1959, team teaching in 1960, the SMSG mathematics program in 1960, 
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ungraded claJies in physical education in 1960, educational television 

in 1961, and a language laboratory in 1961. After a preliminary dis

cussion of each of these programs with the writer, Mr. Slagle and Mr. 

Leigh decided that team teaching was the most suitable for study from 

the standpoint of the process by which the innovation was incorporated 

into the curriculum. The other two programs that were strongly con

sidered for study were the SMSG mathematics program and the language 

laboratory. The SMSG mathematics program was installed in the cur

riculum principally because some of the feeder junior high schools had 

used the program during the previous year and a continuation was 

desired for the students who had been exposed to the SMSG approach to 

mathematics. The language laboratory was being used extensively by 

the staff members in the foreign language department, but in Mr. 

14 Leigh's opinion, it was "just a room with equipment" and would not 

readily lend itself to this study. 

The specific team teaching program selected for study was the 

first attempt at using that teaching technique at Rincon High School, 

namely, team teaching in senior English. The program involved four 

teachers and approximately 125 students during the first year. The 

team planned their work cooperatively and large group lectures were 

14 Statement by Howard Leigh, Assistant Principal, Rincon 
High School, Tucson, Arizona, November 29, 1962, in a personal 
interview. 
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prepared by individual team members on the basis of personal pref

erence and specialization. 

The Process of Incorporation 

In the spring of 1960 Mr. Slagle attended the annual meeting of 

the National Association of Secondary School Principals in Portland, 

Oregon, and was inspired by the report of J. Lloyd Trump, Director 

of the Commission on the Experimental Study of the Utilization of the 

Staff in the Secondary School. Dr. Trump's report dealt with staff utili

zation and the possibilities of team teaching. 

Upon his return to Tucson, Mr. Slagle discussed the possibility 

of experimentation in team teaching with Dr. Thomas Lee, Assistant 

Superintendent in Charge of Secondary Schools, and with his staff at 

Rincon High School. Dr. Lee was enthusiastic about experimentation 

and encouraged the teachers at Rincon High School to study and consider 

the possibility of utilizing the team teaching technique. 

Senior English was selected by Mr. Slagle as the trial area for 

team teaching because Rincon High School's English staff was excep

tionally well qualified and various members had distinct specializations. 

The senior level was selected because of the maturity of the students 

and because the teachers who were asked to participate had a senior 

English class scheduled during the same period of the day. 
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Miss Brown, Miss Kalil, Mr. Agte, and Mr. Whipp were the 

four teachers who were asked by Mr. Slagle to teach as a team during 

the 1960-61 school year. Mr. Slagle was following Dr. Trump's advice 

on ways to accomplish team teaching: 

Embark on team teaching by scheduling similar 
class sections the same period so two teachers (or 
more) can work as a team to organize large or small 
groups of students and permit independent study as 
needed without making external schedule changes. 

In addition to Dr. Lee, Miss Iris Mulvaney, Co-ordinator of 

Language Arts for the Tucson School District, was very helpful in plan

ning for the experimental team teaching at Rincon High School. Miss 

Brown, Acting Chairman of the Language Arts Department at Rincon 

High School, was appointed chairman of the team and given a stipend to 

work on the planning during the summer of 1960. All four teachers in 

the program were given released time during the school year for team 

planning. 

The four senior English classes met in a combined group in the 

library on eight or nine occasions during the 1960-61 school year. 

These sessions consisted of one or two days or more and during those 

periods the library was closed to other students. Follow-up sessions 

were held in the individual classrooms where small groups discussed 

15 J. Lloyd Trump, New Directions to Quality Education, The 
National Association of Secondary-School Principals (Washington: 
National Association of Secondary-School Principals, 1960), p. 9. 



points arising out of the main lecture or worked on assignments asso

ciated with the given topic. 

The four topics covered by Miss Brown, Mr. Agte, Mr. Whipp, 

and Miss Kalil were, respectively: (1) Rise of the Drama and Its 

History to the Time of Shakespeare, (2) Early English Development of 

the Short Story, (3) Introduction to Poetry, and (4) English and Ameri

can Novels. The overhead projector was used extensively during most 

lectures to aid the students in note-taking and to project illustrative 

materials. 

The following year, 1961-62, Rincon High School was on com

plete double sessions--from 6:00 A.M. to noon and from 12:15 P.M. to 

6:15 P.M. Three members of the original team carried on a team 

situation for senior English students in the morning session and Miss 

Brown joined with two other senior English teachers, Mrs. Jean Christ-

ison and Mrs. Margueritte Caldwell in the afternoon session. The 

morning group had approximately one hundred students and the after

noon group had about sixty students. The team members did not have 

common planning periods during the second year, but otherwise, the 

program was similar in composition to the experimental year. The 

large groups met in the library where aids, such as the overhead pro

jector, movie projector, microphone and record player were used. 

During the 1962-63 school year Rincon High School operated on 

staggered shifts. The problem of scheduling to make maximum use of 



rooms made it difficult to arrange several senior English classes to 

be held during the same period. Also, the limited use of the library 

for other students due to team group use was considered undesirable 

in such a schedule. However, in several instances, two teachers 

worked together as a team and jointly planned a unit or topic and then 

brought their classes together for mutual benefit. 

Responses to the Teacher Questionnaire 

The original team members of the experimental senior English 

team teaching project all joined the staff at Rincon High School in 1958, 

the year the school was founded, and are identified as teachers I, J, K, 

and L in Table HI to ensure anonymity. In response to the teacher 

questionnaire the four teachers indicated that they each took part in 

planning the program change and that the principal also took part in the 

planning. While three of the four teachers thought that the need was 

brought to the principal's attention partly by his own observation, only 

one gave him the sole credit. Two of the responders felt that faculty 

member(s) contributed to his observation and one teacher gave sole 

credit to Dr. Lee, the Assistant Superintendent in Charge of Secondary 

Schools. 

Only in response to 5-f, "Putting the change into the program^ 

did the four teachers agree that the principal participated. Three 

teachers thought that he helped in the collection of pertinent information. 
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Table m. Teacher Questionnaire Responses, Rincon High School 
t . , 

T4. ' Teacher 
Item ' I J K L 

1. What year did you join this teaching staff? 
2. Did you take part in planning this program change? Y Y Y Y 
3. Did the principal take part in planning this 

program change? Y Y Y Y 
4. The need for the change was brought to the 

principal's attention by: 
a. the superintendent 
b. faculty member(s) X X 
c. his own observation X X X 
d. other X X 

5. In deciding to make the change, in your opinion, 
the principal participated in which of the 
following areas? (Please check one or 
several if applicable.) 
a. Recognition of the need for a change. X X 
b. Analysis and evaluation of the existing 

problem. X X 
c. Establishing standards by which solu

tion would be judged acceptable. X 
d. Collection of pertinent information X X X 
e. Selection of this change from other 

possible alternatives. X X 
f. Putting the change into the program. X X X X 
g. Controlling and modifying the program 

change. X 
h. Evaluation of the program change. X X 

6. Were you satisfied with the principal's part in 
this program change? Y Y Y Y 

7. If answer to Question 6 is "no," in which areas 
listed above would you like to see the prin
cipal participate? (Signify by using one or 
more letters from Question 5.) 

8. Who made the final decision to put the change 
into the program? C C A A 

Note: For responses other than for items checked (X), the following 
abbreviations were used: Yes (Y), Committee of teachers and 
administrators (C), and Assistant Superintendent in Charge of 
Secondary Schools (A). 
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In several areas two teachers, but never the same two, expressed 

the opinion that the principal participated. Only teacher I felt that the 

principal participated in establishing standards by which solution would 

be judged acceptable and in controlling and modifying the program 

change. 

All four teachers were satisfied with the principal's part in the 

program change, but they were evenly divided on indicating who made 

the final decision to put the change into the program. Two teachers 

indicated that a committee composed of teachers and administrators 

made that decision, while the other two thought the final decision was 

made by Dr. Lee, Assistant Superintendent in Charge of Secondary Schools 

for the Tucson School District. 

The Decision-Making Process 

The instructional program innovation under consideration at 

Rincon High School was primarily an experimental approach to team 

teaching. Senior English classes were used in the experiment and the 

only problem existing in the minds of the administration and staff was 

that of improving instruction, if possible, in that area. Since the prob

lem was very general in nature, there was very little analyzing or eval

uating of the problem, but there was considerable planning for the team 

teaching attempt. 
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While there were no specific goals established or standards 

set, it was hoped by the administration and staff that better use of the 

existing talent of master teachers could be made and that more students 

would benefit from their presentations. 

The collection of pertinent information centered on ways of 

accomplishing team teaching. The principal and the assistant superm
en 

tendent were the primary instigators of the information collection, but 

the co-ordinator of language arts and teachers were also active in 

gathering materials and information. 

One other consideration at Rincon High School was the idea of 

exchanging teachers for specific topics, thereby keeping the normal 

class size. During the 1962-63 school year, the Social Studies Depart

ment was experimenting with a form of this concept in their American 

Problems classes. 

The decision to put the change into the program was an organi

zational decision. Yet, the principal stated that Miss Brown, as Acting 

Head of the Language Arts Department made the final decision based 

16 17 upon Dr. Lee's recommendation. Miss Brown concurred. 

1 fi 
Opinion expressed by Hanley Slagle, Principal, Rincon High 

School, Tucson, Arizona, November 29, 1962, in a personal interview. 

17 Personal interview with Miss Louise Brown, November 29, 
1962. 
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Control and modification of the program depended basically 

upon the school schedule and the availability of suitable teachers for 

team combinations. After the first year, the schedule was not designed 

to facilitate the organization of teams, but teachers were encouraged to 

make their own arrangements. Supervision of the program during the 

experimental year was left to the chairman of the team, Miss Brown. 

There were no formal attempts to measure the success of the 

program. However, there were some teacher and student subjective 

evaluations which were generally favorable. Miss Marguerite Pasquale, 

the librarian, did attempt to determine whether students in the team-

taught classes, 1960-61, checked out more library books than other 

senior English students, but the results were inconclusive. 

Conclusions 

The decision-making process in the selection of the instructional 

program innovation at Rincon High School was less obvious since the 

program was primarily experimental and no specific problem was recog

nized by the administration or staff. However, most of the steps in 

Griffiths' process of decision-making were evident to a degree. 

The principal exerted leadership in bringing the concept of team 

teaching to the attention of his staff members and in aiding in the collec

tion of pertinent information. He also arranged the physical facilities 



72 

for the experimental year, but left the planning and execution largely 

to the staff. 

The teachers involved in the original team all expressed satis

faction with the principal's part in the program change and unanimously 

indicated that he took part in putting the change into the program. 

Benson Union High School 

Setting 

The City of Benson is located about forty-eight miles east of 

Tucson, Arizona. Since 1940, Benson has experienced a steady growth. 

According to federal census data, the population of Benson in 1940 was 

962, in 1950 it was 1,440, and in 1960 it was 2,494. The principal 

industry in the Benson area is the Apache Powder Company which is 

situated about eight miles south of Benson and employs approximately 

three hundred men. Of increasing importance to the Benson economy is 

the Fort Huachuca Army Electronics Proving Ground which lies less 

than fifty miles from Benson and employs many Benson residents. Other 

factors contributing to the Benson economy are a healthy tourist trade, 

a railroad maintenance station, and the location of several missile sites 

w 18 nearby. 

18 "Survey of Benson School District," mimeograph material 
prepared by a graduate class in Concepts and Practices of Educational 
Administration, The University of Arizona, Summer, 1962. 
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The Benson Union High School District encompasses Benson 

Elementary and Pomerene Elementary School Districts. At the time 

of this study, Ronald Jenkins was the superintendent for Benson Union 

High School District as well as for Benson Elementary School District. 

Ben Rutherford was the principal of the high school, having held that 

position since 1959. The staff for the high school consisted of twenty 

19 teachers. The student enrollment was 252. 

Sources of Information 

The primary sources of information were the principal, Ben 

Rutherford,and a mathematics instructor, Miss Agnes Hickling. They 

were interviewed on separate occasions and their comments were tape 

recorded. Miss Hickling also responded to the teacher questionnaire. 

She was the only teacher involved in the instructional program innova

tion under study, therefore, no other teachers were contacted. A 

research project report on programmed learning at Benson Union High 

School,prepared by Miss Hickling, was also consulted. 

Selection of One Innovation for Study 

Mr. Rutherford indicated, in his response to the questionnaire 

mailed to him in September, 1962, that Benson Union High School had 

19 Figures were taken from the 1962 Annual Report submitted 
by Benson Union High School to the North Central Association of Colleges 
and Secondary Schools, dated October 1, 1962. 
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initiated the following innovations: teaching machines in 1961, SMSG 

mathematics program in 1962, and a language laboratory in 1962. 

Since the latter two program innovations were very recent, allowing 

little time for evaluation, the use of teaching machines was selected 

for study. The particular teaching machines in use at Benson Union 

High School were programmed texts for first year algebra developed 

by the Encyclopaedia Britannica organization. These programmed mater

ials are called TEMAC. 

The Process of Incorporation 

Approximately two years prior to the initiation of TEMAC at 

Benson Union High School, Miss Hickling became interested in the 

entire field of teaching machines and closed circuit television. She was 

curious about the extent to which such devices would replace the teacher. 

In the spring of 1961, she was one of two persons from Benson selected 

to attend the National Education Association Regional Conference in 

Tucson, Arizona. At that meeting, she saw film strips showing teaching 

machines in action. Later in the spring of 1961, she visited an audio

visual aids in-service training class being held in Benson by the Univer

sity of Arizona's College of Education. On one night when teaching 

machines were to be discussed, Miss Hickling was invited to attend by 

friends who knew of her interest. 
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Ronald Jenkins, Superintendent, became aware of Miss 

Hickling's interest in teaching machines and asked her if she would 

be interested in conducting a research project using TEMAC materials. 

The Benson School Board had just issued a policy in the spring of 1961 

allowing up to six per cent of a teacher's salary to be paid to the teacher 

for conducting an approved research project. Miss Hickling was inter

ested in such a project. She preferred to receive the equivalent of 

college credit in order to reach the maximum on the salary schedule 

in lieu of the extra stipend. Because the school board did not feel com

petent to evaluate her work in terms of college credit, Mr. Jenkins 

suggested that she work through the College of Education at the Univer

sity of Arizona. She registered for Individual Problems in Continuing 

Education to receive college credit for her research project. 

Dr. Arthur Steinbrenner, Associate Professor of Mathematics and 

Education, agreed to serve as her advisor for the project and 

Dr. Gerald Rogers, Professor of Mathematics, gave her assistance 

with the statistics involved in the experiment. 

During the summer of 1961, Miss Hickling independently began 

studying and planning for the research project which extended over a 

year, thereby earning the extra stipend provided by the board's research 

project policy. She attended a National Science Foundation Institute in 

mathematics at the University of California that summer, but took no 

course work in programmed learning. However, she was invited to 



attend a seminar one evening which discussed newer trends in educa

tion. It was there that Miss Hickling saw for the first time a teaching 

machine in action. The device was a Grolier machine and the subject 

was arithmetic. Later that evening, she was asked to present the plan 

of her research project to the group. The class, primarily doctoral 

candidates, criticized her plan, but gave her some helpful suggestions. 

They were concerned about the limited number of students involved in 

the research project. To improve the research experiment, they sug

gested that she test for retention in addition to achievement. 

Upon her return to Benson at the end of the summer of 1961, 

Miss Hickling completed her plans for the experimental use of TEMAC 

materials at Benson Union High School. With the help of the counselor 

and the principal, Miss Hickling arranged for two controlled classes in 

first year algebra. The students in the two sections were paired 

according to I.Q. percentiles, the results of the Orleans Test of Algebra 

Prognosis, the Lankton Standardized Test, a teacher-constructed Cri

terion Test, and grade level. There were twenty-three matched pairs 

in the research project. One section used a traditional text and was 
i 

taught by Miss Hickling in a traditional manner. The other section used 

a programmed text, TEMAC, and was supervised by Miss Hickling. A 

third section of first year algebra was offered for students not involved 

in the research project. 
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Miss Hickling conducted a very rigid experiment and compiled 

a lengthy research project report on programmed learning. Upon the 

advice of Dr. Rogers, nonparametric statistics were used since they 

are not dependent upon a normal population distribution. An open-ended 

hypothesis was used stating that there was a difference between "TEMAC 

students" and "traditional students, " but not indicating which group the 

difference favored. In all of the tests, except the test for retention, 

given at the end of the project, the difference favored TEMAC students. 

The retention test was given in September, 1962, after the summer 

vacation. The results showed a significant difference (.02 level) between 

the retention of the two groups in favor of the traditional group. 

During the second semester of the 1961-62 school year, several 

advance algebra students elected to use TEMAC materials in order to 

progress further than the normal class rate would have allowed. Those 

students were not a part of the research experiment. 

In the 1962-63 school year, another class of first year algebra 

students used the TEMAC materials. Not being a part of an experiment, 

Miss Hickling did more classroom teaching with them. The programmed 

materials were used as an aid to traditional methods, with tests given 

at regular intervals instead of allowing students to progress completely 

independently at their own rates. Several students also worked in four 

different mathematical areas of TEMAC material, under close super

vision by Miss Hickling. 
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Probably as a result of Miss Hickling's experiment with TEMAC 

materials, Stanford University included Benson Union High School in a 

pilot project during the 1962-63 school year. The programmed mater

ials used were those prepared by the School Mathematics Study Group 

(SMSG). One first year algebra class at Benson Union High School was 

taught by the regular SMSG algebra text and another class of the same 

size (twenty-five) used the constructed-response SMSG programmed 

20 text. Both classes had the same instructor, Miss Hickling. 

Responses to the Teacher Questionnaire 

Miss Agnes Hickling, a teacher at Benson Union High School 

since 1941 and the only teacher involved in the instructional program 

innovation, responded to the teacher questionnaire as indicated in Table 

IV. She stated that both she and the principal took part in the planning 

for the use of TEMAC materials. The need for the change was brought 

to the attention of the principal by the superintendent. 

Miss Hickling expressed the opinion that the principal participated 

in the following areas in the decision to make the change: recognition of 

the need; analysis and evaluation of the existing problem; putting the 

change into the program; and evaluation of the innovation. She was satis

fied with the principal's part in the program change. 

20 "Here and There," The Arizona Administrator, 1:5, Novem
ber, 1962. 
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Table IV. Teacher Questionnaire Responses, Benson Union High 
School. 

ti ' Teacher Item . ^ ; M 

1. What year did you join this teaching staff? 1941 
2. Did you take part in planning this program change? Y 
3. Did the principal take part in planning this 

program change? Y 
4. The need for the change was brought to the prin

cipal's attention by: 
a. the superintendent X 
b. faculty member(s) 
c. his own observation 
d. other 

5. In deciding to make the change, in your opinion, 
the principal participated in which of the 
following areas? (Please check one or 
several if applicable.) 
a. Recognition of the need for a change. X 
b. Analysis and evaluation of the existing 

problem. X 
c. Establishing standards by which solution 

would be judged acceptable. 
d. Collection of pertinent information. 
e. Selection of this change from other 

possible alternatives. 
f. Putting the change into the program. X 
g. Controlling and modifying the program 

change. 
h. Evaluation of the program change. X 

6. Were you satisfied with the principal's part in 
this program change? Y 

7. If answer to Question 6 is "no," in which areas 
listed above would you like to see the prin
cipal participate? (Signify by using one or 
more letters from Question 5.) 

8. Who made the final decision to put the change 
into the program? B 

Note: For responses other than for items checked (X), the following 
abbreviations were used: Yes (Y), and School Board (B). 



80 

The final decision to put the instructional change into the pro

gram was made by the school board, according to Miss Hickling. 

The Decision-Making Process 

The principal did not recognize the existence of a problem in 

the field of mathematics instruction--"Since Miss Hickling was doing 

21 a good job, no need for a change was anticipated." Miss Hickling, 

however, recognized early in her teaching career a problem of dealing 

with a class of varied ability. "Whenever class time was wasted by 

students while waiting for individual help, some means of self-instruc-

22 tion might have proved beneficial." In retrospect, but not clearly 

defined in advance by the principal, the problem involved a need to offer 

subjects which had limited enrollments. Also, more flexibility in 

schedule making and the needs of slow learners and transfer students 

were problems for which programmed learning might be the solution. 

Miss Hickling was most active in analyzing and evaluating the problem. 

Both the principal and the superintendent were aware of her interests 

and aided her in arriving at an attempted solution. 

21 Statement by Ben Rutherford, Principal, Benson Union High 
School, Benson, Arizona, December 6, 1962, in a personal interview. 

22 Statement by Miss Agnes Hickling, Mathematics Instructor, 
Benson Union High School, Benson, Arizona, December 6, 1962, in a 
personal interview. 



Even though the use of TEMAC materials was designed as a 

scientific experiment during the initial year, little thought was given 

to establishing definite standards or criteria of judgment by the faculty 

member or the administration of Benson Union High School. Miss 

Hickling did hypothesize that there would be a difference between the 

results of the TEMAC group and the traditional group, but did not 

specify which set of results would be more favorable. This method of 

stating the hypothesis was more statistically appropriate for the experi

ment. There were no specific goals stated in advance, but there were 

several advantages noted after the experiment. 

The principal and the superintendent were aware of TEMAC 

materials and programmed learning in general, but Miss Hickling was 

the person who primarily gathered and studied the pertinent information. 

At the time that Benson Union High School was first interested in a pro

grammed text for first year algebra, TEMAC was the only one on the 

market. Later, during the summer of 1961, similar materials were 

published by Science Research Associates. The TEMAC materials 

were new, but had been tested in a pilot project in Virginia. They were 

not sold for general use until the fall of 1961. Miss Hickling received 

only a programmed geometry text by TEMAC for observation and evalu

ation during the summer of 1961. The first year algebra tests arrived 

a month late. 
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The TEMAC materials were selected by the faculty member 

and administration at Benson Union High School because they were the 

only known first year algebra programmed materials on the market at 

that time. The TEMAC materials were expensive ($17.50 per unit), 

requiring budgetary approval, and a research project was involved for 

which school board approval was also necessary. 

The principal was active in putting the use of TEMAC into the 

program. He aided in scheduling students for the experiment and made 

adjustments in the school schedule and individual student schedules to 

assure the matching of sufficient pairs for the project. He explained 

the nature of the experiment to his staff and gained their cooperation. 

Some of the other classes were considerably unbalanced as a result of 

the scheduling for the experiment. Unless the program proved to be 

detrimental to the students, the principal planned to keep at least one 

section of TEMAC for several years because of the cost of the materials. 

While the experimental project was in progress, the program 

was supervised by Dr. Arthur Steinbrenner, Associate Professor at the 

University of Arizona. There was limited supervision of the program 

by the principal. An evaluation of the program was carefully carried 

out by the instructor in a scientifically controlled experiment. Most of 

the modifications in the use of TEMAC materials were based upon the 

teacher's observations and conclusions from the research project. The 

most notable modifications were the increased amount of teacher 
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instruction and the planned rate of progress for the class which used 

the TEMAC first year algebra texts during the 1962-63 school year. 

In that class, TEMAC was used basically as an aid to instruction. These 

changes were discussed with the principal and received his approval. 

Conclusions 

Decision-making as an organizational process was evident in 

the incorporation of TEMAC programmed learning materials at Benson 

Union High School. All the steps in the decision-making process, except 

the establishment of standards by which solution would be judged accept

able, were exhibited. The lack of this step could be attributed to the 

nature of the experiment which was conducted. 

The principal was most active in the final step in the decision

making process, that of putting the change into the program. The school 

board made the final decision to incorporate TEMAC materials into the 

curriculum, but the principal was very helpful in the implementation. 

The teacher involved in the use of TEMAC materials was satisfied with 

the principal's part in the instructional program change. 

Glendale High School 

Setting 

Glendale High School is located in Glendale, a suburb of Phoenix, 

Arizona. It was the original high school of the four high schools in the 
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Glendale Union High School District. The district is primarily resi

dential in nature and the students attending Glendale High School repre

sent a variety of socio-economic backgrounds. 

At the time of this study, Melvin Zinser was the superintendent 

of the union high school district. The principal of Glendale High School, 

Victor Lowman, headed a teaching staff of seventy-five members, 

including his two assistants. The student enrollment at Glendale High 
0"i 

School was 1636. 

Sources of Information 

Victor Lowman, Principal, and J. Oscar Maynes, Instructor of 

Spanish, were the primary sources of information. They were inter

viewed separately and their comments were tape recorded. Mr. Maynes 

also responded to the teacher questionnaire. Mr. Lowman had been the 

principal of the school since 1959 and Mr. Maynes had been a member 

of the faculty since 1957. The report of the results of an experiment 

conducted at Glendale High School was also examined. 

Selection of One Innovation for Study 

In response to the questionnaire sent to Glendale High School in 

September, 1962, Mr. Lowman indicated that Glendale High School had 

23 Figures were taken from the 1962 Annual Report submitted 
by Glendale High School to the North Central Association of Colleges 
and Secondary Schools, dated October 1, 1962. 
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initiated a language laboratory in 1960 and the SMSG mathematics pro

gram in 1962. The language laboratory was selected for study because 

of the earlier date of initiation, thereby allowing more time for evalu

ation of the program change. Glendale High School was one of the first 

high schools in the state of Arizona to install a complete language 

24 laboratory. 

The Process of Incorporation 

Even prior to joining the staff at Glendale High School, Mr. 

Maynes had been concerned with discovering a more effective method 

of teaching students to speak and understand the Spanish language. 

While teaching at Gila Bend, Arizona, Mr. Maynes had developed a 

type of oral method which he continued to use at Glendale High School. 

This method demanded constant use of the teacher's voice in classroom 

exercises. 

The American Institute of Foreign Trade, located in Glendale, 

was using the Audio-Lingual Method to teach various foreign languages 

to their students who were training for foreign service. Mr. Maynes 

became interested in that method and visited the Institute regularly 

during the 1957-58 school year. The Institute had been using the Audio-

Lingual Method since 1947. As an aid to teaching, they had also installed 

24 Based upon the responses to the questionnaire mailed to the 
seventy-two North Central Association accredited high schools in Ari
zona, September 21, 1962* See Exhibit 3 in the Appendix. 
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a language laboratory. According to Mr. Maynes, "the Institute was 

teaching its students by the Audio-Lingual Method in nine months what 

the average high school was teaching in three years by the traditional 

method. 

In the 1958-59 school year, Mr. Maynes began to use the Audio-

Lingual Method of teaching in his Spanish classes at Glendale High 

School, but without the aid of a language laboratory. To overcome the 

strain on his voice, he resorted to the use of a tape recorder and taped 

materials. In order to have a variety of materials, especially tests, 

Mr. Maynes had to develop and tape many of his own materials. Con

sidering this approach as only a limited solution to the effective teach

ing of Spanish, Mr. Maynes began to look into the possibility of acquir

ing a language laboratory. 

Language laboratories were being publicized at the time as a 

result of the National Defense Education Act, which provided federal 

matching funds for language laboratories. At summer foreign language 

institutes, subsidized by the national government, the use of language 

laboratories was encouraged and taught. Mr. Maynes attended one of 

the first such institutes in the summer of 1959 at the University of 

Colorado. 

25 Statement by J. Oscar Maynes, Spanish Instructor, Glendale 
High School, Glendale, Arizona, December 10, 1962, in a personal 
interview. 

I 



Mr. Maynes and Mr. Robert Rice, an electrical engineer and 

resident of Glendale, designed a thirty-unit language laboratory during 

the 1959-60 school year. Mr. Rice offered to build the laboratory for 

approximately $2500, a considerable savings over the cost of a com

mercial laboratory. Mr. Lowman presented the offer to the Adminis

trative Council, composed of the superintendent, the assistant super

intendent, and the four high school principals of the district. They 

decided to recommend acceptance of the offer to the school board, and 

they further proposed that an experiment be conducted at Glendale High 

School to determine the effectiveness of a language laboratory before 

installing them in the other high schools of the district. The school 

board agreed to the proposal and placed a sufficient amount in the 

1960-61 school budget for the construction of the language laboratory. 

The language laboratory was constructed and installed at 

Glendale High School during the summer of 1960. The teachers of 

Spanish throughout the Glendale Union High School District met with 

Mr. Zinser, the superintendent, in a summer language workshop and 

planned the experiment which was to be conducted by Mr. Maynes the 

following school year. The experiment had a twofold purpose: to deter

mine the effectiveness of the Audio-Lingual Method, and to justify the 

usefulness of the language laboratory. 

An experimental class of first year Spanish students (twenty-

six) used the language laboratory every day for fifteen to twenty minutes 
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and was taught the Audio-Lingual Method by Mr. Maynes. A control 

class of first year Spanish students (twenty-six) was taught in the tra

ditional manner by Mr. Maynes. The students were selected for both 

the experimental and control classes by the Glendale High School Coun

seling Department. The students were not arranged in matched pairs, 

but the composition of the two groups was kept approximately the same 

in regard to I.Q., grade level, age, native and non-native Spanish back

ground, sex, and previous year's grade average in English. The tests 

were constructed and graded by other teachers of Spanish in the district. 

The five areas covered in the tests were: oral question and answer, 

oral comprehension, reading comprehension, grammar, and culture. 

The final class averages for the five areas as measured by the exam

ination were: 

Oral Oral Reading 
Question Compre- Compre- Grammar Culture 

and hension hension 
Answer 

C°class - 65.9% 83.7% 83% 62% 90% 

EXtaircSss" 85% 92
'
2% 86% 70% 92,3% 

Class averages for the whole test were seventy-seven per cent for the 

26 control class and 85.1 per cent for the experimental class. 

26 J. Oscar Maynes, Jr., "An Experiment to Gauge the Effec
tiveness of the Audio-Lingual Method and the Language Lab," Hispania, 
45:378-380 May, 1962 . 
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The results of the experiment definitely favored the Audio -

Lingual Method and the use of the language laboratory. Other observa

tions noted by Mr. Maynes were: the attitude of the control class 

became more passive while the experimental class became more active; 

the slower learners in the experimental group were participating freely 

and enthusiastically in oral work; and, the native speakers played a 

bigger part in the experimental class than in the control class. Getting 

the native speakers to feel that they played an important part in the 

class activities was one of the most significant results of the experiment, 

in Mr. Maynes' opinion. 

The importance of the language laboratory was summarized by 

Mr. Maynes as follows: 

...Without some kind of lab, the Audio-Lingual 
Method could not be physically successful. This method 
calls for constant repetition of sentences and phrases. 
Thus the advantage of the lab over the teacher for pur
poses of sustained repetition is obvious: the lab can 
repeat in identical fashion what was said before, and it 
can do so without becoming tired or hoarse. In the lab 
a student can record his response, compare his res
ponse with the original and make corrections, and get 
individual help from the teacher without disturbing the 
learning process of the rest of the class.27 

Following the experimental year, the language laboratory, which 

was located in the classroom used by Mr. Maynes, was being used reg

ularly by Mr. Maynes' five Spanish classes. Occasionally, one other 

27 Ibid., p. 378. 



teacher of Spanish was taking one of her classes to Mr. Maynes' class

room during his free period to use the language laboratory. That 

teacher, new to the system in 1962, taught three classes of Spanish 

and two of English at Glendale High School. There was a third teacher 

of Spanish on the Glendale High School faculty, but he did not use the 

language laboratory at all. Russian and German were added to the cur

riculum at Glendale High School for the 1962-63 school year. The 

teacher who taught those languages was using the Audio-Lingual Method, 

but without benefit of the language laboratory. He was using a tape 

recorder and record player as aids to teaching, as were other members 

of the language department. 

Two of the three other Glendale Union High Schools had installed 

language laboratories by the fall of 1962. Plans had been made to add 

a second language laboratory at Glendale High School. By proper 

arrangement of language classrooms on either side of the two separate 

language laboratories, it was hoped that two laboratories would serve 

four teachers and their classes. 

Responses to the Teacher Questionnaire 

The only respondent to the teacher questionnaire was Mr. 

Maynes. The teacher who taught Spanish three periods of the day and 

used the language laboratory occasionally had joined the staff in 1962. 

Likewise, the teacher of German and Russian who used the Audio-
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Lingual Method had joined the staff in 1962. Neither of these two 

teachers was involved in the planning of the instructional program 

change. The third teacher of Spanish on the Glendale High School 

faculty was using the traditional method and was in no way associated 

with the language laboratory. 

As shown in Table V, Mr. Maynes indicated that both he and 

the principal took part in planning the program change. The need for 

the language laboratory was brought to the principal's attention by a 

faculty member, Mr. Maynes. In the respondent's opinion, the prin

cipal participated in all areas of decision-making except the collection 

of pertinent information. Mr. Maynes was satisfied with the principal's 

part in the program change and stated that the final decision to put the 

change into the program was made by the school board. 

The Decision-Making Process 

The problem, first recognized by the instructor and later by 

the principal, was how to teach students more effectively to speak and 

understand a foreign language, in this case, Spanish. The method 

decided upon was the Audio-Lingual Method, but an aid to this method 

was deemed necessary. The instructor brought the need of a teaching 

aid to the attention of the principal. The principal, through the Admin

istrative Council of the school district, took the problem and the sug

gested solution, a language laboratory, to the board of education for 

consideration. 
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Table V. Teacher Questionnaire Responses, Glendale High School. 

Item 
T Teacher 
t N 

1. What year did you join this teaching staff? 1957 
2. Did you take part in planning this program change? Y_ 
3. Did the principal take part in planning this 

program change? Y 
4. The need for the change was brought to the 

principal's attention by: 
a. the superintendent 
b. faculty member(s) X_ 
c. his own observation 
d. other 

5. In deciding to make the change, in your opinion, 
the principal participated in which of the 
following areas? (Please check one or 
several if applicable.) 
a. Recognition of the need for a change X_ 
b. Analysis and evaluation of the existing 

problem. X_ 
c. Establishing standards by which solu

tion would be judged acceptable. X_ 
d. Collection of pertinent information. 
e. Selection of this change from other 

possible alternatives. X_ 
f. Putting the change into the program. X_ 
g. Controlling and modifying the program 

change. X_ 
h. Evaluation of the program change. X_ 

6. Were you satisfied with the principal's part 
in this program change? Y_ 

7. If answer to Question 6 is "no," in which areas 
listed above would you like to see the prin
cipal participate? (Signify by using one or 
more letters from Question 5.) 

8. Who made the final decision to put the change 
into the program? B 

Note: For responses other than for items checked (X), the following 
abbreviations were used: Yes (Y), and School Board (B). 
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Standards by which the solution would be judged acceptable 

were set up and an experiment was conducted to determine the value of 

the language laboratory. This venture was engaged in by various mem

bers of the school district, although Mr. Maynes was the key person 

in the experiment. The motive of the school district in conducting the 

experiment was to see if foreign language could be taught more effec

tively with the use of a language laboratory. 

The school relied primarily upon Mr. Maynes for the collection 

of pertinent information. He visited the American Institute of Foreign 

Trade frequently to observe their solution to the problem. He read 

extensively and studied various solutions, including the Audio-Lingual 

Method with a language laboratory as a teaching aid. Some of the 

information was obtained by his attendance at a summer foreign lan

guage institute. The collection of data extended over a period of 

approximately two and one half years. The principal was not active in 

the collection of the information, but was kept informed by Mr. Maynes. 

The selection of the language laboratory as a solution to the 

problem in preference to other alternatives was made primarily by 

Mr. Maynes. Other alternatives considered were the use of tape 

recorders and record players and attempts by the teacher to teach by 

the Audio-Lingual Method without an aid. The former was considered 

inadequate and the latter was considered physically impossible. Upon 

recommendation of the principal, the Administrative Council, and the 
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superintendent, the school board decided to install the language labora

tory at Glendale High School. 

The laboratory was installed in the classroom used by Mr. 

Maynes, but there were plans to build an additional one and to increase 

the use of the existing laboratory. The supervision and modification of 

the use of the laboratory were left to Mr. Maynes. The success of the 

program innovation was tested through an experiment conducted by the 

school district during the first year of the program. 

Conclusions 

The process of decision-making, as propounded by Griffiths, 

was in evidence at Glendale High School as the school implemented the 

use of a language laboratory. The principal exhibited leadership in the 

process, but relied heavily upon the good judgment of the faculty mem

ber whom he regarded as "the driving force behind the language labora-

28 tory." The teacher responding to the teacher questionnaire credited 

the principal with participation in all the areas of decision-making 

except the collection of data. The principal was most active in putting 

the change into the program. The teacher using the language laboratory 

was satisfied with the principal's part in the program change. 

28 Statement by Victor Lowman, Principal, Glendale High School, 
Glendale, Arizona, December 10, 1962, in a personal interview. 
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Phoenix Union High School 
i 

Setting 

Phoenix Union High School, Phoenix, Arizona, is one of twelve 

high schools in the Phoenix Union High School District. It is the oldest 

high school in the district, having records dating from 1895. The 

attendance area for Phoenix Union High School represents a socio

economic cross-section of the community. Twelve elementary districts, 

each governed by a separate school board and administration, are 

served by Phoenix Union High School. 

At the time of this study, Dr. Howard Seymour was the superin

tendent of the district and R. E. McCullar was the principal of Phoenix 

Union High School. The teaching staff consisted of 212 teachers in 

addition to three assistant principals and ten special supervisors. 

Phoenix Union High School, one of the largest high schools in the United 

29 States, had an enrollment of 5344 students. 

Sources of Information 

The primary source of information regarding the instructional 

program innovation at Phoenix Union High School was the principal, Mr. 

McCullar, who had been principal of the school since 1957. The 

29 Figures were taken from the 1962 Annual Report submitted 
by Phoenix Union High School to the North Central Association of Col
leges and Secondary Schools, dated October 1, 1962. 
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interview with Mr. McCullar was tape recorded. A secondary source 

of information was an article, "The STS Program in Phoenix Union High 

School,M written by John Waters and published in the book, Working 

with Superior Students: Theories and Practices, edited by Bruce 

30 Shertzer. John Waters was formerly assistant principal at Phoenix 

Union High School. 

Other persons contributing helpful information were Charles 

Harrison, Assistant Principal of Educational Services, and Robert Dye, 

Head Counselor. The fifteen teachers involved in the program change 

responded to the teacher questionnaire. 

Selection of One Innovation for Study 

Mr. McCullar indicated, in response to the questionnaire sent 

to Phoenix Union High School in September, 1962, that the following 

instructional program innovations had been initiated: team teaching in 

1960, educational television in 1960, BSCS biological science program 

in 1961, flexible scheduling in 1962, and a language laboratory in 1962. 

In a preliminary interview, Mr. McCullar also reported two other pro

grams: Special Education and the "Able and Ambitious" program, both 

initiated in 1958. The latter program was selected for study because it 

involved a larger number of teachers (fifteen) and was part of a nationally 

30 Bruce Shertzer, (ed.), Working with Superior Students: 
Theories and Practices (Chicago: Science Research Associates, 
1960). 
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noted project—The North Central Association of Colleges and Second

ary Schools (NCA) Project on the Guidance and Motivation of Superior 

and Talented Students (STS). The STS Project was initiated by a grant 

from the Carnegie Corporation of New York, in March ,1958, to conduct 

a research and Action program. Superior and talented students were 

defined operationally as those who were in the top quarter nationally 

on the basis of scores on tests of mental ability and other selected cri-

31 teria, or both. 

Process of Incorporation 

In the spring of the 1957-58 school year, Phoenix Union High 

School was selected by the North Central Association of Colleges and 

Secondary Schools as one of the one hundred schools to participate in 

a project designed to identify, guide, and motivate superior and talented 

students. Other Arizona high schools in the project were Agua Fria, 

Glendale, and Yuma. 

A number of area conferences were held throughout the United 

States during the summer of 1958 to consider the problems of identify

ing and educating the academically talented pupil. Mr. McCullar, Prin

cipal, and Mr. Waters, Assistant Principal, attended the conference 

held at the University of Colorado in Boulder, Colorado, from August 

4th through August 8th. STS Project personnel, resource people, and 

31 Ibid., p. vi. 
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associated schools met and discussed objectives and techniques. 

Individual schools then formulated plans for beginning the program in 

their respective schools. This area meeting was the genesis of the 

"Able and Ambitious" program at Phoenix Union High School. 

Upon their return to Phoenix, Mr. McCullar and Mr. Waters 

began "selling" the program to the teaching staff at Phoenix Union High 

School. "Some of the members of the staff at that time had a lacka-

32 daisical attitude and needed a little pushing." A committee was 

formed composed of heads of departments, counselors, and interested 

teachers, with Mr. Waters serving as the chairman. Aside from mater

ials brought back from the area conference, STS project brochures, 

Identification and A Prospectus, were used as sources of references. 

Dr. Bruce Shertzer, Associate Director of the STS project was the con

sultant for the program at Phoenix Union High School. Identification 

and individual interviews were handled by the counseling staff; imple

mentation of the program was carried out by department heads and the 

faculty; and advice and support came from resource people. 

To identify the top twenty-five per cent by national norms, a 

thorough testing program was initiated. Following referral by teachers 

and counselors, students were given the Iowa Tests of Educational 

32 Statement by R. E. McCullar, Principal, Phoenix Union High 
School, Phoenix, Arizona, December 11, 1962, in a personal interview. 
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Development. To assist the faculty in selecting academically able and 

ambitious students, a list of behavior characteristics indicative of 

intellectual ability was obtained from the STS project brochure, Identi

fication, and mimeographed copies were given to every teacher on the 

staff. 

Four hundred fifty students were identified during the first year 

of the project, but less than two hundred were actually assigned to 

special "Able and Ambitious" classes. Areas of study covered in the 

special classes were: English, mathematics, foreign languages, social 

studies, science, music, and industrial arts. Students were assigned 

to special classes with the consent of themselves and their parents. 

Students were enrolled in one or more special classes and were required 

to maintain a grade of 1 or 2 (A or B) to remain in the "Able and Ambi

tious" classes. Whenever a student's grade fell below the standard, the 

teacher notified his parents by letter, and a conference among the 

teacher, counselor, and parents was held to ascertain and correct the 

cause of underachievement. 

Early in the program, a meeting for parents of students who had 

been identified as superior and talented was called. The purposes of 

that meeting were: 

1. To acquaint parents with the STS project, its philosophy, 

and general objectives 
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2. To explain the basis for selecting able and ambitious 

students 

3. To inform parents of the level of performance expected 

of AA students and of the policy for transferring students 

who do not perform satisfactorily 

4. To explain the policy on grading 

33 5. To ask parents' cooperation for success of the program. 

In an attempt to motivate the able and ambitious students, Phoenix 

Union High School initiated an academic honors assembly, special field 

trips, special recognition of scholarships received, the Parnassus Club 

for students with at least a "B" average, special recognition at gradua

tion, and a school banquet honoring "Able and Ambitious" students. The 

banquet was sponsored annually by the Arizona AFL-CIO organization. 

After the banquet, the parents of the students being honored were invited 

to a meeting with the teachers and administrators in the school auditor

ium. 

At the end of each school year a questionnaire was submitted to 

students and parents in order to give them an opportunity to evaluate the 

"Able and Ambitious" program. The program received a predominance 

of favorable responses each time that the questionnaire was submitted. 

At the end of the first year, ninety-nine per cent of the parents and 

33 Shertzer, o£. cit., pp. 413-414. 



students were in favor of the continuance of the "Able and Ambitious" 

program. In addition to the self-evaluation plan, teachers of the "Able 

and Ambitious" classes evaluated the program periodically and sub

mitted proposals for modifications. In recent years counselors had been 

sent to Arizona colleges and universities to interview former students 

of the program as part of a follow-up project to determine strengths and 

weaknesses of the program. 

By the 1962-63 school year, approximately ten per cent of the 

student body at Phoenix Union High School were enrolled in one or more 

"Able and Ambitious" classes. The program was under the supervision 

of the Assistant Principal for Educational Services, Charles Harrison, 

and there were fifteen members of the faculty teaching at least one 

section of "Able and Ambitious" students. 

Responses to the Teacher Questionnaire 

The responses of ten teachers in the "Able and Ambitious" pro

gram are recorded in Table VI. Five of the fifteen teacher responses 

were not recorded for the following reasons: two teachers indicated that 

they did not take part in the planning for the program change and did not 

have adequate knowledge to answer the remaining questions; three teachers 

had joined the faculty at Phoenix Union High School after 1958. To insure 

anonymity, the responding teachers are identified as O, P, Q, R, S, T, 

U, V, W, and X; the answers to the first questions are not recorded. 
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Table VI. Teacher Questionnaire Responses, Phoenix Union High 
School. 

Teacher lLtJIIi ' O P Q R s T U V W X 

1. 
2. N Y N N Y Y Y Y N N 
3. Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
4. a. X 

b. X X X X 
c. X X X X X X X 
d. AP NCA AP AP NCA C 

5. a. X X X X X X X X X 
b. X X X X X X X X X X 
c. X X X X X X 
d. X X X X X X X X X X 
e. X X X X 
f. X X X X X X X X X X 
g. X X X X X X 
h. X X X X X X X X 

6. Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
7. 
8. C A u P C C P A S, B A 

Note: Items 2, 3, and 6 called for a yes (Y) or no (N) response. Items 
4 and 5 were answered by checking (X) the desired responses, 
except in 4-d, "other," the following abbreviations were used: 
Assistant Principal (AP), North Central Association (NCA), and 
Committee of teachers and administrators (C). Item 7 called for 
the listing of one or more areas from item 5, if the answer to 
item 6 were no. Item 8 asked "Who made the final decision to put 
the change into the program?" The responses to this item were 
abbreviated as follows: Committee of teachers and administrators 
(C), Administrators (A), Unknown (U), Principal (P), Superin
tendent (S), and School Board (B). 

For statement of items 1 through 8, see Exhibit 5 in the Appen
dix. 
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Five of the ten teachers indicated that they took part in the 

planning for the program change, No teacher stated that the principal 

was not a participant in the program change. Seven of the ten usable 

responses credited the principal with observing the need for a change. 

All of the responding teachers expressed the opinion that the 

principal participated in the following areas: analysis and evaluation 

of the existing problem; collection of pertinent information; and, putting 

the change into the program. All but one teacher felt that the principal 

participated in the recognition of the need for a change and eight out of 

ten felt that he was involved in the evaluation of the program change. 

All of the teachers expressed satisfaction with the principal's 

part in the program change. In answer to the question, "Who made the 

final decision to put the change into the program?" the teachers were 

divided in their responses as follows: three—"administration," three-

"committee of teachers and administrators," two—"principal," one— 

"superintendent and school board," and one indicated that he did not 

know. 

The Decision-Making Process 

The problem of offering superior and talented students the oppor

tunity to become adequately prepared was recognized by Mr. McCullar 

even prior to becoming principal of Phoenix Union High School. Shortly 

after Mr. McCullar was appointed principal, the North Central Associa
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tion of Colleges and Secondary Schools invited Phoenix Union High 

School to participate in the Superior and Talented Students Project. 

Mr. McCullar accepted the invitation. 

The analysis and evaluation of the problem involved teachers, 

counselors, and administrators. The principal appointed Mr. Waters 

as chairman of a select committee to study the problem and work out a 

plan for Phoenix Union High School. Important tasks of this committee 

were identification, guidance, and motivation of superior and talented 

students. 

By incorporating special classes for the "Able and Ambitious" 

students in the curriculum, the school hoped to provide a better oppor

tunity for the superior students. The.committee planned to evaluate the 

program periodically by means of questionnaires submitted to teachers, 

students, and parents. 

The data was collected primarily by the principal and his assist

ant with the aid of the STS Project staff. Once a school was committed 

to the STS Project, it was allowed the freedom to work out its own plan 

to suit the particular needs of the school and community. 

The principal made the decision to go into the Project, but he 

consulted with the superintendent of the district and received his 

approval. 
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The "Able and Ambitious" program was put into the curriculum 

gradually during the 1958-59 school year. The first year was devoted 

to planning, identifying superior and talented students, and enrolling 

them in a few special classes. The areas of English and mathematics 

were the first areas to have special classes of "Able and Ambitious" 

students. Less than five per cent of the student body was involved in the 

program the first year. By 1962 the areas of study included English, 

mathematics, science, foreign languages, music, social studies, and 

industrial arts and approximately ten per cent of the students were 

enrolled in special classes. 

Supervision of the program was assigned to the Assistant Prin

cipal for Educational Services and minor modifications had been made 

upon the suggestions of the Assistant Principal and the teachers involved 

in the program. The success of the program had been measured subjec

tively by self-evaluation procedures. 

Conclusions 

The decision-making process was in evidence at Phoenix Union 

High School as that school incorporated the "Able and Ambitious" pro

gram into the curriculum. The fifth step in the process, "Selection of 

the Preferred Solution," was limited due to the fact that the school 

worked out its own plans and was not selecting it from among other 

alternatives. 
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The principal and his former assistant were actively engaged 

in most of the areas of the decision-making process. The principal 

was most active in the following steps in the process: recognition of 

the problem, analysis and evaluation of the problem, collection of data, 

and putting the program into effect. However, he exerted leadership in 

all areas and delegated responsibility when appropriate. 

The teachers in the "Able and Ambitious" program unanimously 

expressed satisfaction with the principal's part in the decision-making 

process. 

Mingus Union High School 

Setting 

Mingus Union High School District, organized in 1958, serves 

three elementary school districts. The school plant is located in his

torical Jerome, Arizona, a nearly deserted copper mining town situated 

on Mingus Mountain, two thousand feet above the Verde Valley floor in 

central Arizona. 

Jerome and Clarkdale High Schools were consolidated to form 

Mingus High School in 1951 and operated for one year in Jerome at the 

plant formerly known as Jerome High School. Mingus High School was 

then moved to Clarkdale, a smelter town at the foot of the mountain. 

The population of Jerome, which had once reached a high of 15,000 in 

1929, had dropped to a few hundred by 1950. During the 1940's the 
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great demand for copper needed in war materials--shells, ships, power, 

and communications--had rapidly depleted the known ore deposits. In 

1950 the smelter fires were shut off and hundreds of miners were trans

ferred from Jerome to mines at Ajo and Bisbee, Arizona. 

In 1957 the people of Verde Elementary School District (Jerome 

and Clarkdale) and Cottonwood-Oak Creek Elementary School District 

voted to form a union high school district. The voters also established 

the location of the high school plant to be at Clarkdale. The school was 

named Mingus Union High School and first operated as a union high 

school during the 1958-59 school year in the plant formerly occupied by 

Mingus High School and earlier by Clarkdale High School. One year 

later, Redrock Elementary School District annexed itself to the union 

high school district. Mingus Union High School remained at Clarkdale 

for two years and then, by the vote of-the people, was moved to Jerome. 

Over ninety-five per cent of the student body was transported by bus to 

the high school in Jerome, where the newly renovated plant could better 
i 

accommodate the growing enrollment. 

At the time of this study, Keith West was the superintendent of 

Mingus Union High School District and also served as principal of the 

high school. The teaching staff consisted of twenty-one members, includ

ing the assistant principal who taught for three periods of the day. The 
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student body represented a variety of socio-economic backgrounds and 
Q4 

numbered 341. 

Sources of Information 

The primary source of information at Mingus Union High School 

was Keith West, Superintendent of Mingus Union High School District. 

Mr. West assumed the administrative duties for the district in 1959. 

The interview with Mr. West was tape recorded. Other persons con

tacted were William Nelson, teacher in the program under study, and 

Robert Richmond, Counselor. Mr. Nelson joined the staff at Mingus 

Union High School in September of 1962. Mr. Richmond was the person 

who counseled the students enrolled in the program and had joined the 

faculty at Mingus Union High School in 1960. Mr. Richmond responded 

to the teacher questionnaire as did Mrs. Gayle Piper, the teacher who 

was originally in charge of the program, but had resigned at the end of 

the 1961-62 school year to pursue her doctoral studies. A copy of the 

results of an experiment conducted in the Special Education Department 

35 of Mingus Union High School during the spring of 1962 was also consulted. 

34 Figures were taken from the 1962 Annual Report submitted 
by Mingus Union High School to the North Central Association of Colleges 
and Secondary Schools, dated October 1, 1962. 

35 Gale L. Piper, "Results of a Twelve-Week Therapy Program 
in Neurological Organization and Dominant Laterality in the Special 
Education Department, Mingus Union High School " (Jerome, Arizona: 
Mingus Union High School, 1962). (Dittoed.) 
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Selection of One Innovation for Study 

In response to the questionnaire mailed to Mingus Union High 

School in September, 1962, Mr. West indicated that the high school had 

initiated team teaching and a language laboratory in 1961 as recent 

instructional program innovations. During a preliminary interview, 

Mr. West discussed at length their Special Education Program which 

was also initiated in 1961. The latter program was selected for study 

because of the unique procedures used to help students in the Special 

Education Program bring their efforts to more normal realization. 

Special Education Programs in Arizona first received special 

state financial aid for the 1960-61 school year. Special state aid in the 

amount of $180 per pupil in average daily attendance was granted to 

school districts which had submitted approved plans for special educa

tion of physically handicapped, emotionally disturbed, or mentally 

retarded students. Mingus Union High School's Special Education Pro

gram was only for the mentally retarded students who, by state aid 

definition, must be in the 55-80 I.Q. range. 

The Process of Incorporation 

When Mr. West first came to Mingus Union High School District 

in 1959, the school board's philosophy favored a strong "academic" 

curriculum for all high school students, regardless of their individual 

needs and abilities. In an attempt to solve the problem of educating the 
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academically limited students, Mr. West and some members of his 

staff began to explore the possibility of establishing a special program. 

If students who did not have sufficient command of the English language 

to carry on a four year high school program were to remain in school, 

a more realistic program was necessary. Upon the recommendation of 

Mr. West, the school board became convinced of this need. 

A core program in language arts was put into the curriculum 

for the 1960-61 school year. Mrs. Gayle Piper was assigned to the 

double-period class with the enrollment composed of students who were 

seriously limited in their ability to read and write. No noticeable 

advancement in learning experiences resulted for those students by the 

end of the school year. "Mrs. Piper and I (West) still felt frustrated in 

36 our attempt to solve the problem." 

Mr. West, Mrs. Piper, and Mr. Richmond decided to concen

trate their efforts on developing a program for the mentally retarded. 

They visited and observed the Special Education Program at Phoenix 

Union High School, Phoenix, Arizona, and several outstanding programs 

in California. They studied professional literature and obtained infor

mation from many schools not visited. 

36 Statement by Keith West, Superintendent, Mingus Union High 
School, Jerome, Arizona, December 14, 1962, in a personal interview. 
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For the 1961-62 school year, Mingus Union High School sub

mitted a proposed program to the State Department of Special Education. 

The program, which called for a block of time (three seventy-minute 

periods) under one teacher, was approved by the State Department of 

Special Education for special state aid. Fourteen students were enrolled 

in the Special Education Program. They were integrated with other 

students in subjects such as art, industrial art, home economics, and 

physical education. Basically, a "reading, writing, and arithmetic" 

curriculum was pursued during the block of time. 

Mrs. Piper was still not satisfied with the approach to the prob

lem and continued to seek ways of improving the methods of teaching 

mentally retarded students. In December, 1961, she attended a reading 

conference held at Arizona State University, Tempe, Arizona, and 

heard a speech by Dr. Carl H. Delacato of the Chestnut Hill Clinic, 

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. He spoke of experiencing success in the 

area of language by establishing neurological organization and dominant 

laterality in nonreaders. 

The research resulting in this neuropsychological 
rationale of neurological organization and dominant 
laterality was begun by Dr. Carl H. Delacato in 1952 and 
continued by him under the direction of Dr. Temple Fay, 
an eminent neurosurgeon, from 1953-1956. Those three 
years enabled Dr. Delacato to initiate the experimental 
therapy for the treatment and prevention of reading prob
lems through the avenue of neurological organization and 
dominant laterality. Since 1956, this neuropsychological 



112 

approach to language function has benefited more 
than 1, 500 persons with varying degrees of reading 
and learning problems.37 

Mrs. Piper became very enthusiastic about the neuropsycholog

ical approach to language function and, after further study, asked Mr. 

West if she could try this approach in the Special Education Program 

at Mingus Union High School. Permission was granted and an experi

ment was planned for the twelve-week period from February 1, 1962, 

through May 1, 1962. The clinical methods used by Dr. Delacato and 

Dr. Fay were followed as closely as possible in the testing and therapy 

program for the Special Education Program students at Mingus Union 

High School. 

The following tests were used: 

1. Wechsler Scales, both Wechsler Intelligence Scale 
for Children (W3SC), and Wechsler Adult Intelligence 
Scale (WAIS). 

2. Gates Basic Reading Tests, Form 1, Form 2, and 
Form 3. 

3. Tests for Neurological Organization and Laterality. 
a. Neurological Organization--tests for sleep 

patterns, and cross-walking. 
b. Laterality--tests for footedness, handedness, 

sighting eye, and controlling eye.38 

The following therapy was initiated: 

1. Neurological Organization. 
a. A sleep pattern for each student's dominant 

laterality was taught, encouraged, and checked 
for progress weekly with the student. 

37 Piper, op. cit., pp. 1-2. 

^ Ibid., p. 2. 
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b. Cross-walking was taught and practiced in all 
special education classes a minimum of 15 
minutes daily. 

2. Laterality. 
a. First six-week period. 

1) Footedness and handedness for each student's 
dominant laterality was taught and encouraged. 

b. Second six-week period. 
1) Footedness for each student's dominant later

ality was encouraged and checked. 
2) Eye dominance was reinforced by the sub-

dominant eye of each student being occluded 
during the special education classes each day. 

3) Dominant handedness was reinforced by the 
sub-dominant arm of each student being tied 
down to the body during the special education 
classes each day. 

3. Duration. 
This therapy was begun during the last week of 9 

January, 1962, and continued through the remainder 
of the school year.^9 

Records of the results obtained through the use of this therapy 

were kept. The records included interpretation and comments by Mrs. 

Piper for each student in Special Education. A summary of the results 

indicated that before therapy, the Wechsler Full Score I.Q.'s ranged 

from 67-89; after therapy, from 71-102. The fourteen students had a 

mean I.Q. of 72 before therapy and a mean I.Q. of 86 after therapy. At 

the end of the first six-week period of therapy, seven students out of 

the fourteen tested showed significant gains in reading achievement on 

the Gates Basic Reading Tests. These ranged in grade gains from .8 

to 1.2. Those seven students also showed improvement in neurological 

39 TU.J n Q Ibid., pp. 2-3. 
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organization and in their ability to establish a degree of dominant 

laterality. The students who showed little gain, no gain, or sustained 

a loss showed comparable inability to improve their neurological organi

zation and to establish a degree of dominant laterality. At the end of 

the second six-week period of therapy, gains in reading achievement on 

the Gates Basic Reading Tests showed further grade gains from .1 to 

.5 for the seven students who had been able to maintain their gains both 

in neurological organization and dominant laterality. 

At the end of the twelve-week experiment, Mrs. Piper recom

mended that the: 

...Program of therapy, including testing for neuro
logical organization and dominant laterality, be continued 
in the special education classes during the coming school 
year. Also, that a Gates Reading Survey Test be given in 
September and again in May to determine progress, or 
lack of it, in the area of language during the second year 
of the therapy program.^® 

At the beginning of the 1962-63 school year, the Gates Basic 

Reading Tests were administered to the returning thirteen of the original 

fourteen students in the Special Education Program. Twelve of the thir

teen students showed accumulated grade gains ranging from .2 to 1.9, 

even though little or no therapy had taken place during the summer vaca

tion. One student who had had an emotional problem in his home for 

several weeks prior to taking these tests showed a net loss of .1 grade. 

40 u Ibid., p. 38. 
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For the second year of the program (1962-63) there were 

seventeen students enrolled and William Nelson was the teacher in 

charge. Ten of the original fourteen students had disqualified them

selves for special state aid, due to the rise in tested I.Q., but the 

Director of the Special Education Department, in view of the experiment, 

granted Mingus Union High School permission to continue to report 

those students as mentally retarded and receive special state aid. The 

seventeen students, thirteen repeaters and four new ones, were prac

ticing the therapy and being instructed in basic fundamentals of the lan

guage arts during the 1962-63 school year. Plans called for integrating 

the Special Education students into additional regular courses gradually 

as they became adequately equipped to handle such courses. 

Responses to the Teacher Questionnaire 

Mrs. Gayle Piper, former teacher at Mingus Union High School 

and Robert Richmond, Counselor, responded to the teacher question

naire. In order to ensure anonymity, they have been identified as 

teachers Y and Z in Table VII. Both of the teachers responding to the 

questionnaire joined the faculty at Mingus Union High School in 1960 

and participated in planning the program change. Both of the responders 

indicated that the principal participated in planning the program change. 

According to one teacher, the need for the change was brought to the 

principal's attention by a faculty member and his own observation, 
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Table VII. Teacher Questionnaire Responses, Mingus Union High 
School. 

,, ' Teacher Item , ^ ?5-

6. 

7. 

8. 

1. What year did you join this teaching staff? 
2. Did you take part in planning this program change? 
3. Did the principal take part in planning this 

program change? 
4. The need for the change was brought to the 

principal's attention by: 
a. the superintendent 
b. faculty member(s) X X 
c. his own observation 
d. other 

5. In deciding to make the change, in your opin
ion, the principal participated in which 
of the following areas? (Please check 
one or several if applicable.) 
a. Recognition of the need for a change. X X 
b. Analysis and evaluation of the exist

ing problem. X X 
c. Establishing standards by which solu

tion would be judged acceptable. X X 
d. Collection of pertinent information. X 
e. Selection of this change from other 

possible alternatives. X X 
f. Putting the change into the program. X X 
g. Controlling and modifying the pro

gram change. X X 
h. Evaluation of the program change. X X 

Were you satisfied with the principal's part 
in this program change? Y Y 

If answer to Question 6 is "no," in which area 
listed above would you like to see the 
principal participate? (Signify by using 
one or more letters from Question 5). 

Who made the final decision to put the change 
into the program? P P 

Note: For responses other than for items checked (X), the following 
abbreviations were used: Yes (Y), and Principal (P). 
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while the other teacher felt a faculty member was solely responsible. 

The two teachers expressed the opinion that Mr. West was very active 

in the decision-making process. One teacher felt that the principal did 

not participate in the collection of pertinent information. (This person 

probably had in mind the information concerning the particular solution 

that the school finally used.) They both were satisfied with the princi

pal's part in the program change and indicated that he made the final 

decision to put the change into the program at Mingus Union High School. 

The Decision-Making Process 

The problem of educating students who were handicapped in 

their ability to effectively use the English language was recognized and 

defined by Mr. West, even prior to assuming the duties as principal of 

Mingus Union High School. Members of his staff were also active in 

analyzing and evaluating the problem. 

Even prior to the experiment conducted during the spring of 

1962, the administration and staff had established definite goals that 

they had hoped to accomplish in the Special Education Program. The 

program would have been considered successful if any progress at all 

were made by the mentally retarded student at Mingus Union High School. 

The specific objectives for the neuropsychological experiment were an 

improvement in reading ability and an improvement in the I.Q.'s of the 

students in the program. In order to keep students with less ability in 
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school and help make useful citizens of them, the principal and mem

bers of his staff initiated the Special Education Program at Mingus 

Union High School. 

The collection of pertinent information was carried on by the 

principal and two of his staff members. They visited and observed other 

Special Education Programs and studied the literature. Mrs. Piper was 

instrumental in bringing to the attention of the principal the information 

regarding the neurological organization and dominant laterality therapy 

approach. Both she and the principal studied Dr. Carl Delacato's book, 

The Treatment and Prevention of Reading Problems (The Neuro-Psy-

41 chological Approach), before deciding to try the therapy approach at 

Mingus Union High School. 

The Special Education Program was selected from among other 

alternatives such as departmental grouping and a language arts core 

program. Previous experience with other alternatives had not proved 

successful. The selection of a Special Education Program and eventually 

the incorporation of the therapy was based upon reported successes of 

other schools and the significant results of Delacato's experiment. The 

decision to include the Special Education Program in the curriculum at 

Mingus Union High School was made by the school board. However, the 

41 Carl H. Delacato, The Treatment and Prevention of Reading 
Problems (The Neuro-Psychological Approach) (Springfield, Illinois: 
Charles C. Thomas, Publisher, 1959). 



119 

decision to use therapy in the project was made by the principal after 

consultation with the teacher in charge and the counselor. 

The implementation of the Special Education Program was 

planned by the principal and members of his staff. The school schedule 

was arranged to facilitate a block of time for Special Education students 

which would not conflict with such electives as industrial art, home 

economics, and art. The Special Education students were encouraged 

to participate in all school functions and were integrated with regular 

students in physical education classes. The principal supervised the 

Special Education Program, as well as other areas of the curriculum. 

A major modification in the program was the incorporation of the neuro

psychological therapy, which was being continued during the second 

year of the program. 

An attempt was made by Mrs. Piper during the spring of the 

first year to measure the success of the program. The experiment was 

carefully conducted and the results recorded by Mrs. Piper. The stu

dents in the program were also tested in the fall of the following school 

year, 1962-63, to determine the amount of gain or loss in reading ability 

that had taken place after the summer vacation. Even though the results 

seemed to indicate considerable success of the program, the principal 

was cognizant of uncontrolled variables such as the teachers personality 

and the positive attitude of the students in the program. 
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Conclusions 

Griffiths' theory of the decision-making process was in evidence 

at Mingus Union High School as that school attempted to solve the prob

lem of educating the mentally retarded students. The principal was 

active in all the steps of the process. The teachers expressed satisfac

tion with the principal's participation in incorporating the program 

change into the curriculum. 

Summary 

Recent instructional program innovations in seven selected 

Arizona high schools were studied and the processes of incorporation 

were recounted. In each case a brief description and the organization 

of the school was stated followed by an acknowledgment of the sources 

of information. A discussion of the various program changes initiated 

in each school and the selection of one for specific study preceded the 

account of the process of incorporation. 

The responses to the teacher questionnaires in each school were 

tabulated and generalizations were drawn concerning the responses. A 

composite of Tables I through VII, reporting the total teacher responses 

for all seven schools in the study, is shown in Table VIH. The twenty-

six teachers are identified by the letters A through Z as they were in 

their respective schools in Tables I through VII. Nineteen of the twenty-

six teachers reported that they took part in planning the program 



Table Vm. Composite Teacher Questionnaire Responses. (For statement of items 1 through 8, 
see Exhibit 5 in the Appendix.) 

Table; I n m IV V VI vn 
Teacher A B C  D E F G H I J K L M N O P Q R S T U V W X  Y Z 

1. 
2. Y Y Y Y Y Y N N Y Y Y Y Y Y N Y N N Y Y Y Y N N  Y Y 
3 .  Y Y Y y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  Y Y 
4 .  a. X X 

b .  X X X  XX XX X X X X X X  X  X X 
c. X  X X X  X X X  X X X X X XX X 
d .  X X X X X  X  X  X  

5. a. XX X X X X X X X X X x x x x x x x x x  X X 
b. X X X X X X X X X X x x x x x x x x x x  X X 
c. X X X X X X  X  X X  X X 
d .  X X  X X X  XX X x x x x x x x x x x  X 
e. X X X X X X XX XX X X 
f .  X X X  X X X X X X X X X X X x x x x x x x x x x  X X 
£• X X X  X X X X X  X  X X  X X 
h. XX XX XX X X X X XX X X X X X X X X 

6. N Y Y X Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y  Y Y 

'* b 

8* S S B P P P P u 
A A 

C C S S B B 
S, 

C A U P C C P A B A  P P 

Note: Items 2, 3, and 6 called for a yes (Y) or no (N) response. Items 4 and 5 were answered by 
checking (X) the desired responses. Item 7 called for the listing of one or more areas from 
item 5, if the answer to item 6 were no. Item 8 asked "Who made the final decision to put 
the change into the program?" The responses to this item were abbreviated as follows: 
Superintendent (S), School Board (B), Principal (P), Unknown (U), Committee of teachers 
and administrators (C), Assistant Superintendent (AS), and Administration (A). 
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change, while all twenty-six teachers reported that their principal 

participated in the planning for the program change. Two teachers felt 

the need for the change was brought to the principal's attention by the 

superintendent, sixteen teachers indicated "by faculty member(s)," 

fifteen teachers said "by his own observation," and eight teachers 

reported "other." Ten teachers indicated a combination of sources. 

The twenty-six teachers reported a variety of opinions concern

ing the areas in which their principal participated in deciding to make 

the instructional program change. Only in response to 5-f, "Putting 

the change into the program," did all twenty-six teachers agree that 

the principal had participated. Twenty-two of the twenty-six teachers 

in the study credited their principals with participation in the first two 

areas listed: a. Recognition of the need for a change; b. Analysis and 

evaluation of the existing problem. Only eleven teachers felt that the 

principal participated in establishing standards by which the solution 

would be judged acceptable. Nineteen teachers expressed the opinion 

that their principal took part in the collection of the information and 

twelve teachers reported that their principal participated in the selec

tion of the change from other possible alternatives. One half of the 

teachers said that their principal was a participant in controlling and 

modifying the program change. Twenty of the twenty-six teachers felt 

that their principal participated in the evaluation of the program change. 
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Only one teacher was dissatisfied with his principal's part in 

the program change and would have preferred to see him participate in 

the first two areas: a. Recognition of the need for a change; and b. 

Analysis and evaluation of the existing problem. In response to the 

question, "Who made the final decision to put the change into the pro

gram?" the twenty-six teachers reported as follows: eight--"principal"; 

five--"committee of teachers and administrators"; three--"administra

tors"; three--"school board"; two--"superintendent"; two--"assistant 

superintendent"; two--"unknown"; and one—"superintendent and school 

board." 

An analysis of the decision-making process in the initiation of 

each of the program changes was made and conclusions pertinent to the 

three hypotheses of this study were stated. 

The seven schools involved, the principals interviewed, and the 

particular program innovation studied in each school were as follows: 

Amphitheater High School, Tucson, Arizona 
Peyton Reavis, Principal 

Illinois mathematics program, 1961 

Pueblo High School, Tucson, Arizona 
Elbert Brooks, Principal 

Core Program for slow learners, 1961 

Rincon High School, Tucson, Arizona 
Hanley Slagle, Principal 

Team teaching, 1960 

Benson Union High School, Benson, Arizona 
Ben Rutherford, Principal 

Teaching machines (TEMAC), 1961 



Glendale High School, Glendale, Arizona 
Victor Lowman, Principal 

Language laboratory, 1960 

Phoenix Union High School, Phoenix, Arizona 
R. E. McCullar, Principal 

"Able and Ambitious" program, 1958 

Mingus Union High School, Jerome, Arizona 
Keith West, Principal 

Special Education Program, 1961. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Summary 

This study was undertaken in the theoretical framework of 

Griffiths' theory of administration. Griffiths' theory treats decision

making as the central process of administration and proposes six steps 

in the decision-making process: 

1. 
2.  
3. 

4. 
5. 

6.  

The problem under consideration in this study was the determin

ation of the nature of the decision-making process and the instructional 

leadership of the secondary school principal in that process. The prob

lem was stated in the form of the following three hypotheses: 

* Daniel E. Griffiths, Administrative Theory (New York: Apple-
ton-Century-Crofts, Inc., 1959), p. 94. 

Recognize, define, and limit the problem. 
Analyze and evaluate the problem. 
Establish criteria or standards by which solution 
will be evaluated or judged as acceptable and 
adequate to the need. 
Collect data. 
Formulate and select the preferred solution or 
solutions. Test them in advance. 
Put into effect the preferred solution. 
a. Program the solution. 
b. Control the activities of the program. 
c. Evaluate the results and the process.* 

125 
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1. Griffiths' theory of the process of decision-making 

is valid in applied situations. 

2. Secondary school principals typically operate more 

at the sixth and final step in the decision-making 

process than at the other five steps. 

3. Secondary school teachers express a greater degree 

of satisfaction with those principals who typically 

operate more at the sixth step of the decision-making 

process than at the first five steps. 

The related literature subscribed to the theme that the principal's 

leadership is institutional rather than personal and that, as the educa

tional leader of his school, his essential function is that of making 

organizational decisions. Most authorities agree that the decision

making process involves a series of steps, even though they may not be 

actively or consciously carried out in all cases. 

The decision-making process was studied as it functioned in the 

field of recent instructional program innovations. Seven North Central 

Association accredited high schools in Arizona were selected for the 

study on the following bases: the incorporation of recent instructional 

program changes into the curriculum; the length of time that the prin

cipal had served in that position; and representation of a variety of 

organizational types of schools. A mailed questionnaire was utilized 

in the selection of the schools. 
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The seven selected high schools were visited on prearranged 

dates and interviews were conducted with the principals and key faculty 

members in the particular program innovations. A teacher question

naire was also submitted to the teachers in the various programs. The 

process by which the program change was incorporated into the curric

ulum was reported and an analysis of the decision-making process in 

the initiation of these program changes was made. In each school a 

different instructional program innovation was observed and studied. 

Conclusions 

1. The first hypothesis, that Griffiths' theory of the process of 

decision-making is valid in applied situations, was upheld. In each of 

the seven schools in the study, the principal or members of his staff 

actively participated in each of the six steps of the process as that school 

incorporated a particular program innovation into its curriculum. The 

self-awareness of participation in each step of the process on the part 

of the principal and staff'members varied among the schools. However, 

the analytic survey of each instructional program innovation showed that 

each school, as a formal organization, did incorporate its particular 

program change through a definite decision-making process as envisioned 

by Griffiths. 
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2. The second hypothesis, that secondary school principals 

typically operate more at the sixth and final step in the decision-making 

process than at the other five steps, was upheld. The number of differ

ent areas of principal participation varied from school to school, as 

did the degree of participation in each area. The secondary school 

principal in each of the selected high schools did participate actively in 

the final step of the decision-making process--putting into effect the 

preferred solution. This step in the process has three phases: pro

gramming, controlling and modifying the activities in the program, and 

evaluating the effectiveness of the program. Though one half of the 

twenty-six teachers in the study credited the principal with participa

tion in controlling and modifying the program and twenty of the teachers 

felt that the principal participated in the evaluation of the program 

change, the principals were most active in the first phase, program

ming. 

The principals did not participate as actively in the first five 

steps of the decision-making process as they did in the final step. How

ever, they did participate quite actively in the first two steps of the 

process—1. Recognize, define, and limit the problem; 2. Analyze and 

evaluate the problem. Twenty-two of the twenty-six teachers in the 

study credited their principals with participation in those first two steps 

of the process. A majority of the principals did participate, at least 

to a limited degree, in the fourth step of the process—collection of the 
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data. Nineteen of the twenty-six teachers in the study expressed the 

opinion that their principal took part in the collection of the informa

tion. According to teacher responses to the questionnaire and the 

analysis of the writer, the principals were the least active in the third 

and fifth steps of the decision-making process: 3. Establish criteria 

or standards by which solution will be evaluated or judged as acceptable 

to the need; 5. Formulate and select the preferred solution or solutions 

and test them in advance. Eleven and twelve teachers, respectively, 

reported principal participation in these two areas. 

3. The third hypothesis, that secondary school teachers express 

a greater degree of satisfaction with those principals who typically 

operate more at the sixth step of the decision-making process than at 

the first five steps, was neither upheld nor denied. The information 

collected proved to be inadequate to determine whether the teachers 

were satisfied to a greater degree with principals who typically oper

ate more at the sixth step of the decision-making process than at the 

first five steps. Nevertheless, twenty-five of the twenty-six teachers 

included in this study did indicate satisfaction with their principal's 

part in the program change and all twenty-six teachers credited their 

principal with participation in the sixth step of the decision-making 

process--putting the change into the program. 

4. Decisions involving instructional program changes in 

secondary schools were organizational decisions. The principals and 
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teachers who were interviewed in the study stressed the fact that the 

decision to incorporate a particular program change into the curriculum 

was not a unilateral decision, but was made by faculty members and' 

the administration. The seven principals emphasized the importance 

of the decision being organizational rather than individual if the pro

gram were to be successful. Even though they had the authority to make 

the decision, they relied heavily upon the advice and good judgment of 

staff members. 

5. The secondary school principals exercised instructional 

leadership through active participation in the decision-making process. 

Suggestions for Further Research 

1. Other types of decisions in secondary school administration 

than those involving the incorporation of instructional program changes 

should be studied to further establish the nature of the decision-making 

process and the role of the secondary school principal in that process. 

2. An analysis of the importance of communication in the 

decision-making process should be undertaken. 

3. The question--"Do secondary school teachers feel a greater 

urgency for the solution of instructional program problems than their 

principals?"--should be answered by research. 

4. In view of the findings of this study that secondary school 

principals were the least active in the third and fifth steps of the 



decision-making process, a study should be conducted to determine 

the importance of these two steps to the decision-making process. 
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EXHIBIT 1 

University of Arizona 
Tucson 

Office of the 
HIGH SCHOOL VISITOR 

September 21, 1962 

Dear Sir: 
We are attempting to determine which high schools in Arizona have 

initiated one or more recent instructional program innovations. Would you 
kindly check the list below and indicate the year that the program was 
initiated. Also, please indicate the number of years (including this year) 
that you have held your present position. 

( / )  I n n o v a t i o n  Y e a r  I n i t i a t e d  

Flexible scheduling 

Team teaching 

Illinois mathematics program 

SMSG mathematics program 

Use of lay readers 

Language laboratory 

PSSC physical science program 

CHEM chemistry program 

BSCS biological science program 

Teaching machines 

Educational TV 

Other (please specify) 

None 

Number of years as principal of this high school 

The enclosed return addressed envelope is for your convenience. 
Thank you for your cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

L. Fred Thomas 
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EXHIBIT 2 

University of Arizona 
Tucson 

Office of the 
HIGH SCHOOL VISITOR 

October 5, 1962 

Attached is a copy of a letter sent to you September 21. In the event 
the original was lost or misplaced, this copy is being sent in an effort to 
complete the data from all Arizona NCA schools. If your response is 
already in the mail, please disregard this note. 

Sincerely, 

L. Fred Thomas 
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EXHIBIT 3 

RECENT INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM INNOVATIONS 
IN ARIZONA HIGH SCHOOLS 

Flexible Scheduling 

Arcadia High School, Scottsdale, 1959; Camelback High School, Phoenix, 
1960; Casa Grande Union High School, Casa Grande, 1961; Chandler 
High School, Chandler, 1962; Duncan High School, Duncan, 1962; Flow
ing Wells High School, Tucson, 1961; Miami High School, Miami, 1958; 
Phoenix Union High School, Phoenix, 1962; Pueblo High School, Tucson, 
1955; Santa Cruz Valley Union High School, Eloy, 1960; Scottsdale High 
School, Scottsdale, 1961; Sunnyside High School, Tucson, 1960; West 
Phoenix High School, Phoenix, 1961; Wickenberg High School, Wicken-
berg, 1960; Williams High School, Williams, date not reported. 

Team Teaching 

Agua Fria Union High School, Avondale, 1962; Amphitheater High School, 
Tucson, 1962; Antelope Valley Union High School, Wellton, 1961; Camel-
back High School, Phoenix, 1960; Carl Hayden High School, Phoenix, 
1961; Casa Grande Union High School, Casa Grande, 1961; Catalina High 
School, Tucson, 1960; Chandler High School, Chandler, 1960; Cortez 
High School, Phoenix, 1962; Douglas High School, Douglas, 1961; Flow
ing Wells High School, Tucson, 1960; Phoenix Indian High School, 
Phoenix, 1960; Phoenix Union High School, Phoenix, 1960; Pueblo High 
School, Tucson, 1956; Rincon High School, Tucson, 1959; South Moun
tain High School, Phoenix, 1962; Superior High School, Superior, 1960; 
Tucson High School, Tucson, 1960; West Phoenix High School, Phoenix, 
1959; Wickenberg High School, Wickenberg, 1962. 

Illinois Mathematics Program 

Amphitheater High School, Tucson, 1961; Catalina High School, Tucson, 
1958; Pueblo High School, Tucson, 1956; Rincon High School, Tucson, 
1959. _ 
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SMSG Mathematics Program 

Benson Union High School, Benson, 1962; Camelback High School, 
Phoenix, 1960; Casa Grande Union High School, Casa Grande, 1961; 
Central High School, Phoenix, 1961; Chandler High School, Chandler, 
1962; Flowing Wells High School, Tucson, 1958; Glendale High School, 
Glendale, 1962; Miami High School, Miami, 1961; Nogales High School, 
Nogales, 1961; Phoenix Indian High School, Phoenix, 1960; Pueblo High 
School, Tucson, 1959; Rincon High School, Tucson, 1960; Round Valley 
Union High School, Eager, 1962; San Manuel High School, San Manuel, 
1961; Scottsdale High School, Scottsdale, 1961; South Mountain High 
School, Phoenix, 1961; St. Johns High School, St. Johns, date not 
reported; West Phoenix High School, Phoenix, 1961. 

Use of Lay Readers 

Pueblo High School, Tucson, 1959; Safford High School, Safford, 1961; 
Superior High School, Superior, I960. 

Language Laboratory 

Agua Fria Union High School, Avondale, 1961; Antelope Valley Union 
High School, Wellton, 1960; Benson Union High School, Benson, 1962; 
Catalina High School, Tucson, 1962; Central High School, Phoenix, 1962; 
Chandler High School, Chandler, 1962; Cortez High School, Phoenix, 
1960; Douglas High School, Douglas, 1962; Duncan High School, Duncan, 
1962; Flowing Wells High School, Tucson, 1960; Glendale High School, 
Glendale, 1960; Mingus Union High School, Jerome, 1961; North Phoenix 
High School, Phoenix, 1962; iPhoenix Union High School, Phoenix, 1962; 
Pueblo High School, Tucson, 1960; Rincon High School, Tucson, 1961; 
San Manuel High School, San Manuel, 1960; Scottsdale High School, 
Scottsdale, 1962; Snowflake Union High School, Snowflake, 1961; Sunny-
side High School, Tucson, 1962; Sunnyslope High School, Phoenix, 1961; 
Superior High School, Superior, 1959; Tempe Union High School, Tempe, 
1960; Tucson High School, Tucson, 1960; Washington High School, 
Phoenix, 1960; West Phoenix High School, Phoenix, 1961; Williams High 
School, Williams, 1960. 
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PSSC Physical Science Program 

Ajo High School, Ajo, 1960; Amphitheater High School, Tucson, 1960; 
Catalina High School, Tucson, 1961; Mesa High School, Mesa, 1960; 
Miami High School, Miami, 1962; North Phoenix High School, Phoenix, 
1962; Parker High School, Parker, 1959; Peoria High School, Peoria, 
1961; Pueblo High School, Tucson, 1962; Snowflake Union School, 
Snowflake, 1961; Sunnyside High School, Tucson, 1962; Tempe Union 
High School, Tempe, 1962; Washington High School, Phoenix, 1960; 
West Phoenix High School, Phoenix, 1961. 

CHEM Chemistry Program 

Camelback High School, Phoenix, 1962; Chandler High School, Chandler, 
1962; McNary High School, McNary, 1962; Miami High School, Miami, 
1960; Snowflake Union High School, Snowflake, 1962; West Phoenix High 
School, Phoenix, 1961. ~ : 

BSCS Biological Science Program 

Cajnelback High School, Phoenix, 1960; Carl Hayden High School, 
Pnoenix, 1960; Central High School, Phoenix, 1960; Miami High School, 
Miami, 1960; Phoenix Union High School, Phoenix, 1960; South Mountain 
High School, Phoenix, 1960; Sunnyside High School, Tucson, 1959; West 
Phoenix High School, Phoenix, 1960. 

Teaching Machines 

Antelope Valley Union High School, Wellton, 1961; Arcadia High School, 
Scottsdale, 1962; Benson Union High School, Benson, 1961; Buckeye 
Union High School, Buckeye, 1962; Chandler High School, Chandler, 1961; 
Flowing Wells High School, Tucson, 1960; Gila Bend High School, Gila 
Bend, 1962; Parker High School, Parker, 1962; Prescott High School, 
Prescott, 1961; Pueblo High School, Tucson, 1961; Ray District High 
School, Kearny, 1962; Safford High School, Safford, 1962; San Manuel 
High School, San Manuel, 1962; Scottsdale High School, Scottsdale, 1961; 
Snowflake Union High School, Snowflake, 1961; St. Johns High School, 
St. Johns, date not reported; Superior High School, Superior, 1962; 
Tempe Union High School, Tempe, 1961; Tolleson Union High School, 
Tolleson, 1959; Williams High School, Williams, 1958. 
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Educational TV 

Carl Hayden High School, Phoenix, 1960; Catalina High School, Tucson, 
1961; Phoenix Indian High School, Phoenix, 1960; Phoenix Union High 
School, Phoenix, 1960; Pueblo High School, Tucson, 1961; Rincon High 
School, Tucson, 1961; Scottsdale High School, Scottsdale, 1962; West 
Phoenix High School, Phoenix, 1957. 

Other 

Special Education: Mingus Union High School, Jerome, 1961; Prescott 
High School, Prescott, 1960. 
Large and Small Grouping in Civics: Douglas High School, Douglas, 
1956. 
Ungraded Classes in Physical Education: Rincon High School, Tucson, 
1960. 
Physical Fittness Program: Sunnyslope High School, Phoenix, 1961. 
Modern Algebra: Buckeye Union High School, Buckeye, 1961; Kofa High 
School, Yuma, date not reported; Yuma High School, Yuma, date not 
reported. 
Organized Homeroom Program as a Group Guidance Instrument: Pueblo 
High School, Tucson, 1955. 
Chemical Bond Approach (CBA): South Mountain High School, Phoenix, 
1960. 
Four Year Reading Program for All Students: South Mountain High 
School, Phoenix, 1962. 
Developmental Reading Program: Santa Cruz Valley Union High School, 
Eloy, 1961. 
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INTERVIEW GUIDE 

Discussion of recent program changes and selection of one particular 
innovation. 

I. THE PROBLEM 
A. What was the problem as you saw it? 
B. Could you briefly define it? 
C. When did you first realize a need for a change? 
D. What were the limitations? 

H. ANALYSIS AND EVALUATION OF THE PROBLEM 
A. What did the problem mean to you and to your high school? 
B. What did you and your staff want to do about solving the problem? 
C. What was the origin of the problem? (What or who brought it 

to your attention?) 
D. How urgent was the solution to the problem? 
E. Who should have made the decision concerning the solution? 

m. ESTABLISHMENT OF CRITERIA OF JUDGEMENT 
A. How did you think you would know if the solution arrived at 

would be satisfactory? 
B. What specific goals did you hope to accomplish? 
C. What were the motives of the school in putting this innovation 

into the instructional program? 

IV. COLLECTION OF DATA 
A. What data was collected prior to deciding upon this innovation? 
B. Who collected the information? 
C. Were the facts relatively free from bias? 
D. Were the facts interpreted the same by you and other staff 

members? 

V. SELECTION OF THE PREFERRED SOLUTION 
A. What other solutions or alternatives were considered? 
B. What consequences of each were anticipated? (Why not used?) 
C. Why did you select this solution? 
D. Who made the final decision? 

VI. PUTTING THE SOLUTION INTO EFFECT 
A. What was the plan of implementation? 
B. Who supervises the program? 
C. What modifications were made? (Upon whose suggestion?) 
D. Have there been any attempts to measure the success of the 

program? 
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TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE 

1. What year did you join this teaching staff? 
2. Did you take part in planning this program change? 
3. Did the principal take part in planning this program change? 
4. The need for the change was brought to the principal's 

attention by: 
a. the superintendent 
b. faculty member(s) 
c. his own observation 
d. other 

5. In deciding to make the change, in your opinion, the principal 
participated in which of the following areas? (Please check one 
or several if applicable.) 

a. Recognition of the need for a change. 
b. Analysis and evaluation of the existing problem. 
c. Establishing standards by which solution would be 

judged acceptable. 
d. Collection of pertinent information. 
e. Selection of this change from other possible alternatives. 
f. Putting the change into the program. 
g. Controlling and modifying the program change. 

Evaluation of the program change. 
6. Were you satisfied with the principal's part in this program change? 

If answer to Question 6 is "no," in which areas listed above would 
you like to see the principal participate? (Signify by using one or 
more letters from Question 5.) 

8. Who made the final decision to put the change into the program? 

9. If you would like to make any comments concerning the program 
change or the principal's role, please use the following space. 

NOTE: For ease of handling this questionnaire was mimeographed 
on one sheet of paper, 8 1/2 x 14 inches. 


