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Abstract

e report on the characteristics and findings of the control struc-

ture interview. The interview is designed to garner Objective accounts of

decision making in the school. Decision,- ofinterest pertain ose in which,-

the classroom behavior of teachers is at stake. Accompanying ihe data collec-

tion and analysis procedures is a unique scheme by which decisions are classi-

fled according to the relationship between those who render the decision--the

input population- -and thos whose behavior is to be governed by the decision--

the output po_ulation. We report on aata collected in 41 schools

4
in\the spring of 1974 and on a group of 29 in which the measure was administer-,

ed wice more. The, pattern of decision' making described by the technique Con=

responds to predictions concerning differences in:the organizational structure

of the\rxious elementary sOlools. Schools,with a unit organization have high-

,

er level of collegial decision making over school and class issues than con-

ventional1 organized elementary schools. These differences are illustrated

both Cross-sectionally-and longitudinally. The interview'proves to have con-

sideral;le utilitywhere objective as opposed to subjective accounts of:decision

making are required.

L
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P Control Structure in the lementary School*

1.

..Wath of the literatoroon formal organizations focuses sharply on

issues relating to the control of the organization and those who occupy it.

Control structureo
typically refers to the standardized or patterned means by

which the behavior of an organization and its various members are regulated.

In one respect, control is .exertete by the organization's environment.

41

1here7otganizations vie, their, behavior is governed by strategies and rules of

competition. Where market controls are less prominent there is often greatet ef-

fort devoted to commit .the organization to comply with state and national reg-

ulations. Public schools fall into the latter category. They are "sole source

contractors" 'in a given locale and report more-or less continuously on ti

compliance with multitudinous state and fede regulationi
.

4:3

Within their boundaries,organiz

pliance Tequirements. TheSe a necessit te(Opy the fundamental nature of

ordifizational work; the recombination of v ious inputs toform'a new, social,

.4,

sly desirable result. The recombining requirement gives rise to various organ-

s

structures. Lhich, dependi On h na e of inputs, technology. and

produas, serve to.4i,Stinguish betwee and ng dferent organizations.

Although there exists conside able variation among organizations

e a second set of com-

of the same and differentltypes., all cube depicted at a very abstract level

--

as having the same control structure 'elinents. 114,5e include generating the

*The work reported here is a product of the MITT research staff ad

the Center for Educational Poricy and Management,. University of Oregon. The

research as supported in part -by a Contract with the National Institute of

Education, O. S. Department of Health, Ed4cation, and Welfare. Nothing said

in this paper should be construed as receiving the endorsement of either 'NIE --

orCEPM.
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means by hhich the contributions of each unit, individual, group, depax.tment,

branch, or subsidiary, are specified, often in advance, evaluated and 'reharded.

We have chosen to call these three elements norms, surveillance and sanctions

: V

(Packard, et. al 1973).
xr

Norms are rules for behavior spelling out in various degrees of

hspecificity hat a unit must do in order to make an acceptliode contribution to

the oripnization. Some of these norms are explicit, codif(d in organization-

al,d46cuments and made prominent. -Others are implicit and, while they may go

unrecorded, actively shapo patterns of individual and collective behavior.

Surveillance refers to actions taken to monitor if-and how norm compliance oc-

curs. Surveillance also has formal as well as informal dimensions. Sanctions

are actions taken as a result of surveillance activities. If contributions

are acceptable or-.superior, then the organization often- provides rewards of compar-

able symbolic value. Should contributions fall below certain levels various

rewards may, be Withheld, pr>ideges suspended or punishments invoked.

These basic elements, norms, surveillance, and sanctionsapply to

in
.

\

ernal organizational control as well as .to SoCietal control
.

of organizations.

.

The focus of our study of control in schools directs attention to

the internal control structure of the school. ;The internal control structure .

sti4sses means more than ends, and particularly implicates the behavior of

i
i

.

1 .,
..

teachers, the most abundant employee. Furthermore,, our interest in the inter -

'U --,

nal control structure of the school:centers direcItly,on Its official norms and
...-

.
.\

excludes consieration of surveillance and sanctions:
..--

5



The Control 5 cture of the School

The basic unit of the Schopl's control structure 4s the single deci-

sion. A ,decision-is the result of a deliberate undertaking. It pertains to

an issue and the choice among alternate course of action. The choice is Made

by the decision-riaker(s) who constitute the input population. The cho ice is

the decision, the selected alternative. Most decisions set, or imply directly,

expectations for the behavior of one or more persons. Those whose behavior

is so implicated constitute the%autput population.

The entire series of decisions and their attendant input and output-

populations are the basic units o'f the school's control structure.

'
/

Pertinent to this study are those decisions with direct implications

for the instructional behavior of-teachers; that is, where teachers constitute

the output population. The main features to be ascertained are identity-of-

the members of the input and output populations and the decision issues. The

relation of input and output population members describs the school's control

structure.'
rft

This perspective leads, in figure 1,-to the identification of deci-

sion types based on features.of the input and output population's, Here each

4

UPPER CASL letter represents a member of tlie output population. (For our pur-

poses, output m:-..mbcrs are alya;-$ and almost exclusively teachers.) Each lower

case letter,rep'reSenf's a non member of the output population.



Figure 1: Symbolic Representation:of the-
Control Structure of the Decision

Decision Type

Collegial

4

Sample Code

Input Popula.tion:OUtputPapUlatium

ABCD:ABCD

.Leader Determined A:ABCD j

Shared aABCD:ABCD

Removed a :ABCD

If.For the collegial decision a case has been represented where all

niembers,_of the output population are the only persons, in the input population:

The group (of teachers) rendered a decision for themselves alone. For colle-

gial deciSionApopulation size must equal at least two members and each popu7

lation must be comprised exactly of the same members. Thus, the codes AB:A13,

ABCDEF:ABCDEF, etc. also represat the collegial decision.

-The leader determined decision departs importantly from the colle-

gial variety. Here some but not all output population members comprise the in-._

°

put population; thus the descriptor, leader determined. ,The only other res-

.-

triction placed' on the leader determined decision isthat the output popula-
,

lition must have at'least two members. Otherwise the absolute size of either

population is irrelevant. The input side mustl'have at-least one fewer member'

than the output. side. (With large populations, 4 or more members, the dis-

tihction between leader determined and collegial decisions may seenurathdr _

arbitrary., This case does not occur frequently enough to warrant -conce011.)

4



The shared decision is distinct from the two prior types in that. a,

-a-non-member of the output population, perhAps the school principal or coun-

selor, is also depicted as a member of the input population. The codes aA:A-
_

and aABCDEF:ABCDEF are also -classified _as shared decisioni._ ___Unthe ter/

example once again the distinction between the collegial and sh ed decisiJn

might seem rather arbitiary. e'think not. Even at such a fine level of

.
,

discrimination the differences in input populations between the t1Q types con- ,-

i

stitute an important difference in governance.)

The removed decision is -quite distinct-from any of the foregoing

types. Here no member of the output population participates in the input popu-

lation. In schools such decisions,are.often made internally by,the p incipal

or central, office supervisor and externally the school board or tate powers.

A (.1ebn has a control structure'when for any member f the out-
-

put population someone in addition to or other than himself is al,member of the

input population. There is a fifth type of decision not included in Figure 1

for the reason it.has no control structure. It is calle' discretion and can

be epresented symbolically as A:A. Here'a person cs stitutes solely,:both the

input and output popOtions. Discretion departs signifiCantly from the col-

legial.decision in that the decision isnot share with any other person.

To this point it has been indicated that the basic unit of a school's-
.

control structure is a single decision; that decisions center around selecting

among alternative courses'of.actimvregarding an issue, and that for each de-

.
)

cisioh an-input.population '"'.makes the choice and an output population is
4.1-v-vr $

=governed by thechoice. Further, it has been indicated that variations in in-

/

put and output populations and/their correspondence reveal five decision types:

leader deterMined. Shared, removed, and discretion.

8
"



Thi depiction .of control stipacture departs-froM*conventional,ap-
.

Troaches in a few simple but useful ways. First, it is equally applicable in

6.

schools that have different governance structures. It is not tied to nor does

it beg particular or specialized decision making entities. Second, inclusion

of and reference to the identity of output population members in determining

decision'tlype describes quite directly the state of centralizaztionidecentrai-

/
zation in a school. Third, in longitudinal studies various vectors of change

,-,

(---
.

can be deribed simultaneously. For examplein schools that adopt a unit

-formation two alterations are expected; group partkcipation.in decision making

should increase with a corresponding decrease in teacher discretidh.

Whilylt is expected that schools will differ in terms of the promi-

nence of decision types, it is also expected that different issues will call

forth varying-decision types.

Teacher Task Areas

control structure,

issues about which

In order to measure adequately, th alterations,in school

it was necessary-to identify a rie Ile instructional'

decisions would be. ilade more or less continuously and de-
,

liberately. These issues include 4cisions of'a school-wide or inter-class-
.

room nature as well as those of an intraclassroom nature.

The instructional issues of the school can bF adequately described

f a variety of teacher task areas. Here teachers are, by necessity,

f the output population. Moreover, some of the task areas touch -

mainly upon vents of a school-wide nature; that is, they invoivOhe control

ation of interclassroom eirent\sc particularly resource and task

ndence. Other task areas are pertknent.by.and large on y to the in-

and coord



,..*

.;
".

dividualclassroorcisions do not implicate, on a sliort .term

; .

basis, other classrool'or.teachgrS. Figure 2 displ,ysFte various task areas

'7

and their school-wideahJc4assrooM issues. These task areas were choseurto

-

cover comprehensir6ly the major instructional'affairs of the school.

------- ,

Figure 2 ,shbws, in tfle left-hand rerumn, ,?'eacher .task areas. Im-

, .

'bedded in these teacher task areas are instructional isstis of a school wide

nature, shown in the center column, ando.instructiOnel:, igsues cif a _classroom

. , . .-
,

-
. , .. .,

nature,
S

shown jol-the right-jtabd column.
...

.t

Defining theontrol fturcture'of a school A/done herejndicates
. ,

at the measurement device must he capable of dete6ining if a decision, has

been made about the issues displayed in Figure 2, and, if sa, the measurement

device must be callable of determining the mem ship of the input and output

populations.

.Controj Structure Interview

There are essen lly two ways in which a researcher can obtain

relatively object accounts of the-identity of the decision- makers. '.The

first is t. e present when a decision is rendered and record who participated .

in s ecting the evehtual alterliative. ThiS approach has its.ilrawback§,... Since

ecisions are made frequently, the observer must be pYesent on a continuous

-

basis, much like an anthropological field worke Consequently, when a number

of settings are involved the cost of Supporting enough field workers soon be-

d.

Short of continuous contact, the observer may appear whenjcomes prohibitive.

many decisions are liable to occur within a short span of time. Often taeg&L
c4s

are official,.if-not paiic,'events-culty, committee lard meetings.
.

. 10.



Figure 2:

'TEACHER TASK AREA

8

4

Teacher _Task Areas Jneluding Their School Wide

and Classroom Issues

1. SUBJECTS TAUGHT-
*

2. TEAtHIVG MATERIALS

4

3. METHODS OF
INSTRUCTION

4. METHODS OF
REPORTING PUPIL

. PROGRESS

5, RESPONSES TO
MISBEHAVIOR

6_ STUDE GROUPS

IV

SCHOOL_ WIDE ISSUES_ CLASSROOMISSUES

*Subjects in- which lesSons are
presented on a regdlar basis.

*Subjects in which lessons, are

prohibited.

*Materials' usually found in

the schodl. ,

*Materials whose use is

prohibited. ,

'*Methods whose use is

restricted.

*MeN6dS used during tube

E.

*Responses Whose use is

prohibited.
. -

r

0

*Special class characteristics.,

.*Numbelof class members.

*Gra de of cla*s.Tembers.

*Number of .teachers;

*Necessary requirements for

employment. .
.

6 '*DesirablO traits in a

candidate.

2

& .

,,,

11.

, ,
6

.tDaily lessons;

*Daly subject
schedule.

*Werials used
in the class-
room.

*Methods used-in
the classrAom.

*Brequonoy 'with

14hizh methods*

are employdd. .

*R6SpOnSeS0VISC4.
0

N

t,

o.2

S.

z

.r*

:
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Observations Would be biasedlakainst decisions where'teachers alone Constit0

.tWinput populat ion.

Yhe second approach'.is to replace the,dbserver with an .informant;
--

.

that, is, a regular-meiliber of the-social system of intetest%' One qualifie -as

an informant by being close to the decision Makers, if not a decision maker

. . 0 e
him- om.herself and by virtue

.

of sustained membership in the system. 11;gs:in--,t a

.
.

formanta can be located, two choices arc available to the researcher. On thp

one hand, the informant can be ained in the skill's of 'te ding and report-

ing obs'ervations. -On the other hand, the informant can be Rrobed reg

e
and systematically to Elicit the details of his or her knowledge about deci:-

,

. , .

ion making. ,The first altelna_fe seems more probleenatic than, the second.

0
."

. , 4- '

Ihe ccIst* of training and supervisinOnfoo6ants can-run ver*high. Furthet-
/-

_ _ .

it seems unwiNeto give`a key, organizational member an /intimate account

of research purposes and Rsocedures.

..

The interview,which will be decribed next relies en htultipIe L-IfOis- /

, .,,
. 0

.

,

mants in each school. They are intervidwee by-trainee interviewers frelii./out--;

.
iitle the'khool.--,In, this-way cpstsiTre kept'at.a resonable leliel and/the pro

. ,
. .------

blems of training, supervision, bias-ana reaftivity are not A great as they.,
,

. 4,

wol.ild be if/the 9ther alternatives had been chosen.-

5 '

.

.The Sti:4cturk of the Interview. Data collection depar/ts InliWo major

wa.-frem standa
4,

of the process is de
'.$1*

'

.-

"' been made iri pe'h_particular getting:. .0i.lce this evi
'

tcrvicwer t4en, probes not only' i to Aiscover'who made each decision4b4
.

, 3 ;

6

,;

12 ... 4

-
paches to ktudieg of decision making..4he:first st

igned to gather evItlenee,tddertify hich decisions had:'

nce is socered the

33 .
'

. 7.,
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.

whose behavior is'-gw,erned by- the decision--the identity of thw input and 'Due:-

, ' ,,

,, .

put,populations. 6Note the followin4 general schema.
,

. 10

les

1.

.
SO

Figure 3: Diagram of the Interview Structure

Locate' Floidence 2. identify Input. .3. 'Identify Output

of Decision population Population

'

2.
1

.
.

Data are collected in two stages. 'Evidence obtained b a self-ad-'

.
.

.. .

''' ministered questionnaire givenprioi'to the interview. In the interview pro-.-
1.

per, the interviewevpose a'standard series pf questions to each 'informants

about the data that were provided.. Thejolllowing sumtharizeseperations in

each stage.

. - 6 - -

-Stage Clime:* Evidencc. Approximately two weeks prior to 'the point when an

1
intervieW is to be held,-the interviewer contacts the preselected respondent

.. f
.

. .

.

. t,.,

by phone to explain the purpose ,of the study and to.arrange

ir

time_and place..

fir the interview. The interviewertells the potential respondent that's/he

will receive by mail a questionnaire designed to collect' certain standar0
.

formation about the respondent's classroom and school. After achieving coop-

eration,and,' mutally agree ble hedules,-the,intervigwer than sends the*self-

P

admioisfered questionnairp to the informant.

The questionnaire is designed to tap eachi.eacher task area and

each issue within the task.a.red For example, in the bask area."subjects

ught" the respondent is shown 41 list 5 subjects normally presented in
:

1

_ ,

elementary schooB. S/he is then instructed to indicate (I) whether s/he has.'



ft,

4

. recently taught any/of these or-any other subjects and (2) which subjects s/he::

-
. .

.

has been asked not to teach. If the informant Indicates s/he teache's math, it
. ,.

4

is assumed a decision was made that s/he would teach math.- If s/he has been

saked nat.to present lessons in sex education, we assume a decision agains,t.

s
:

:sex education had'been rendered. The,absence of.affirmative evidenceqe.g.,
s

.

something not offered, or not prohibited) doss not indicate a deliberate de- '

AP, .

cisiopal process.
. /

, .

A sample of one section of the self-administered qUestionnaire is: -------:-

I

)orovided in Figure 4. The section shown pertains only to Task Area, '1, subjects

! -
,

tAught. Other,tas'k areas are covered in a similar fashion witl1 otlitr sections-

.t. . .-

f
of :the questionnaire. In the example, only columns 1 4nd 2 call for informant

-,
- ,

responses. In the interview, probes are made about the-daily content and

schedule of lessons (columna 3 and 4) and slibjectg" that are taught (column 1
.

,
- ) . .

Stage Two: nput and Output Population's. 'Foilowin,g the completion of-the
T

"

self-administered, questionnaire, the interview is held. .During this stagethe,

. 4..
-

interviewer adheres to 'the completed copy of the self - administered questionnaire

. L-'
,,,,,'.:Which contains the evidence for the deeisions.ab4t which probes

.
The,interviewer ioes-fter each section of the completed questionnaire

to ,assure that it 1~s accurate to the informant's satisfaction. Once-

done the'intarviewq begins tolf,robe decisions that lie 'behind each piece:of%

affirmative evidence. The respondent' is given two cards. Oh the first is a

Mf

list of locations where decisionstpertinent to a particular bit of evidence

tou1,01 be made.l On the sCcond'is 4 list of possible, but,got exhauttive, in-
. .

.

1 Locations on CARD 1 include outide your school, within the adminit

stration of your school, within the teaching staff of your school, withisi your-

self. -4

14
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Figure 4:

SP

FL

MA

SS

SC

US

GE

NE

AR

MU

PE

SE

at
01

Sample Section from Stlf-Administered Questionnaire*

Subjects

CHAT I,

COLUA1 1

Q. 1

Subjetts Oust':

RESPO:.OEHT:" DO NOT

USETrESE GOIJAS.

' ioLvm kICOLUAil 3 coLunN 4

Q. 2a

Asked not to teach

YE NO

Spelling

,eading

Other language arts

Foreign language

Mathematic's'

SoclaTstsidies

Science

U.S. history

World history

Geography

Hea/th

.Ar

MO-c

Physical,education

Sex education

20

2;

22

23

2,1 I

*5 I

2$

27 I

2 I

211. I

33.

31.

32

13 I

2.

2

2

2

2

2

2

.2

2

2

2

Q. la

Others taught

5.

46

47

,311

SI

YES NO

1 2

1 2

1 2

1 2

1

1

1

1 2

2

2

'2

2

1 2

2

2

lessons Schedule

1 2

2

66 61
62-6,3

6 -65 0
66..417

I 2

1 2

2

2

Q. 2b
"Others asked not

to teach

go

MgilaVaa

a

*The eopy'shown figure has beyn photo-reduced

convenience of display.

15
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put (oT output) populations.
2 The interviewer then asks about a given bit of

evidence op where decisions that pertain to it were made---CARD 1, (2) who made

each decision--CARD 2 and (3) who was governed by eadiaecision--CARD 2. The

interviewer adheres altO to a prepared code book which is placed beside the

self-administered questionnaire, exposed to the informant and used to record

the xesponsesc In the intervieuer's'code book therc`are a series of standard

-questions to be posed about each column of each chart of the self-administered,

questionnaire (see ;he sample chdrt in figure 4). Thus equivalent data is

collected .in a highly systematic fashion r each teachex ask-area.

Questions about the lotationlofla decis .(CARD 1) are included for

a variety of reasons. By first tablishing the locus, both informant and-

interviewer are alert'to ce ain types of input and output populations. For

example,.should the informant say, the decision was made outside the school'and

theerepot it waymade by members of the staff, the interviewer would regard

,
these as inc "patible facts and probe further into the informant's report. More-

,
over, lotation is used In justifying the final codes given during'-data reduction.

A

ouldthe locus and popUlatiOn information not correspond, for ex

coders may listen to an audio tape copy of the actual interview, if

3 /

available , or search for -more complete information provided in notes made

2Populations onCARD.2 include a series of out-of-sth personnel,

your school principal, all teachers in yOur'schoof, only some teac ers.in your

school, only yourself afid others. For final coding these-broad categories are

further refineti to include a broad rapge of particular.positions and groups

that mightbe present in each school and district, EA., team, team leader,

grade-level committee, district committees and so' aft,

3- 4
nformants ma}' elect not-to have the interview taped.

-.

6
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during the intervieu. Should eacfi of these procedures iail to,explaV1 the

apparent incongruity, the interviewer is contacted and, in extreme cases, so

is the respondent.

Figure 5 is a copy of a segment-of the interviewer's code boorused

14

*

during the interview. This particular sample follows directly column one of

chart one, subjects taught, which is displayed in Figure 4.

When an interviewer ha§ completeethe full cycle of questions for

4

one complete chart, that is, for one teacher task area, s/he asks "Are there

. .

any other important decisions which have been made in (this teacher task area)

Oich you feel we have not covered." Should a decision tae uncovered, the

entire cycle of probing evidence, locus and population identification is re-

peated. Accordingly there is a separate code 'sheet for each of these "loose

--ends"-probes for the various" teacher task areas. -,.

Respondent Sample.. Two kinds of informants are sought in each school.. Teach-

ers wh(Vaeo...likelY to knoW who makes what decisions by virtue of their ex-

perience,4position,tenure, and prestige ;in the school are preferred over

others., The principal of the'sehool is also interviewed due to his rather'

'close proximity fb decisions frpm, which ySchers are typically further removed.

The principal interview and questionnaire are not illustrated here. They dif-

fer only insofar as _slight modificatiOnS of wording are required to direct the

principal to consider decision making faom a teacher's rather than an aamini-

strator's perspective. Additionally, the area of hiring is included only on

the principal's survey.

drawn

For the first wave of data collection a sample of informants

randomly 40 that no more thanonine teachers and the pri4ipal were in-
.

17
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Fisure 5: Sarp1e Section from the Inter e-.,er's Code Book

.

Chart 1. Colurin i

Let's look at decisions about

B. (iron CARD 1) t",re sere

- could

C. (Fran CA 2) ....C. rode

D. (Fro:, C4AD 2) '....0 +..)S

F. - Were any
the sane

what subjects
.
you have tay3ht.

decisions made that (SUDSiCT)

be taught?
that decision?

-

governed by that dLcision?
other subjects determined in,exartly

way? Which ones?

B C D E E---------

Subjects

Where deci-
slon Is rade

(CARD 1)

Who na%es
decision
(CADD 2)

Wno is

governed
(c==..5 2)

Specify (CAW 1, Code 6;
and CARD 2; Codes 4 & 6)

ethers

dcterPined
the Same way

I 2 3 4*

5 6* 7

1 2 3 4=

5 6* 7

'

,

I 2 3 4*

5 6* 7

1 2 3 4*

5 6* 7

I 2 3 4=

5 6* 7

1 2 3 4*

5 6= 7
,..-----

.

I 2 3 4*

6* 7-

I 2 3_ 44'.
-

6' 7

__----

.

1 2 3 4'

56.76 .7

1 23.4*

5 E.- 7
..

n. e:

. ,

.

_

; -

1 2 3 4'

5 6' 7

-:'"---

1 2 3 4*

5 6* 7

I 2 1 4'

6* 7

I 2 3 4*

5 61 7

,

-..

.

-

N

I 2 3 4=

5 6*J

1 2 3 4*

56.7 ..

1 2 3 4*

5 6* 7

1 2 3 t=

56' 7

a

. A

.

I 2 3 4=

5 6= /

1 234-
.

5 6* 7

.

;' v.

lawrr decision is made (CARD I)

1. Eiucation
2. School

teachers
4: Some

___-c---
-

populot4on (GOD 2)
. .

.

5. Self
6.,Althvrs! '

7. lion't
knot,

-..

I. Outside your 3. Within

own sch."ol teaching

2. Within tire staff

ad.inIstration 4. Wivt-fre-if

5" Don't know
?:' Oth,r: within sonur .4, ...1,,,,t

personnel outside school

C./Pal
in school

teSchcrs In school"'

',--

'5

8

. 9

ao

* SPECIFY Vile IN caul!! F.

C

- __---------------
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-Effort Nas made to assess inter-interviewer agreement by having different

interviewers probe the same respondent,pn the same,t4sk areas.
S

Inter-inter-

viewer agreement was disappointing in,early trials, particularly at the evi-

dence gathering stage, which, in large measure, shapes much of the subsequent

interview. and resultant data. Interviewers were not, it turned out, especial-

ly ystematic during this stage and were highly subjective in recording evi-

dence, especially for subjects presented, materials used, and responses to mis-

behavior. When this stage of the interview 'became more highly structured

inter-interviewer agreement on this and other subsequent sections-Tpse to sat-

isfactory levels.

During the develiment of the measure, error variance 'seemed to be

tied more to differences among interviewers than among the informants. Con-

sidering the massive-scale at which data eventually would be collected, 'sys-

tematic, rigorous training and on-the-job,supervision of interviewers became

the primary concern. Thus, a working agreement was struck with the Institute

for Survey Research, ISR.

Under this arrangement, interviewers are recruited from the locale

Of the schools in which they conduct their interive'Ws. They are trained to-
,

gether both in large groups and on an individual basis. They are supervised

not only'on the degeee to which proper procedures #re followed but also on the

de,

basis of data they return. In addition, many of the interviews are fecarded

SSuch efforts were made during the development of the protocols in

Eugene, pue to the length'of the interview, especially at that stage of devel-

opment it was not feasible to conduct the cmt4-0 interviewl with the same infor-

mant two or three times in the same day. uris a -otati,n scheme was enacted_

wherein throe interviewers probed in the :,ame' ':our fiVe informants cd

a few task areas such that each informant was i crviewcd twice.on the same

,task area by at least different interviewers.

20
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on audio tapes which are spot checked regularly by field supervisors. Other

'problems associated with thotintcivicus and interviewers are reported directly

to the project offices in Eugene and fed back to ISR. In some cases inter-

viewers have been removed from their duties and replaced with other trained

personnel.,

Evidence certifying instrument capabilities prior to the collecti.

of "experimental" data was incomplete especially in regard to validity. This

shortcoming was due in part to the demands of the data,collection schedule.

Nonetheless, sufficient modification in instxument format and interviewer

Training
had been made to assure-rather high levels of consistency and accuracy.

Also, questions of instrument validity could be-answered best when-consider-

able information about other school characteristics became available; that i ,

aftei the first collection of all data.

These analyses'of the control structure data eve of -'the most simple

variety. Reported are percentages*of decision types. fi calculating the values,

the total number of decisions reported across all schools-ox among schools of a

given type becomes the denominator of the fraction: numerator then is the

total number of decisions of each decisidn type. The five basic types of de-

cisions are desczlbed in Figure 1 and the discussion surrounding it.

-Preliminary Findings

Thirty-s'ix,elementary schools in'the MITT, sample fail .into three groups:

0
(1) experimental,, those which installed aunit organization in the fall/of



19

1974, (2) control schools that did -not install a unit organizatio and (3) unit,

those which a installed a unit organization previously. The unit structure

has n shown to produce greater group decision making over both class and

school issues.

The first round of control structure data taken in the spring of

1974 was expected to reflect high frequencies of decisions of the type discre-L

tion for classroom issues and 'removed in school -wide tissues. But unit schools

were expected to exhibit relatively higher freqUenci6S of collegial decisions

than-their counterparts. More particularly, unit schools should show lower

frequencies of discretion in class issues and removed decisions in school is-

saes than the other schools -, -

The control structure data satisfies these expectations. It should

be noted,however, the separation of decisions into classroom and schoel=wide
.

issues is imperfect and serves, we belitwe, to depress differences among
o

schools. iqore fine grained analyses-are planned (but not reported here).

Teacher F".4i-Crt..5. When aggregating teacher responses from 36 schools over

classroom and'school isSifes7,--4.6_pereent'of the reported decisions are of the

type discretion; 30 percent are tirovekancl roughly 10 percent each are cone=

gial and shared., These areshown inTa

,

4

2

4
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Table 1: Control Structure over all Sample ols

DECISION TYPE

Collegial

Leader Deter-Mined

. Sfred

Removed

Discretion

20

Class and School
Issues Combined

Percent

Class 'Issues

Only

School Issues
Only

Percent

11. 10 13

03 02.. 04

10 06 16

30 . 17 47

46 s' 65 21

Among ef.:g"groom decision's, discretion, by a large margin, is the

donant response. Low values on 4 of the other types also give amuch

expeCted picture. The same is true also of decisions reported about school

wide issues. Here nearly half the decisions are of.the type removed, made by -k

non-teachers. Yet there remains a rather large residualj4 discretion.. This-"

later observation may be exaggerated somewhat by the rough way in which deci-

sions were placed in the. chool issues eategory.
/

These same patterns weryiepeated, althoUgh not at the same levels,
_

1

among .eac of the three groups of schools that comprise the total sample.

,Table 2 contains findings for the control structure of classroom issues by

school type.

23



Table 2: Control of Classroom Issues by School Type

21

DECISION TYPE

Experimental
Percent ,

SCHOOL TYPE ,-

Control

Percent

. Unit'
Percent

.
i

Collegial 09 '
06_ 19

Leader Determined ' 02 02 62

Shared 05 07 06

Removed 15 20 , 13

Discietion . 69 66 ,58

As expected,, unit schools (those' unitized prior to the first wave

data collection) report higher levers of collegial and correspOndingly lower
.

.

leVels of discretion decisions -than- either of-the other typei. MoreoVer, the_

small.differences between the experimental and cOntIpl schoolsare algo sug-
i

gestiw. Higher levels of/collegial decisrtils and lowei levels of removed

decisions in the experimental schools suggest anticipatorshifts

O, .

trol structure may have-preceeded the installation effort.
. .

:Tab resents parallel findings about school wIdA_issues.
M

in the con-

Tha

unit schools show relatively higher-levels of collegian decision making and
.

correspondingly lower levels, of decisions of the type removed. The e?q

mental schools again display what may be'an anticipatory shift in,control,-

,structure.

24
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Table 3' Control of'Schoo1-WI4eAffairs by School Type °

t.

DECISION TYPE,

,

Experimehtal
Percent-

Collegial 11 ,
/

Leader beterminpa,
.

Shared 13

RemoVed 48

. CV.

Discretion 24
9

SCHOOL TYPE

%,;,

Control Unit.'

. Percent PerCent
.

'07 21;

-51.

*19'

05

/
J2

To the
\

extent internal consistency logic applies to a measure of

9
.

phenomenon of this sort, the correlations between reports of decisions within

r,

the five types across classroom atict school- -wide' issues are positive 4,a moder-
.

1 . .

ate to large. (upper rigilt. quaclitaneof Table The lowest within type,

across category correlation is .31for ldider determined dee144ons and.the

largest is in the collegial type, :69. Thee average intercorreiation

L

.53. 9 m

Within the categories of*hool !apA classroom decisions;, most intero,

correlations_should be negative, due to'the ipsative nature off the response
..,,,

.

.

alternatives. Consistent -with earlier consideration', various piArs orrdeci, --
'..'

,
' V . /

(''',,.,,

sion type categories should show stronger and more systematic relatiOS/thah

I 1

others. The first expectation is borne put (upper left and lowe't. right cipad-T.

4

rants) for both daAkgories within which decision typesfall4The second ex;

,

_

)
, irr;Pa

P
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1.

_ pectafi n also r 'es some support. For classroom decisions, collegiality

h
.

.,

, * s most str 1ly associated with discretion. Discretion is most strongly asso-
. . '.

. . .
,

\-......giated with rem ved AcciSions (upper left quadrant). Apong school decisions,

legiality corresponds-nest prominently with shared.and removtd decisions.

Discretion is most clearly associated withhared decisions (lower right quad-
.

rant)r. .

.

--,. ---
.

. , Thee lower-4e1quadrant is empty due to the generally uninteresting

'

.

_ . , .. ...

nature of the.findiiigs regarding across type, across/dategr correlations.

The4 area mixture of sNall and typically negative coefficients which follow

robghiy the same patterns as found within category reports--upper left and

lower right quadrants.

- Principal' Reports. To thM"pciint,-tb4Xxol'ACtdre'dat.prkor.ted,
, , -1.` v. -*

, A

a the first'wave by principals haveTbeen kept ,separate frdm the teacher data.

' Conceivably, reports by the'two types of informants `Should correspond to a. .

high degree. However, there is also good reason to expect deviations to occur.

f
Principals are situated differently in the organaRien hierar,p0y than are

teachers. By virtue of their position they often come closer than teachers4to

Y.

observing ai1 participating in 'dec4ions of a-schooi-wide and, district -wide
:

nature. Also-, becatise,fheir'role,might be seen, in parr, as enforcing regilla-

tions derived outside of the school.and-reporting continuously en compliance,

their knowledge of decision:makers external to theschool and district is pro-
_ e---

bably keener -than that of their teachers.

These differences g6uld not affect dramatically the pattern of

. I .

principal.rePorts when contrasted with'the reports of. tachers. Generally.,
.

. , ,

-

J V ,
.1

principal reports,. Table,S, Parallel that' from teachers. Decisions- of the

- i

stiff
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.

type removed and discretion occur with greatest frequency when aggregating

25

Over all schools aid over classrdom and school-wide issues. Likewise, discre-

tion dominates classrOom decisions and removed.duminates school decisions.

Ifewever, principals report a considerably greater proportion of decisions of

4 _ _

the type shared- -where teachers and nonteaohers'render decisions jointlr,--,than

,do teachers.

Table'5: Control Structure over all'SaMple 'Schools-
%. ..', : -

Class and School Class'Issties School Issues
. _

i
fssueS Combined Only Only

DECISION,IITE Percent 'Percent' ° ,Percent

. .

a I'. 40 letil ...

.

Collegial.
.. 4. l'a. 4 Poe it ...ca... a.. ...,

Leader ,Determined
. .

. .

Shared

Removed

Discretion

.
. 07

-,1 cter.Va T... h .

.
02

24

34.

33

, "
4

=

.

06'

02

23-

23

4.5

I.::

.,

ii.

09

:02-

24

49

.16

- , Also'similar to teacher repoiets is the frequency with.which princi7,

-pals report instances of- collegial decisions. Although the percent-of cone.--
. - -

: giia decisions is less here than in Table .I :the pattern of reports, isi_ioughly '-
.... --.- o, :---

the' same. Collegial .decisions are More likely to occur; or so it seems., over

_

.

salool-wide than classroom issues._- 7 . .
., .

,1q - -#.....
4 . . .

It is not clear how to-account for themajqr difference between the
7.

principal and teacher reports,,the frequency .of- shared- decisions. Not only -,

c ,
..

*

4-

may it stem from slight measurement ditfeYenad-mentiOned above but it may

1'. -"''

also be related to differences
.
in respondent perception, a.passibiiity that

.

4 t i: .. :'- 1..-C' '
4

Will have to be investigated moreifuLli.-W 4ese, and 'subsequent ,data
'

28
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The differences betheen and-among the, experimental, control and unit

A

schools are-not nearly as sharp in the principal responses'arin the teacher

reports.- for example, prin6ipals in schools with 'unit organization report

. /.

higher levels of collegial decisions only over class issues and then not by a

large-margin. Moreover; principals report-lower levels of teacher discretion

over school-wide and class issues,thanteacherS. In each case the category of

shared decisions is quite pronounced in its rol# in homogenizing the appear-
,

..-

'anoe Of.othp -*rep types of schools and in accounting for the differences be.-

.

. __,---

.
.

tween teacher and principal reports. _---
---

,

..------

_
.

. Differential -Changes- ift- Control, Striittue :-_

.. , ....., ..6 . 01. ,. .'t it . .. 1. aa 1.){4. . . data1., . 1 f--
,Sirnequent-rto'fhe-tifSt_ColItCtion "of data two addifionil-rQunds

were obtained. have two data were taken in the fall of 1974 after

experimental schools had installed the unit'structute. ilave three data were
1

taken inthe spring of 1975 approximately six ponths following wave, two and

11111

'near the end of the first year during which the experimental schools ,had main-

tained the innovation. Data were co- ected on the edule in is control
,

schools-which are located' in the same districts as the experimental's. Two

more waves of data will havel)een taken-by the end'ofthe 1975-76 school year. '

Somewhat different modes-of data analysis have been empl6yed to

summarize the reports over thremaves. These new analytic techniques give

per respondent reports for each school. In addition certain issues inthe

six teacher task areas were dropped,from -analysis having netted few responses.

Consequently, the' percent values do not correspond exactly'with thoioqx-eported

in the prev s-lous tables. HOweverthe pattern of findings is unchangek:

.

A

.

-4



In comparing the reports Of teachers only from the experimental and

,control-scnoo s.the following expectations are borne out. Experimental schools ,

show a sharp increase in the frequency of collegial decisions and a corres-

ponding decrease in' discretion and removed.. The control schools do riot change

_9f et time. These patterns are even more pronounced when Considering only the

teacher task areas "subjects taught" and "student groups " -- issues that-concern

the instructional fikcIction most centrally.

For purposes of illustration and description the five basic decision

types have been altered somewhat and reduced. All-decisions in which only

teachers are included in the input population are called, by this convention,

collegial decisions:. -These include the standard collegial variety, plus lead-
--

er'determined and those shared decisions'in whi.ch the outside members of the

input population are also teachers. The second or-non-collegial decision is

comprised of the sum of removed decisions and those shared decisions where'

some non-teacher belopgs to the input population: The third type of decision

is the standard; discretion.- The percent values of these three types sum to

amity and permit the disp lay in Figure 6.

Figure 6 summarizes tliagxtmaticallt the findings coming the

longitudinal application of the control structure interview. Experimental

soots move in the direction of increased collegiality and simultaneously

N ,

'. away fro on-llegial and discfetion decisiOns. OvCr time, control schoolsco an
,

maintain a patte .f high* equendies bf non - collegial anI discretion and
:--

:,.

low..amounts of egial.deci n s.
.

.

11; --4..
- ,-

.

--,,,,.

Interestingly, the shift to
..

a morecollegial control structure in

the experimental schools was dramatic. time one collegiality as fhe--
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covariate, differences between experimental and control schools were signifi-
--

cant-at tires Awo. 1164ever, with time two collegiality as the covariate, school

type did not explain more than a trivial amotnt of the variance at time three.

The mean difference between experiment 1 and control schools at times twoand

three are significant'. At each data lection,the collegiality pertentages

---
over all task areas were: exp rimental 15.9, 23.5 and 23:2; control 11.7,

10.4 and 10.8. Over the task areas "subject taught" and "student grour6" the t
4,\

corresponding Values were: experimental, 23.2,d1.2 and 35.0;..control 12.6;

4F. .

marks

9.7 and 1U.3.

'The instrument we have created seems to neiZinti--and reliable data

'and should considerably illuminate studies of organizational decisionmaking

_ to the school. In our own work on the organizational implicatiOns of a parti-

cular structural change in the conventional elementary School, the measure

has been among-the most sensitive and revealing of the great var ety which we

employ. Furthermore, theanalyticaind descriptive modes that we have evefoped

seem to be useful improvements over more conventional approaches that often

r:seem imbuedcwith hortative overtones.

f
f

Nevertheless, the procedure has certain drawbatks *ich may'prove

. .
.

prohibitive,under normal conditions of research. The procedutres are expen-

sive to employ.. They requird sizable training and supervision costs as well

as substantial contact with lespor;dents. Furthermore; the measure produces

substantial data which-canbecome neatly overwhelming when multiple sites and

time series designs are involved -.
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These problens not%.ithstanding,
there presently exists no clear al-

.

ternative when objective and fine grained da'fa are required: Our preliminary

analyses that alsoinclude a number of subjective measures of organizational

decision making do not differentiate among experimental:control and unit

Schools. Correspondingly, these subjective measures appear to be unrelated to

the control structure findings.

. .

i.


