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This report foLuses onsome,  key .varieties .of

16 of which utilized teanm

The control structure interview was used as

more than half, of the instructional decisions vere made by individual
classroom teachers. In the schools utilizing team teaching, a
substantial proportion of decisions were made by the teacher work

group.

In the schools without teanms,

a substantial number of

instructional decisions were made by persons outside the school. It
was found that elementary principals rarely collaborated with

ipdividual teachers in deciding on instructional- activities.

Iustead,

principals participated more fregquently with other nonteachers and

teacher groups and made unilateral decisions.

Superv151on of

instruction by administrators seems, for all practlcal purposes, to
be minimal. These findings challenge current concepts of school

superv151on.

—

(Author/Ds)
per T X8

£

/

*********************** ARk R R AR KK R K R Rk
Documents acquired by ERIC include many informal unpublished

materials not available from other sources.

ERIC makes every effort

to obtain the best copy available. Nevertheless, ' items of ‘marginal
reproducibility are often encountered and this aftects the quality

via the ERIC Document Feproduction Service (EDRS).

£DRS is not

responsible for the quali+y of the original document. Reproductions

* *
* *
* *
* *
* of the microfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC'makes available *
* *
* *
* *
* *

supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made from the original.
8o o o KR K R K KRR R K KR K o o ok o ok o o ook o o o o o o ook o ok o o ok o ok ok ok

.
’
.\

€ AN




ED127766.

.
<

. .
M . U\S DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH

-~
&

EOUCATION
THIS DO{UMENT HAS BEEN REPRO
DUCED EXpCTLY AS RECEIVED FROM
THE PERSEN OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN
ATIN, (T ADINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS
STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE
SENT UF FICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
EQUL ATION POSITION OR POLICY

. . 4 A
. N .
. ‘- . . ¢ 3 . ‘
. ~ Supcrvision as Adnministration: ‘
' The Control Structure of the School:
. ° % . \
- , ,
4
. L ' ‘ .
- N *
L]
- 9 ‘
Iy Yo ! >~
. y -
by -
John 5. Packard
' : Uniyersity of Oregen
- 12
o ‘
™~
) - & .
'Y )
>
- »

Center for Educational Policy and Management
. . 1472 Kincaid Street
Eugene, Oregon 97405

\
.

PERMISS N T RERHE O ARTENY
MATER 4 BY MICROFICHE DNLY
AN BEEN S RANTLORY

~ R cop e kyiad
v g AND OF aeNTTA% NS DPERATY
CNCER A SEEMEN 5 ANTR s s ot ’
POET CATION fosTHE R REPRODUC TN
ST THE P xS TEMORE T A ViR
. u Ve TeE Oy H e TANEN
4

2

A 008 322

ww!
—

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: N

\EOUCATION & WELFARE . v «
v ATIONAL INSTITUTE'OF ” ,t\prl 1 1976



* Abstract

-

The report focuses on some key varieties of decisions which govern .
instructional affairs in public elementary schools. More than half of the °

implicated decisions are made by individual classroom teachers. In schools

s
L} .

with tecaching tcams, however, a substantial proportion of déeisions are ‘made by

’ . ) f . ' , ) i ) y
the teacher work group. In schools without ‘teams, a substantial Humber of de- -

* o

. . . [ i . -
cisions are made by persons outside the school. Elementary principals are

N

found to collaborate rarely with individual teachers .in deciding on instruc-
¢

tional activities. Rather, principals partigi?ate more frequently with other

non-tecachers and teacher groups or make unilateral decisions. Supervision of

-
’

instruction by administrators seems, for all practical purposes; to be trivial.

-

L
. ¢ -
Especially in tcam schools, but also to a surprising degrec in conventional

3

schools, teachers often participate in rendering instructional decisions which

v . : o as ‘
thetr colleag.ies ray 'implement. The research findings thys challenge our cur-

rent understanding of school %upervision. Somc assumptions which underlie - .

school supervision are also challenged.
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/ Supervision as Administration:
, ‘Mic Control Structure of the School?

£y 1]
H
©

.The enduring urge to bring to bear regularly expert and reasoncd @—1

€

flucnce on teaching is not an idle design. Yet, for a variety of reasons
teachers scpm especially unsuited as objects of routine bureaucratic or pro-

- fessional review. They lack a set of accepted practices which might “serve,

c . .

-when displayed, as evidence of acceptable instrume 1 conduct. In the ecol-

¢ ogy of their setting they are displaced physically a d‘emotionally‘from their

‘ *¥cllow faculty members as well as from their hierarchical superiors. The in- o

.
[3

terdependence of their tasks is so slight as to minimize the ‘need for work

rcelated contacts and clever mechanisms that coordinate the timing, pacing and

substance of their contributions. So buffered from the vagaries of uncertain

influences, weachers are relatively frece to establish idiosyncratic classroom

.

routines. This can be a source of concern. ) .

A ]

Supervision of instruction (or teaching).is gené&ally recognized’as

’ K 3
L] . N

one of cducation's most prominent non-events. Nevertheless, there are among
- 3 . ) a 3 .' 3
us many who make a living by offering advice and counsel to school supcrvisors. s

And, yes, thete is a rather large occupational force whose primary role assign-

X .

ment is the supervision of instruction. Nonetheless, the absence of supervisory

L3
h

activity in schools is well documented and while publjically lamented, it may be

privakcly>wclc9med (Meyer and Rowan, 1975).

~ -
M .

&
_*Rescarch reported here is supported by the National Institute of
Fducation. However, claims and opinions expressed here should not be con-
strued -to have federal ‘endorsement. .

ERIC - ,

s -




) 2
“ k]
For those who\study schglls as organizations, these few comments .
Y
. sunmarize our current knowledge of school supervision. However,+important work

. ~ o
at Stanford and Oregon challenges in part this prevailing view, at least when cony . .~

{
sidering elementary schools with certain formal organizational or architectural .

properties. Meyer and Cohen (1971) and Pellegrin (1970) report separately inter- s

. ./ esting, parallel findings. Under conditions of open space architecture or the

creation of formal teaching teams or both, teachers report incréased teacher
) e

L[]
group influence over classroom affairs. In conventional elementary schools these

roo. ) ; 1

groups have no counterpart.
In the sense that supervision connotes direct influence on the instruc-
v
tional process by professionals other than ole line édmini§trators-or-stéff co-

ordinators, these findings suggest that under\special circumstances supervision
L]

may occur frequently enough to warrant the interest 'of social scientists and '-.

‘
[} ' . - PO

educational policy makers. With regard to the'latter, if it can be determined ™"

.

. reliably that under certain circumstances supcfvisory—like‘pehavior occurs nat-
N ¢ P
- "
urally, then it may be possible to develop strategiés to capitalize on the R

benefits and reduce the side payments.

v oL f . . . \

"o . ’ A Current Study - .

Pl

For some time my colleagues, Richard Carlsoh, W W Chirters, Jr., and

. I have been conducting a study that tests longitudinally and somewhat more objec-
' ‘ d

tively the findings of these carlier crosé—seétional, explorator} investigationé. \ e

" Ac®rdingly, we have A gample of‘29 elementary schools, 16-of which adopted a \'
unit organization--installed teaching teams--between the’figst and second of -
‘five scheduled data collections. Data are collected at 'six month intervals.

The last will be taken in April, 1976. The other 13 "control" schools are in

2 3
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N -

‘ - the same districts as the ' axperln dgntals." As a grOup, they match their .
« 7 o . oo .
Louﬂtorpdrts on a number of demographiic features (Packard et al., '1976)

~
©
1)

,One of tlie key measustes developed’® in conjunction with this work is the

x" " , N \v. , ¢ ! “ . ! 14 .
cdontrol™structure interview. This ie explained in great detail elsewhere ' 4

. f
N ® LY

- . - > .
central properties. The interview is applied to teachers. In a highly system-

] . .

atic and detailed fashion the interviewer attempts to. locate two basic bits of

-

» (™ e
A\ 9 " , s L . .
. (Packard, et al., ' 1976) and we $ha11 do little more than allude to’ some of its . 1

. .
information for each of a large number of school decisions, Ascertained are the .

identity of the decision makers--wAich we call the input population--and the
’ Il -

Jidentity of thore‘whose behavior is to be governed by the decision. The latter .

. e

is called the ougput population. In comparing the anut and output populatlons

\
it is possible to degive a number of decision types.  JThe babic types are de-

v

scribed belgy. In all cases.the output population consists of on& or more’

¢ )
- I

€
v

tecachers.

a
- -
M n

The collegial decision is one in which two or more teachers jointly

‘

render‘a Hecislon feof themselves. The leader determined deéasion occurs when
—_— . . . ]

- v

some but not all output populatioﬁ members constitute the input population.
f . ’ .

B

A

shared decision is recognized when a non-member of the output popu&atiOn, say

[ ] "

the principal, participates as a member of tha\input p0pu1ation~aldhg with some
: . | : C
. . . v '
or all output ‘members., The removed decision takes place when no output members

' Ay

are in the input group., Discretion, the fifth basic type, refers to cages where

. L -+ .
a single individual, a teacher, constitutes exactly both populations--she made
-- - ' the decision for herself. ) S

-

* : We have thus traced the control structure of these schools for the
J - 4
! - .
past two years. Presently, we have made some preliminary analyses of the first

three waves of data. Since the interview takes as problematic the findings of
7 [ ' - Y 4
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! (both precursor ‘studies and the ‘current depiction of schools as organizations,

/

we can comment on the level of superyisfion conducted by administrators and

»

teaching colleagucs.

. L]
For' the purpases Qf this paper we shall confine our attention to four

.

of the 19 task areas coverdd in the interview. These decisions for deterﬁining

(1) the tontent of daily lessons, (2) when and how long éubjects_are taught,

&

3) teaching.materials usad recently, and (4) mefggds of instruction are es-

pecially germane to our present discussion of the governance of instruction.

>

-~

General trends which,will be described here are paralleled in,a rough way in

. y
the entire set of data. ’ .

K , Of methodological interest is'the fact that the control structure
b
interview has recorded changes that are predicted by previous research. Other
subjective measures of decision making taken directly from one of the two prior
. r R 2 .

studies do not show the treatment effect by the third data collection. It

should élso be kept in mind £hat the interview seeks very barticﬁlarland con- \
crete as opposed to globél and supmary data often characteristic of studies of

organizatfgnal decigion making./.Data are aggregateg.first within each and then
across the various task areas. Percent figures are based on calculations which

adjust for differenées in the number of decisions recdrded among the 29 schools.

L §
Preliminary Findings

h i

For this analysis we shall investigate some and not all of the var-

-«
ious’decision types. Thus portrayeﬁ?is a partial or incomplete picture of

the governance of affairs of the classroom. Retained from the original five

—~

. member decision’ typology are the types collegial and djscretion. The first

reveals teacher group decisions; the second teacher dutonomy. Carved out of (
\_.——-




-
-
-

4

N « N .

the shared and removed types are decisions in which Yhe principal, the primary
¢lementary supervisor, participates. From the shared catcgory come. two sub-
-
types *Bounded discretion" arc instances in which the principal and a single
- o ) S ‘s .
teacher’ jointly sclect an-instructional .alternative. MConjoint' decisions ard
L L ’ g :
thosc in which the principal, another non-teacher and one or more teacher
L

3 ‘ .

! comprise the imput population. Thes2<lattew subtypes are of yecial interest
’ since they seem to‘capture the flavor of the supervisory lﬁperatUrg. A fifth
. . “ . *
: type is extracted from the removed category, Called "Principal directed" it
L4 ‘ » '

refers to cases inwhich the principal unilaterally selectes an altgrnative

coursec of action. .
L >

N SN Discretion. Clearly, disé&etion is the prédominant decision

N

type in the four task arcas pertaining to instruction. Roughly 55 percent of |

. . .
all reported decisioqi\arc discretion. This value does not diffcrentiate’ be-
‘ . : .

4 " - .

. tween team and conventional schools and does not change after the introduction

of the treatment. The relative proportion of discretionary decisions-is in-
' . ¢ N .
Y teresting for a number of rcasons. While it tends to reaffirm the position that

s

that it does not reach higher

L
! teaching is "idiosyncratic specializatior
>

!

1"
11

s . values, say 90 percent, indicates many more ig;tructional decisions gre influ-
: \

enced by many more persons than‘one might expect. That it does not decrease in
the teum schoolseis also surprising. Teams arc reputed to reduge the propor-
L
. o . C e : . \ A

' ‘ tion of decisions over which individual members previgusly had held discretion.
£}

(In some other task arcas, say subjects in\yhich lessons arc presented, dis-

\ ' )

v
.

c%@tiqn dogs decrease as predicted.) - . \\ ,
4 . . . o s . CoNe g
) Boundc ocrotion. The extent to which the principal” collaborates
" bt T ——— *

.A‘ . . - . . . . ' H M ”~
witlegndividual teachérs about instructional affairs is trivial.:, Across the
) €

~

. B )
e \ B ,
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" . ’ Y
three data collections, the relative proportion of decisions of this type never |

cxceeds two percent. By~tho third data colléction bounded discretion:for all
A . Pl

- v

practical purposcs did not occur in the team schools.
. . 5 *
Conjoint. In leaguc with other non-teachers, principals do partici-

pate in a noticcable numbqr’gf shared decisions. Ove? the threc data collec-

tions an average of about &ix percent of instructional decisions were of the .
. . ' . . Yo .

cénjolnt variety. This category_differcntiates between the two types of

.s N . . . ." ke 3
schools, but in an unexpected way. The conventional schools show “an increase

over time “(an obscrvation attesting to the utility of a longitudinal research
. *

-
N

design). ‘ \

[
. ~ a k4

. Principal directed. Principals appear at a somewhat higher freqliency’
- — \ -

]
in removed than in conjoint, shared decisions. Over time the value remains .
J s, 3 ! .

steady, about 8 percent, in conventional schools but drops sTightly in the tcam -
S ’ /
/

schools. This is somewhat elevated over the conjoint varicty primarily due to“//
P

_heavier principal participation in scheduling the time and length of class
o

A : ‘
periods; af arca in which there is, correspondingly, the lowest leyel of

~ — ° -

teacher discretion.
L

) . ) ) &
| Collegial. The most dramatic change ip thc team schiools and, thus}

the point of sharpes distinction between thew and the control schools occurs
(,(

. - - . l - - 7 3 . .

in" the catcegory of collcg}al decisions. From rotighly the same starting point
' . . . . S

at the first data collection, an average of 9.5 percent, the\team schools re-

port néarly 20 percert collegial decisions at the next two déta collections. ' -

The corresponding value in the conventional ﬁghools actually dropped from \

| . | “

| . Y. 5
cight to about five percent over the course of the study. ,
. - ) . . .

The first of these changes had been'predicted. Owing to the stabil-
ity of discrctiic over time, the incregse in the proportion of collegial deci-

9 1

- B X .
—~ . . T 9 . a
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L

. 2 .
-

sions indicates proportional.decicascs in the frequengy with which non-tecach-

e .« ~

N\ . - - - y ! ’
ers rendet instructional decisidns. Among the current sample the losses are -

. , .
most obvious in the categorics of\)oundcd discretion and principal directed

’ * ’

. o

. decisions; about two percent in each case.
1 .

¢ » ~

-, - ..
. Remarks ‘ .
v ' - '
‘gur incomplete investigations of a yet to be completed set of data
L K ' . - .
- lead to some interesting speculations about the state of supervision in public

*

elementary.schools: On the one hand, decigion making about instructional af-

fairs falls disgroportionaily into the category J&écretion. ‘This 5ib;s with .

cu;reqt knowledge, of patterns of public school governance, but not to the de-

gréEaaﬁoﬂmig#t expect. At least 40 pcrcent of ‘the decisions which, in our ) .
;

sample of schools, bear directly op instruction jare not made¢ by individual

v

teachers for themselves alonc. Among this set are additional points of inter-

'

est. In the ‘tean schools, néxt to discretion, cgllegial decision's appear with

j greatest frequency. In the conventional schools, removed decisions in which

"

. est frequency. Clearly, principalsrdo not play a major role in the governance

-

‘ of instruction at least when calculated by this mecasure of decision making.

The difference betwden the two types of schools is instructive. In

-

tean schools great influence is exerted by one's teaching collcagues, who, by

-

and large, are close to the action. In conventional elémentary schools con- .
..

- AN
siderable influence is cxerted by non-teachers and in many respectseby persons

who workh clsewhere in the district. ‘i

1

i
|

|
|
the principal is not a member of the input populution occur with next great- |
= ] |
1
|

!

1
|
l
1

1
|
!
. 4 . 1
But cven in conventional clementary schools there appear with sur- ° - |

» i

. |

prising frequency instractiofhal decisions ~hich are ‘jointly made, collegial, o |

-

Eg:lﬁ;‘ _ ’ “ [ 1(1 - ' ‘ , ' | . 1
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v i _ ) . , &

\
.

leader determined and shared, by persons workipng together in the same school
. 5 'y .Q . . , N .
building. These decisions are made in conjunctlon with other teachers.

Continuing investigations into our data both present and anticipated

»?

Q:y change the complexion of this current«regbr;, but not, I suspect, much of

-

its substance? There is consief;aﬁiq room, naturally occurring, im schools that’

— 0 .

permits others, egpqcially other teachers, %o participate in fendefing instruc-

L4
3

tional decisions. Thesg decisions are underfaken.with the participation of -y

the "teachers who will be expected to implément them.  This observable fact <

. has a number of impliéations. ‘ s

v . 4 .
.

Those interested in supérvision may be encouraged to abandon- a

s Y ’

Ipuﬁber of assumptions. The elementary teacher apparently'doss not enjoy (or
P ' . » ) .
cuen seek) unbounded discretion over all clddsroom affairs. [Datg.which ~

o
v . ) . s

ve report elsewhere {(Packard, et al., 19763 bharters, 1976) indicates, for

.

é&amplg, that -the self-contained classroom is\rot a fdir characterization

of, the modern, conventional elbmentary school.] Supervisors might well uﬂfi)

y

into account the possibfiity nd seek the point¥ of contact in which,te&cher
« , |
decision making is shi—~d; that is to say, where the individual teacheyr! is

not the.proper unit of supervisory attention. \ Supervisory theory and pFac—
N . N ' . ’ i

tice should bé‘aﬁgnizant also of ;he fact that\conditions ripe for supér—
vision in its broadest and, perhaps, most productdve sense may abound.
Such conditions are. emergent r&utings involving groups whose members do
not include formal organizational supervisors. - Sypervisors should be

aware that evaluations of instruction are more likely to be regarded as
+ 8

sound and welcome when the evaluator is close to, if not irtimately involved in,

A\
w

- \ '\‘:'a,
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the work of the persol} beiny evaluated (Scott and Doxnbusu} 1975, p. 184).

. .
ot o

.. . ‘ ]
For thc vlememtary. teacher, colleugues at the same or adiacent' grade levels .
. . . v s o ' - .

appear to be the nost likcly-candidatos. ! . ) o
A}
V

Finally, we. are Jmpxosscd b) the unfoxtunatc connotatjons of. the

. A

term supervisor as it applies te education. BT obvxpu% tﬁbse chargcd with

supcr\xsory rcSponslbllltxcs raryly dlrLCt unllatorally or coll: boratxvcly

govern tlassroom cvénts. FurthcrmoYc the genexal animosity with whlch most.

members of our culture_icgard supervisory behavior must only be magnified in

schools whcreliyghly cQucﬁted teachers assume, with reglatively modest extrin-
sic rewards, complex'agq uncevtain tashs. Thcre is little suppori fo;.thc ad- "’
vice that school administrators must wrest a larger share of the govcrnancc of
‘1n<truut10n from the cllssroom tcachgr‘ Thurc is little to say for oncourag--
ing pxxnglpals to cntu1llnto collabo;4t1\c decision making wit?/%qacﬁcys unless

they -are also directly implicated by the resultant decision. / Rather, use of

v
’

the term supervisor ought to Le discontinued in cducation. Instead,,admini-

strators might be better advised to identify and nourish conditions naturally
’ ?

4 .

occuring in which faculty ﬁcmh:rs govern jointly affairs that inmtegrate their
.v - ' N .\

teaching. C . g .
; * ~ - '
-
1 - ° v
e
’
! La his - hd
- L] ! \ -
‘ “'\
’ ' '{ ) \ L) *
». \
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