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- g Abstract \\\\‘~\\~<;;Q

B

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

ture intérview. The interview is designed to garner objective accounts of

decision making in the school. Decisions of interest pertain

the classroom behavior of teachers is at stake. Accompanying the data collec-
' : . '
tion and analysis procedures is a unique scheme by which decisions are classi-

v

fied according to the relationship betwcen those who render the decision--the

input popula ion--and thosk whose behavior is to be governed by the decision--

-

f?c output population. We report on data collected in 41 sghools

“in\the spring of 1974 and on a group of 29 in khlch the measure was adnlnlster-vl

ed kwicc more. The pattern of dec151on making descrlbed by the technique cor=
¢ .

responds to predictions concerning differences in'the organizational structure

of the\yarious elementary schools. Schools with a unit prganization have high-

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

. s

ifferences are jllustrated

*

ventionalh{ organized elementary schools. “These d
S - - . . - i - 0
both cross-sectionally and longitudinally. The interview’proves to have con-

siderable utility-where objective as opposed to subjectiv

’

ose in which:

e accounts of decision
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JNoeh of the literatarc on formal organizations focuses sharply on

*
- k}
K

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

-
-

Control structure, typically refers to the standardized or patterned means by

« which the behavior of an organization and its various members are regulated.
- L4

.
L

In ofie respect, control is exertgs by the org

.

anization's environment.
> ; N ‘
rategies and rules of

herevorganizations vie, their behavior is governed by st

" competition. Wher¢ market controls are less prominent there is often greatet ef-

i 'Yx
fort devoted to commit .the organization to comply with state and national reg-
r ! ! < ’
. . _ , : .
ulations. Public schools fall into the latter category. They are ''sole source

. ) v k -
contractors' 'in a given locale and report more-or less continuously on Bpéé;
" - 1A .

regulation‘t : : v

.

compliance with multitudinous state ard fed

6 -

ions gEﬁFhQE? a second set of com-

ted: by the fundamental nature of °~

. -

_ Within their boundaries,organiz
o . . \ 7 N
pliancc'aequirements. These are necessit

'
Y ST

.

T, . ) . . e . . .
orgarfizational work; the recombination of v§¥1ous inputs to-.form a new, social-

i . ’ L. [ . - . “
’ly desirable result. The recombining requirement gives rise to various organ-

-

on the natufe of  inputs, technology. and

jizatiorfal structhres.yhich; dependi
- o 4
“products, serve to distinguish betwee

ng djfferent organizations.

Although there exists conside able variation among organizations

~ ¥

of the same and différént‘ty@cs; all cﬁn\he depicted at a very abstract level

.

as having the same control structure é%smcﬁtsgr\ThQ§¢ include generating the
o . . . ) v~ ) i
: . 1
R - : . |
T *The work reported here is a product of the MITT research staff ad . C
the Center for Educational PoTicy and Management, University of Oregon. The . ;
research is_supported in part by a tontract with the National Institute of ' |
Education, U. S. Dgpartmeﬁt of Health, Education, and Welfare. Nothing said :
in this paper should be construed as receiving the endorsement of either NIE - . |
or,  CEPM, -7 s o |
. _ 'y o - Va —]

- L]
T - - - N - - e S .
e . s . . . ,
—" ., .




LRIC

s

;- . : -
-inﬂfrnal organizational control as well as.to societal control of organizations.

daat

- 2 ,
- l‘ '! o

ricans by which the contributions of each unit, individual, grodp, department,

vl “ .
branch, or subsidiary, are spcc1flcd, often in advance, evaluated and rewarded.
L4

. : ¢
' ' . ! N .
V¢ have chosen to call these threce elements norms, surveillance and sanctions
-2 ya .

(Packard, et al,, 1973). , .

: e e
Norms are rules for bechavior spelling out in various degrees of

specificity what a unit must do in order to make an acceptiﬁfe contribution to

the organization. Somc of these norms are explicit, codif(éa in organization-

al_documents and made prominent. -Others are implicft and, while they may go
. . -

' N .. - . s . .
unrccorded, actively shape patterns of imdividual and collgctive behavior.
Surveillance refers to actions taken to monitor if-and how norm compliance oc-

curs. Surveillance also has formal as well as informal dimensions. Sarctions /

4

L |
arc actions taken as a rcsult of surveillance activities. If contributions

-

are acccptable or .superior, then the prganization often provides rewards of compar-

ablec symbolic valuc. Should contributions fall below certain levels various Py
rewards may be withheld, piixjdegcs suspended or punishments invoked. .
These basic elements, norms, survéillance, and sanctioens: apply to _

.

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

-~
.

thc%internal control structure of the school. -'The internal control structure

! L - . . . S .
strésses means more than ends, and particularly implicates the behavior of
v . .

H
: I 7 : -
téa&uns, the most abundamt employce. Furthermore, our interest in the inter-
- -
, . . > L4 . .
nal control structure of the school centers dlre?tly*on its official norms and
4 ’\\ . -
L s - ‘. . " 7
excludes consifieration of surveillance and sanctions. * -
gampp——E
. . ~ s ! Yy
\ 1~ ./
. ' , h B
. ) , . ,
/ . ;
~ . e
.5 ' :
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The Control“Structure of the School , )

»

The basic unit of the school's control structure is the single deci-

sion. A decision-is the result of a deliberate undertaking. - It pertains to N
‘ ' .
an issuc and the choice among alternatc course$ of action. The choice is made -,

_ by the decision-rater(s) who cohstitute the input population. The chojce is

. . «

- -

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

expeciations for the behavior of one or morec persons. Those whose behavior

- - . . ( ‘ .E’/

is so implicated constitute thegoutput population.

. ¢

The entire series of dccisions and their attendant input and outputt

populations are the basic units of the school's control structure. )
1 ’ - / .

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 featurcs to be ascertained are identity of’
. . ' '
. . N
the members of the input and output populations and the decision issues. The

relation of input and output population members describés the school's control =~ _
14

i b * " ° 'J
structurc./ ¥ ¢

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

: . L
sion types based on features. of the input and output population$. Here each
A k

UPRER CASL letter represents a member of the output population. (For our pur-

5

poses, outpuL mymbcrs aae alwa §§ and almost exclusively teachers.) Each lower

~'”EI§ngetber replescnts a non- mcnber of the output populatlon




N ‘ 4
‘ Figure 1: Svmb011c Reprcsentatlon of the-
. ‘Control Structurc of the Decision -
o ' _
. becision Type - Samplec Code ' -
:‘_ 'y Input Population:Qutput Population
\ B ﬂ¢ . - : *
Collegial \ '5 : -ABCD :ABCD )
.Leader Deternined . A:ABCD # '
. g .
" Shared’ " aABCD:ABCD .

-

Removed ’ o atABCD - 7

jf;or the collegial decision a case has been represented where all
@ : .
members_of the output population are the only persons, in the input populatlon.

L3

The group (of teachers) rendered a decision for themselyes alone. For colle—

= .
] 4 . i

gial decisionsWpopulation size must equal at least two members and each popu- |
lation must be comprised exactly of the same members. Thus, the codes AB:AB,

ABCDEF :ABCDEF, otc. also represent 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- _
O

put populatlon thus.rhc descrlptor, leader determined. .The only other res-

triction placed on the leader determlned dec151on is'that ‘the output popula- *

1

’tion must have at’'lcast two mcmbers. Otherwise the absolute size of either
) e

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

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

tinction between leader determined and eollegial'gecisions>may seemrather .. __
arbitrary., This case does not occur frequently 'enough to warrant~conceﬁ?.)

> [

ERIC =~ o7 N

s . . ¢ . A . .
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'selor, is also depicted as a member of the iﬁput population. The todes aA:A"

,ambng alternative courses'of’actiom'régarding an issue,

'xpollegjq}? leader dctcrmlncd snared remOVed and dlscretlon.

VL

-
TR g

<
-
- teper

¢

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

‘a.non-merber of the output population, perhaps the school pringcipal or coun-

' .. - /
and aABCDEF:ABCDEF are also classified as shared decisions. (In the { v

example once again the distinction betwecn the collegial and sh

M
7

might seem rather arbitrary. We think not. Even at such a.fine level of

.

discrimination the differences in igput populations between the twa types com- .~
. . ¢ . ~ . L N

& . B V.
. . € ”
— B

The removed decision is_quite distinct -from any of the fgregoing

- . = . . . ‘]
stitute an important dlfferigfe in governance.)

types. lHere no member of the output population participatgs in the input popu- 1

lation. In schools such decisions are.often made internally by the principal L;////j
or centraL office supcrv1sor and externally‘i(\the school board or ptate powers. ‘

A ;;ZIETbn has a control structure when for any member ¢f the out-

a.member of the

put population sonieone in addition to or other than himself is

1

input population. There is a fifth type of decision not included in Figuré'i

~ B .

for the reason it.has no control structure. It is calle

be represented symbolically as A:A. Here'a person cefistitutes solely ;both the

’

input and output popafgtions. Discretion departs significantly from the col-

, . \
legial "decision in that the Qecision is- not shgzzﬁ with any other person.
\ .
To this point it has been indicated that the basic unit of a school'’s’

!

|

i

i

discretion and can i

i

3

4

i

|

| |
‘ S sions \ . J

that decisions ceuter around selecting j

\ . i |

control structure is a single decision®,

s
and that for each de-
» }

cisioh anm 1nput*popu1at10n “'? .makes the chaice and an output population is
.—-‘.._.w

\ -

igovcrncd by the.choice. Further, it has been indicated that variations in in-
. / .
put and output pgpulationé’andftheir corréspondence reveal‘f;Ve decision types:

8 -

P
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depiction of control SE%&CtUI depdlts from conventional ap— .
proaches in"a few simple but useful ways. First, it is cqually applicable in j,’
schoolé that have different gcvernance structures. It is not tied to nor does
it beg pdrtlculal or spGC1allzcd decision making entltles. Second, inclusion’

- .- . & S

of and reference to the ldentlty of output populatlon members in dcte1m1n1ng

) decision ‘Lype describes quite girectly the state of central1zat10n/decentra11—

/
zation in a school. Third, in long1tud1na1 studles varlous‘vectors of change

/\
~7.T can be dcghtlbed simultaneously. For example, "in schools that adept a unit’

~ -
: »

-formation tw0 altcratlons are expected group part1C1pat10n .in decision maklng
ot - T 7 E
“should increase w1th a corresponding decrease in teacher dlscr//lon.

4

Co th{//it is expected that schools will differ in terms of the promi-
/
nence of decision types, it is also expected that dlfferent 1ssues will call
— - -

~

forth varying decision types. =~ - L -

v v~ . .
.

Teacher Task Areas. In order to measure adequately, the alterations in schoel

. . .
. -— %

-

& control structure, it was necessary-to identify a net rﬁ.ff instructional’
‘\“ L '(}; ‘. .
3 ) . . , .

f issues about which decisions would bq,ﬁade more or less continuqusly and de-
s ‘ - .

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

.
A

1 ; -
room nature as well as those of an intraclassroom nature. \

The instructional issues of the school can b;'adequately described
. ' - S R ° . .
in termsyof a variety of teacher task areas. Here teachers are, by necessity,

i . : - ‘ o
memlgFe of the output population. Morcover, some of the task areas touch -

fj/é%¢%fy

mainly upon events of a school-wide nature; thag‘is, they involyélthe control

i

[y . . \ . L" ‘. /’
ation of interclassroom events, particularly resource and task

-
J

e, interdcptndence. Other tash arecas are pertinent’ by. and large onyy to the in-

Y




///—\>~<z ba51s, oth01 classroonz or- teachers Figure 2 d1sp1gys

o A il v o .- T e o .
l & ' N / -
. .

dividual classroonm.. lfere, ﬁhClSlons de not 1mpf1cate, ?\fgpast'on a short term .
- <

A . .

s N -
e varioys task areas .

v

and their school- WLdC and, ¢ldssroom issues. These task areas were chosen-to
. o i :
cover, comprehen51vely the major 1nstruct10na1 affalrs of thc school

.-'

R »

}1gurc 2 shows, in the left- hand cofamh 7‘teacher tabk areab. Im-

-

\

bcdded in these teacher tasii areas are 1nstruct10nal 1ssués of a school wide

. -

nature, shown in the center cqumn and 1nstruct1oni1 igsues of a classroom .

~ nature, shown -in-the rlght-,lrahd column ' A
‘ . ‘. 'l'v(. . " . . *

o o ‘ .
/ . ' ~

Dcflnlng the Eontrol Structure of a sthool as’done herc, 1nd1c1tes

at the measurement device must be capable of determlnlng if a dec151on has

'
’

: s »
been made about the 1ssucs dlsplayed in Figure 2, and, if 50, the measurements. ¢

- ‘ ~.

s _ .
populations. //’J- - T " - - ) A G .

~ M .
- ' 'y

P .
. . ‘ : /\ . v
. . .
<

device must be capable of determlnlng the mem?eé%tig§.of the input and output

~ , Contro} Structure Interview . B
11y two wéys in which a reécarcher can onéin '-,“ -
accodnts o}‘tﬁe’identity of thé'Qecisiop-makers.‘.The ‘ﬁ
e present when d\décisibn is renaered ;ﬁa record who pg}ticipated .
ecting the evehtual alternative. Thi§ approach has its”dravﬂ)ackgr Since
ecisions are madc frequcntly, the obscrver must bej present on a contlnuous _
basis, much like an anthropologicgl ficld w;rke . Consequeng}y, when a number \
of settings are involved the cost of Supborting enodéh fiéld workers soon be- | B !
. L ‘ SN . :
comes prohibitiVe. Short of coﬁtiﬁﬁous contact‘ the observer may ;ppear‘whe; . 1

P - -

.
-
P

are off1c1al +if-not publlc c\cnt<-~f1cu1ty, commfttee o fard meetings. .~ 2

many_ dcclslons ‘are liable to occur w1th1n a shorthpan of time. Often lese :
s / M\g-
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and Clas%room Issues -

Teacher. 1ask ‘Areas Including Their Sch001 Wlde

0

1.

»

“TEACHER TASK, AREA

SUBJEETS TAUGHT

.
4°

[
v

. METHODS OF

INSTRUCTION

_—

. METHODS OF
REPORTING PUPIL.

PROGRESS

RESPONSES TO
MISBEHAVIOR

B

GROUPS
4

S

2. TEACHING MATERIALS

LN

*Numbe¥ of class mémbers.

SCHOOL _JIDE ISSUES

#Subjects in’wh&chnles$ons are
presentéd on a regular basis.

“*Subjects in whigh lessons. are

prohlblted
*Matcrlals usual]y found in

the schoél.
o

' *Matérials whqse use is

p%ohibited. -

S e

'*Methods whosc use is .

restricted. 7 °

4

*Me?hbdé used dgf}hg the year..

*Responscs whose use is'
prqh‘_ipited@

.
. &

*Special class characteristics.,

»

-*Grade of class.ﬁembe;s.

*Number of tcachers. «

*Necessary requlrements for
employment :

e .

"*D091rab1¢ traits in a

candldate

CLASSROOM “ISSUES

H

#Daily lessons.

‘*Daiif\subject
schadule.

*Materials uséd
in the class- .
room. o
‘ Z.

) -
’ .

*Méﬁhbds used’'in
the classrpom.

-

" *Brequensy with

which methods -
are employed.

*Résponsess used.




L _the’input population. . PR . o
. - . - M L . 7o .
)

Tnc qecond approach is to replace the/6bserver with an énformant

L ———

‘2

. - S ' B
that, is, a regulal membel of the’soc1a1 system of intefest.’ ‘One qua11r17$~as .

R
. B

-

an informant by being closc to the dec1510n makers, 1f not a dec1510n makexr
LY et ~ [T}

th- or.herself and by v1rtue ‘of SUStalned membershlp 1n the system 'Lé 1n- -
‘. ¢ & R . ’

L " formants can be located, two clipices arc available to the re§earcher. On the
N v h ‘ ’ * '
L one hdﬁd, the informant can be tyained in the skills 3;\§b ding and report- B .
. ing obsbrrations. "On the dfher hand, the infbrﬁant caﬁ be§::;;;2Tr3§ﬁie£i¥\\\‘;
e and systematlcally ;o e11c1t the details of.hle or her knohﬂedge ‘about dec1— C

-
. . ' V.

sion U)Elkinc’ Ihe flI‘St alte na: ive secems more ]'oblemmatlc than the S(}COHd
¢ P
4

U\e casts 'of trarnlng and supcrv1sr/g/1nforments can-run verﬁ hloh. Further—'

: ! v|/ ~ - . a - . .
more, 1t seerls unufﬁe to 0rji/a Key, olganlzational member an/1nt1mate aocount
o, . . Lo
I3 ~ o . " v .
: /o .

. of research purposes and procedures Lt . . t g
. .p"l‘

L] - . \ -

e

[ o © . The 1nterv1ew whlch wifl be descrlbed next re11cs on hmltlple 1pfor—
’ L3

. 3 B

. B "(' . ./
N ‘mants in cach school. They’are 1n;erV1dwed by'tra1néﬁ 1nterV1ewers~ern/out— A

- ¢ o N P - -
-

. i ‘ blems of training supe1v151on, bl&S and re1tt1vity are th a% gleat as they

- .

éﬁ—f would bé 1f the qther alternatlves had been chosen. N 'y

A

¢ - L
. . a8 4
. b‘ - / . . ’ ‘- ) ‘Y - ' ’ ’

.

‘ - .. 3ide the $chool.-".In this'way costs “re kept‘at,a reésonable lemel and %he pro» -/ o 1

Q

N . '/ o / .
/ way}-from standaﬂ)roa‘ches to §tud1cé of dec151on makmg The flrst st

f, "4 oF the brocess is dei_gﬂzd to gather ev1den¢e to\CCrtlfy hlch dec1srons had’ -
A Q(‘ . _'.

. Teme
. - NI 4 N / - .
L, been madp rn gqch particulgr éettlng Opce thlS ez/dénce is secured *the “in-,
Cd I AU /- v ‘o N
. . , tcrvxcwer then probcs not only;to glifover whe 9aﬂe cach declslon, but also,
PIN] L } - Vs "
. . . _— . ., VoL 9 l,.!" '];4 /r Lo ‘. . . ,« /

. . . ¢ .
. » . N . . . ‘4 f . - &

Pz | . ’ - ‘ ' ‘
4 . - A . .- + . . . L X ' . 0 .
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. - i . . o ’
whose behavior is.goyerned by the decision--the idéntity of the input and out%

r * . P .
. - .. e - .
put populations. &ote the following gencral schema. - . .

. .
. e " . Py

-

“ 8 «* v ’ S . M . .
o~ A . . » ‘ .
Figure 3: Diagram of the Interview Structure - o .
N 1. {,ocate‘ I-.\.gdencc o i 2. Hentify Input. ;,3. ‘Identify Cutput
... ~ of Decision Population . - ., Population .
: . - o S . | |
. Z ; ) ' .

-~ . . .o
. ' ‘e
- . 5 - .

. . .

"pata are collected in two stages. Evidence obtained by a self-ad-*

’ ' ' 4 T — Y.
/’ m1nlstered questlonnalre glven prlor to the interview. In the interview pro- -
per, the interviewer-pose a’ standard series pf questions to edch 1nfornant ]
- o

. about the data that were provided.. Thc;folfbwing sumharizes operagions in , T,
. - . . “ r : . T 'J

each stage. .
RN |

) . - N - v . s L . "j
Stagc QﬂC * EV1denct Approx1mately two weeks prlor to thé’p01nt hhcn an .

: Ty :
interview is to be held, “fhe interviewer contacts the preselected respondcnt

. v

" by phone to e\p1a1n the purposc of thc'study and ‘to, arrange t1me<and place .-

- t

o L]

fgr the 1nterV1cw The 1ntcrv1eher tells tHe poténtlal respondent that - s/he

. .

w111 réceive by mail a questlonn31n£ de51gned to collect certain standard nn- T

- -4

- "~ ‘ l
|
|
|
|

. 1

forratlon about the respondcnt s classroom and school After acher1ng coop— l

|
I
1
1

. A .
eratlcn,and; mutally a;:EElee';EEeduLes,-thc,lnterV1ehcr than sends the self- - .
’ ¢ . ’ .
" administered questlonnalrp to the 1nformant.’ o . -
. ] ’ 5 .

.

cach issue withip the task.ared:. For example, in the task area: "SUbJeCtS

1
|
* . The questlonnalrc is d051gned to tap each‘tcacher task area and * ]
1
|
|
i
)
|

:
4

3 ught" the respondcnt 1s shown a list oﬁs subJects norma‘lly presented in o ' '

. "o

elcmentary schoold. S/he is then instructed to ‘indicate (1) whcthcr s/he has

. »




¥ . ,;;‘1 . R , . - s - 1.

.- - . / . . . [ y

‘ - -

recentL) taugnt an)/pf thesw or -any other subJects and (2) which SubJCLtS s/he
v

has been asked ‘not to teacn. If the informant indlcates s/he teaches math it -’

- . LY 4 b
-is assuned a deq151on was nade that s/he would teach math.- If s/he has been

. .

nsked not °to present lgssons in sex educatlon we assume a decision agalnst .
. i Y - . ,
sex education had been rendered Tle :absence of affirmative evidence{e.g.,

3 ’ s

sonething mot offered, or not prohibited) does not indicate a dellberate de-

» . ~
cisional process. : .

- i A sample of one section of the‘self ;dm1q1stered questlonnelre is? ‘////T/
. |

provided in F1gure 4. The section shown pertains only to Task Area‘l, subjeets

* 4 -

ﬁiaught. Other task areas are covered in a similar fashion with otﬁbr SCCthﬂS
of the questlonnalre In the example, o;Iy colnmns 1 and 2 call for informant a”
responses In the interview, probes-are made‘about the daily content and

— « * . .”

»*
sckedule of lessons (columns 3 and 4) and subJects that are taught (column I)

Stage TMO ﬂnput and Outpu Populations. Followmg the compleuon of- the

.

self 1dn1n1stered quest1onna1re, the interview is held. -Dnr1ng this stage the:

5

..

1nterV1eh°r adheres to ‘the completed copy of the self admlnlstered questlonnalre

¥ ’ ‘. ~ " . - .
o -Which contalns the ev1dence for the decisiops. ab‘:t which probes will be made. A

¢

by -

.
. ’

The,jnterv1ewer goes‘BVer cach section of the completed quest1onna1re
° « - ..l . »
to assurec  ‘that ° it 1% accurate to the informant's satisfaction. Once’

-«

done the ‘interviewgy beg1ns to. probe dec1s1ons that lre ‘behind ‘each pieccrof * )

aff1rmat1vc ev1dence The respondent is glven two cards. Oh ‘the first is a

’ X
- . 'R

7 list of locat1ans where decas1ons-pert1nent to a partlcular bit of ev1dence ‘ .

L4 _~\{

1
could be made.  On the second’ is a ligt of poss1ble, but.not exhaustive, 1n—
' . - . * ..“ .

-

- . . - R - -
L4

Y 8 e 1
|
Locatlons on CARD 1 1ncluae outside your school, within the admini; | 1

stration of your school h1th1n the teachlng staff of your sehool within your- '
se1f. -~ 4 - - . . et T
. . . , S E

- 14 L ’ s
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Figure 4: Sample cction fron Sblf—{\dministercd Questionnaire* .

4

b i ‘ " PO - n v
RESPOLOENT: D03 1OT

eHaRT 1, " {1 use, TeESE ceLunis.

. T . -

) oL 1 T coLLsn 2 cotuay 3 | coLui b
- s 1 Q. 220 _
Subjetts taught} Asked not to teach |Lessons Schedule

YES' o

Subjects

Spelllng .... Wy o=

- I3

EFeading wecoceceoen 3 2

Other language arts

Forelgn language i 23 i

Hathematics .
SoclaTstudies ...
Sclcnce

[

U.5. history .

Vorld Mstory

Geograophy ..... ere

Health

Physical,cducation.

Sex education ..... | b

3

Q. la
Others taught

d .
‘Others ashcd not
to teach

-

.7 . 8 :
. *The copy shown in-this figure has begn photo-reduced
cpnvenience of display.. . - . .
- " . -~

Aruitoxt provided by Eic
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T / ) . ’ “e . . M » - .
. //)Should‘thc locus and population information not correspond, for examg*e, c . i
: > N .
. R - 2N

A ruiText provided by EriC
I .
.

13

)

: .. 2 . . . . ..
put (or output) populutions. 1he interviewer then asks about a given bit of

.

évidence (1) where decisions that4pertain'to it were made--CARD 1, (2) ﬁho made A

cach decision--CARD 2 and (3) who was governed gy each decision--CARD 2. The ‘ /
.. (‘ N
interviewer adhervs 2l% to a prepared gode book which is placed beside the .

self-adninistered questionnaire, exposed to the informant and used ta record

the responsesy In the interriehcr's'codc book therc -are a scries of standard

. - ‘ -

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

qdestionnaire (see the sample chart.h1.ﬁgure ﬁ). {hus ?quivalent data is = - )
collected jn a ﬁighly systematic‘fashﬁbn 564/;ach teachgr-task*area.
.: - - Questions about thé‘lotationiofla decjs ‘n'(éng 1) are included for
a varigty of.féaéoﬁs. By first '

tabiishing the locus, both informant and

-—
.

intervicwer are alert’to ceptain types of input and output populationg. For

" example’, should the informant say, the decision was made outside the school’ and
.. . v, .

7

R e : . G
then*report 1t was made by members of the staff, thé interviewer would regard

1

these as in;gﬁbatiblc facts and probe further into the informant's report. More- -

~
over, leCation is used in justifying the

-

final codes given duringdata reduction.

4

B ¥

r . v N

coders may listen to an audio tape copy of the actual interview, Tfit'is .
- “ . H -

L3 L] .
-

. 3 S - . . /o . .
available”, or scarch for more complete information provided in notes made

. ' N - 4 b ° - .
. . { . ’ " - ’

°

2Populations on'CARD,Z‘include ? series of out-of-st¢h personnel,

« your school principal, all teachers in your~ school, only some teac ers .in your

school’ only yourself and others. For final coding these broad categories are
furthér refined to include a broad rapge of particular.pesitions and groups

,ppat might +sbe present in each school and district, e.g., team, tcam leader,
grade-level committee, district committees and so on. o .

L Y o--

- < » ' .
3 : L . .
fiformants may elect not-to have the interview tapced. :
L4 o Ad .

. X

L3}
-
»




dur1n” the interview. Sheuld cach of thesc procedures fail to,explaiﬁ the .

Ve

avpdrcnt 1ncon0ru1ty, the interviewer is contacted and, 1n éxtreme cases, SO

’

is the respondent.

>
- -
° - -

- -

’ Figure 5 is a copy of a segment - of the interviewer's code bool used /
i 3 - - 2 * .
during the interview. This particular sarple follows directly column onc of
chart one, subjects taught, which is displayed in Figure 4.
-

Wwhen an 1nterv1ewer has completed the full cycle of questions for
4 . - 4
one complete chart, that is, for onc teacher task area, s/he asks "Are there

- a

»
any other 1mportant decisions which have been madé in (this teacher task area) .

=. N -
’

. which you feel we have not covered." Should & decision be uncovered, the . .

‘

R -
1

’ 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. .. - L.
' ‘ - 7 ! L . .
Respondent Sample.. Two kinds of informants are saught in each school.. Teach-

" .,
’ v

o ; . . . .
ers wh@ ape=al ikely to know who makes what decisions by virtue of their ex- -

»

I3

perience, position, -tenure, and prestigeJin the school are preferred over

E s
-

others., The pr1nc1pal of the school is also interviewed due to his rath=1

s v

‘tlose proximity tb decisfons erm,whrch achers are typically further removed.
. P s R »
The principal interview and questionnaire are not i1llustrated here. They dif-
. ~ v

IS

2N fer only insofar as slight modifications of wording arc required to direct the

- principal to consider decision making from a teacher's rather than an adnini- -

: - strator's perspective. Additionally, the ‘area of hiring i's included only on

l ‘ LI

L the pr1nc1pal s survey.

For thé first wave of data collection a samplc of 1nformants w

A !

S TR & S e P

: EMC f : - : * . ’ - . 3
o o . . E | !
s : <. ; - . ’
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. Ficurc 5: Sarple Section from the Inter wer's Code Bool
. » -
“ tet's lpok ot decisicns about what subjects‘yau have tamght,
. B: (Fros C2RD 1) Viure vere_decisions mads that (suBJELT)
‘ - would be taught? v
Chart, 1, Colusn 1 €. (Fron €A7D 2) Y7o rade that decision? . - .
p. (From CARD 2) .0 was governad by that decisica? - «-"
F. - Were any other subjects detcrmined insexactly -
the same way? Which ones? a7
| — - - )/_,.,..o' -
A B c D AE E/-
Whzre deoci- [Vio msies o is . ozh
5 fy (CAD 1, Code 6; hers
. subjccts  [slon Is r3le dacision | governed ag:cEA;D(Z’ Co:.‘;s I3 : 6) determined "
' (CARD 1) (caen 2) | (€25 2) ' the same way
: 1234|1238 . ' ’ , )
56r7 | 56°7 ‘
’ g . . o qr23ua|r23be .
2 .
. [ 5 6%7 567
' = - .
| 3 Y2348 [ 1234 e A
’ 56%7 567 PR
. —
A V234 [ 123k
. 5622 1 567
‘g 123471238 #”
. 567 | 5€7 B = PR
= = = »
12345 ]1 234 ’
N 3 - .
56~7 567
o B E] h /
. 123 123 b= ]
¢ 7 . L 7
. s 627 5637 — N =
“ 23 4 .
€ gy ™ 3 123 - .
. - 5627 567 >
- ; > N
: ol 1234 Jr23fs .
' 56:7 | 5607
, | 1234 (12308
[134] - - @p
. } g 6 7 5627 ’ Lo
. . Where deciston is made (CARD 1) Populaticon (carp 2) * L,
‘4—_-—_‘-—___"‘_‘ - ™,
Z 1, Cutside your 3. Within 1. €ducation peesonncl outside school 5. Seif c o
_ own school veaching | 2. Schao) principal 6.:06;'“'""
.y 2. Mithin the staff teochers in scrool 7. bon’t
—& -~ adainlstration &, gu,k(c"/ 4> Sowa teachers In schaol® .t knov
- .- - - t % - -
. 8> Others uithin xr\ursmvu?o:‘rls\ﬂrm‘ —T .
- « SPECIFY VIO Ii oLt F. ) . -s- g .« G
5 ~
.
<
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. \ . .
tervicwed 1n edch school. ~Hits appreach was followed due to the lack of Jnforj\\

rmation which weuld identify 'best" informants. On subscquent data collections

- +

following acqufisition.of a.great deal of information about each of the members

of every faculity, a smaller momber—ef—teachers was selected largely from the
L - - . .

| ——"original sanple who best fit the infegmant criteria listed earlier.

.

-

3
" . .
Perfornance Nprms. Each tcacher informant goes t oughjthkentlre cycle of
. i,

. , ~,
quéstions peftaining to the first-six teacher task areas™{see ngugg 2).

N

ing the firs{ data collection total interview time ranged from

utes. Mean fompletion time was 75 minutes. Completién time.for principal

.

during the flirst interydew ranged from 35 to 155 minutes. Their average was

P R -_

89. Princifals are probed over seven task areas. During the second data col

lection intqrview time was shortened considerably for tedchers but. not for

principals. ’ . |

<
P

ph'”';"'.‘

. . ] W .”. . ' . > L
, ipletion time has been the greatest practical d%ffICUItxﬁﬂffh,t e

. ‘ 3 - ) F‘ 3 ) 3 -
~data gathering procedure. Duringinumerous field trials cbnduc;eﬂ\lnltlall
N - ‘ . .. ) - -~ ‘ \(;""l»/,.,

.Oregon and fubsequently at the Institute for Surve

- sity, Philacelphia4,effor < made to make the ipt€rview more efficien
: L s |
ny
without greqtly sacrificing the richness of detail.ffﬂpzplyces. Pruned dpring
of ) R .

4
. t ) l.l.

this period Was a sectiﬁn on determining the contﬁnts of pupil ﬁ?bgggss

& Ya,
- » - - -
ports”in th rcspondegis could not explain br;??l and succinctly how r:

- £ '
. 2 ) . ' ““‘ ) 3“"'4$
and other evpluations were detesmined. & ",',..,u-l"uumpi- ’t
5 A) (3]
& LT *
3

R . N ".~‘ ™~ +
/ . £ . R

vere

4C ncern for the magnitude of the tasks of training and supervising
interviewers fprompted staff members to subcontract “for the data cq}lectioﬁ and
reduction actlivities with this organization. Project lcader thexpe, Dr. James
Peterson, alsp had responsiblity for putting the terview in/fiﬁjl form in-
cluding most pertinently the format of the varj .

’
A3

Y

PAruntext provided oy enic [l

.
N
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»(’ -
“Fffort was made to assess inter-interviewer agrcement by having different
. ) . 5 . -
intervicwers probe the same respondent.on the same-task areas. Inter-inter-

. . »

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

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

.

'

interview.and resultant data. Interviewers were not, it turned out, especial-
ly gystematic during this stage and were highly subjcctive in recording evi-
dence, especially for subjects presented, materials used, and responses to mis-

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

a

inter-interviewer agrecment on this and other subscquent sections-rpse to sat-

>

isfactory levels.

- : \ .
During the deve};§ment of the measurc, error variance seemed to be

tied more to differences among interviewers than among the informants. Con- -
e
sidering the massivé~scale at which data eventually would be collected, Sys- .. . .. ]

. -
* ’ <« -
tematic, rigorous training and on-the-job.supervision of interviewers became

w - 2

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

 for Survey Research, ISR. .0 . ‘
— )~\ ’ 0 ’
: e Under this arrangement, interviewers are recruited from the locale

A

of the schools in which they conduct their interivews. They are trained to-

pether both in large groups and on an individual basis. They are supérvised
not only' on the degfee to which proper proccdures arc followed but also on the |

—

basis of data they return. 'In‘ﬁdditiOn, many of the interviews are fecorded

5Such efforts were made during the developmermt of the.protocols in
Eugene, Due to the length’ of the interview, especially at that stage of devel- |
: opment it was not feasible to conduct the enti-e interview,with the same infor- .
mant two or threc times in the same day. ihns a —otation scheme was enacted '
wherein thréc interviewers probed in the same'd  four «nd five informants on
* a few task areas such that each informant was i crviewed twice,on the same
.task area by at least differcnt intcrviewers. ‘ )

[

. e o — e e e e . . R -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic
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»
»

' . 3 . 1] N :
on audio tapes which are spot checked regularly by field supervisors. Other
-problems associated with they inteTviows and interviewveyrs are reported directly

to the project offices in Lugene and fed back to ISR. In some cascs inter-

viewers have béen removed from their duties and replaced with other trained -

’

personnel.

S

Evidence certifying instrument capabilities prior to the collectio

- -

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

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

“
1

. - ) T . 9 - '
Monetheless, sufficient modification in instrument format and interviewer

&raining Liad been made to assure rather high levels of consistency and accuracy.

Also, questions of instrument validity could be- answered best when consider- _
- 1 T T T N

able information about other sehool characteristics became available; that is,

g

after the first collection of all data.

-

These analyses of the control structurc data aye of-the most simple -

varicty. Reported are percentéges-of decision types. /Iﬁ{calculating the values, .
‘ . R} . ) .
> the total number of decisions reported across all schools-or among schools of a

.

given type becomes the denominator of the fractigz;;gjhg”npmerator then is the - )

4 - 5 -

total number of decisions of each decision type. The five basie types of de-
o . -
S S

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

By P s

. ' - Preliminary Findingsl N ,///(/' . —_— -

-

'

Thirty-§ix,e1emontaxy sclools in’the MITT sample fail,infg,threé grouﬁg:

- . . ,
(1) experimental, those whichi instdlled a unit grgahization in the fa}l/pf

< S . .
. . - .
o ’
- .
4 A ELS
. - * : -
- 4
.
- - JE—— - 2 SO - - ol
I 9 I T < - -~ po—
.t .
O . .
. . .
, .
- — 1 hd B
EMC . s, % .
M - tar « s T
. . 1 . .

4
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—

+  those hthh h}d installed a unit organization previously. The unit structure

- -
s -

* -
has beth shown to produce greater group decision making over both class and
’ .

school issues. o ‘ A///.

<

The first 1ound of control structure data taken in the spring of
1974 was cxpected to reflect high frequencies of decisions of the type dlscre~
tion for classroom issues and Temoved in school-wide(issues. But unit schools

were expected to exhibit relatively higher frequenciés of collegial decisions
than -their counterparts. More particuiarly, unit schools should show lower

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

smes than the other schools;

— “‘

; The control structure data satisfies these expectatlons It should *

t

’
be notcd -however, the separatlon of dec151ons into classroom and school w1de

issues is imperfect and serves, we belisyve, to depress differences among

- 1 ‘ et . . -

_schools. dlore fine grained analyses ar¢ planned (but not reported here).

Pt -
- . k

‘-
. T

s -

!
]
|
.;‘_ Teacher ﬁEEBrt§¢ When aggregating teacher responses from 36 schools over {
é

1
+ classroorn ‘and’ school 1s§\cs-4ﬁ\percent iof the reported decisions are of th
/\

type d:tscrctlon, 30 percent are Uroved\gmd roughly 10 percent each are colle—

-

gial and shared. These are’ shown in Tabfe 1.

N ’ - ~

1974 (2) control schools that dld not install a unit organizatio 'and_ﬁﬁ) unit,

-~ .

-

<




.
v e

. . S/

Table 1: Control Structurc over dall Sample . ols . -
o e . - N/ j/!' .
L . : /

-

- 3 /
- , o A : -
P Class and School - Class Issues School Issues
DECISION TYPE . Issues Combined ly Only -
. ~  Percent Percent - Percent
. f : ) / .o S
Collegial = X\ 11 10 ' 13 °
Leader Determined 4 03 ) 02 .. !

Ted : 10 .06 ' .16
Removed 30 . - 17 'Y
Discretion ‘ 46 ° . . 65 21 )

// , Among zias/room decisions, dlscret1on by a large margln, is the L

doﬁ/rant response. Low values on 9dj§ of the other types also g1ve a much
expected plcture The same is true also of dec1srons reported about school

wide issues. Here nearly half the decisions are of.the type removed, made by'4

) e
_ non-teachers. Yet there remains a rather large residual of discretion.. Thi§//
later observ&tioﬁlmay be exagéerated“somewhat by the rough way in which deci-

sions were placed in the-$chool issues z/tegory.

These same patterns were/fepeated although not at the same levels,.
among ‘ach’of the three groups of schools that comprlse the total sample. _
‘Table 2 Qontains'findings for the control structure of classroom issues by

® 0

“school type. . . ‘ , . ’




§

Table 2: Control of Classroom Issues by School Type

T “

SCHOOL TYPE . -

. Experimental + Control . Unit~
DECISION TYPE o Percent Percent _ Percent
R B - = g Y

Collegial . . 09 - 06 _ - 19

Leader Dectermined ) ] T 02 ’ .02 . 02
Shared ¢ : I 5 0 06

P

Removed 15 420 . 13

Discéetion . \ ’ “' _ 69 ‘ 66. .58

¢

J//fﬁ&;[-4m3~ y . . ' - AR
As expectedh unit schools (those unitized prior to the first wave of ..

data collectlon) report h1gher levels of collegial and correspondlngly lower

'
=

small" dlfferences between the experlmental and cont;gl schools are also sug-

“ £

gcstxve. ngher levels of/colleglal dec151g's and lower levels of removed

. “a
»

dec151ons in the exper1menta1 schools suggest antlcipatory .shifts in the con-

N L]

trol structure ‘may have- preceeded the 1nstallatlon effort. .

' "Taj;e—ézﬁresents parallel fIndlngS about schoel wxda,lssues. The -

~

‘unit schools show relat1ve1y higher-levels of collegla;.dec1§ion maklng and

~

correspondingly lower levels of dec151ons of the type removed * The exger;-

, -

mental schools again dlsplay what may be'an anticipatory Shift in control.

-t

 structure. T e

1




. \Table 3% Control of School-Wide Affairs by School Type * " *
E ’ ‘ “. o SCHOOL TYPE

. .
. RN Y . '

\\ .\ . . . .
. . » ~y A o
. " ) SRR Experiméhtal * - .. Control ) Un{t!‘ . ’
DECISION TYPE Percent- .y ° Percent _ Percent " .

- . 2

Collegial =% - 7 T, 7 L, 07 AT
Leader Determingd. . 04- 05 s "
- . - : - - . /' . L '

Shared . L 3 12 .-

Removed ' - ' : . 48

Discretion - . ’ ] . 24

') " - - . . [ - \
) . * \ \Q\\\ ' v * ' v
. . To the extent 1ﬁterna1 con51stgncy loglc applies to a measure of s
. phenomenon of thlS sort the co1re1at10ns betWEén rcports of dccxsions w1th1n
the f1ve types across classroom ahJ school wide 1ssues are p051t1ve and moder-
2 ¢ . -
- P

ate to large (uppc1 right quadrant of"Table~4) . The 1owest W1th1n type T, 3

- .

4
. across category correlatlon is .31 for léadel determlned decxsaons and the .

»
. ’ -

. -

‘others. The flrst expectatlon is borne put (upper left and IOWen rlght quad-" - . .

L4 R . \ r\ i N
largest is in the collegial type, .69. The averagc 1ntercorre1at10n value is g
'S o " je v, U A9 . ° 2t
-\ ‘-. . . . Y T — A ¢ ’,'7/ - T - /;/.'»w— - ' 1
- N ., Within the categories of éthoolfap& classroom decisions;‘mOSt inter< L%
correlatlons,should be negatave, due to “the 1psat1ve nature of‘the response s -
. o~ /
-~ * ’ * ! » ’ .;/i
altcrnatives Con51stent with earller cons1derat10n’ varlous palrs of deei. g
[ .- “ o, e ~ Lo . Lo _\:i
*  sion type catcgorles should show strenggr and.more systemath relat10\§/than ” 1
1

, . .
rants) fg{ both caF gories y1tp1n wh1ch d¢c151an types‘fall,/gihc sefond’ega . ”,/’
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‘es some support. For classroom decisions, collegiality

r ‘ .
¥ "is most stroggly associated with discretion. Diseretion is most strongly asso-
. '. , - v - . e
\\-£iated with remdyed gecisions (upper left quadrant). Among school decisions, o «
) [y

LY

cf%leglallt) corresponds .most prom1nently hlth shared and removéd deC1slons

a

Discretion is most clearly associated with shared deC1slons (louer r1ght quad~

' - . . . N -
rant). . . L. ’x\\\ ‘

-\
——

The lower def\\quadrant is enpty due to the generally uningerest1ng

nature of the. f1nd1ngs regardlng across type, across/‘ateger correlatlons : -

:

g ‘ e
These are- a mlxture of small and typlcally negative coefficients “h1ch follow
s .
rohghiy the same'patterns as found within category reports--upper left and

lower right quaarants .~ d . - RN

be o e, --pt.@ . l"".p-—v& cm e e v,
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A - Pmnc)paI Reports To thl‘s poxn‘é cbwsg:trctttre datd *ne.por,ted,‘ coowd g

°

-in the first *wave by principals have”ﬁeen kept separate from the teacher data.

e @ - - —

* Conceivably, reports by the ‘two types of informants ‘$hould correspond to a* . i
‘ - . .
high degrce. However, there is also good reason to expect deviations to occur. :;”
’ . e

.+ Principals are situated'differently in the organization hierarkhy than are

i

?

v -

By virtue of their pos1t10n they often come closer than teachers to . ..
- N - - ’
observ1ng and part1crpat1ng 1n decﬂ§1ons of a- scheoI hude and d15tr1ct w1de . .

teachers

nature. ALsor becalise thelr role.mlght be seen in part as enforclng regula- %
» . . \ -
tions der1ved outside of the school and.reportlng cont1nuouslygn1compl1ance, N ‘
» . N R
*

their knouledge of decision: makers exteérnal to the’ school and district is pro-‘
PO * . $

~. _

»

bably keener -than that of the1r teachers. ) - . . Coa
‘. N .o : =
' _These d1fferences Should not affect dramat1cally the pattern of _ .

principal reports hhcn contrasted W1th the reports oﬁ t#achers. Generally, :

] 3 v
pr1nc1pal reports + Table. 5, paraLlel that from teachers Decxslons of the .

N
v . . -
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type removed and dlscrttlon occur hlth greatest frequcnc) when aggregatlnv
over all schools and over classroom and school-wide 1ssucs. leehlse discre-"

tion donlnates classroom dcc151ons and removed.daminates school declsrons.

L3

“However, principals report a considerably greater proportion of declslons of

L]
the typckshared-lwhefe teachers and nonteaohers'render decisions j01ntlykathan_

.do teachers. "

. . b ~
v

i N Table‘S: Control Structure over all'Saﬁ?le’Schools” , .

a . .
- - - o
. * ¢, - . . N -

. Class and School Class Isstes School Issues
' Issues Combined 7 Only , . Only
DECISIONETYPE ) Percent -~ Percent’ > Percent

.

¢

o Colleglal- : 07 . 067 - e - 09

Q’"G A-‘.‘"‘D Vo v gy w & g gt PP} f_‘n,l!\‘g‘_'h‘l .

L~ . :
Leader»Determined 02 . . . 02 S0z

[} ~ ~-

’ « . 5

© shared 7 on R

{ L

o e taaat wpe ”..lﬂ... Ten v A

Remoyed © 34 23 o 49
Discretion : 33 45 . 16
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.Also sxmllar to teacher repor!s is the frequency wlth whlch princi-.

R}
PN

--pals report instances of” colleglaL declslons. Although the percent of colle-"

° P‘, 3 .

gasl declslons is less here than in Table } the pattern of reports. 1s“rough1y

o N ’

. the game. Colleglal declslons are morec likely to occur, or so it seems over a .o

S -
school wide than classroom 1ssues.. T - LT e ) .
. . - .

-~ ~ - ../

It is not clear how to account far the manr dlfference between the

o

pr1ncapal and teacher reports,lthe frequency of shared deCISIOHS. Not only . -
may it stem from slight measnrement dlfTerences mentxbned above but 1t may ’ ) )

also be related to dlfferences in respondent perceptlon, possxbll1ty that

.t . ’ _ .,_(,_._

wxll have to be 1nvesttgated moreqfuflﬁ,rn qhese and‘subsequent data. ) ‘ RN
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. - -« The differences between and anmong the experimental, control and unit

i , ] )
schools are-not ncarly as sharp in the principal responses ‘s in the teacher

- ”

’

reports. For exanple, prlnolpals in schools hlth'unxt organ1zat10n report

higher Ievels of colleg1a1 dcc151ons only over class issues and then not by a

large margin.’ Woreover principals report. lower levels of teacher d1scret1on
- . . ‘ /,
*  over SChool-wide and class issues-than teachers. In each case the categofy of
?

. shared decisions is quite pronounced in 1ts roIQ in homogenizing the appear-

anoe of‘the three types of schools and in account1ng for the dlfferences bé- -~

tween teacher and principal reports. ' - ’ -
. g . -
o . - pr .
* i ‘ . - . e T . '
" . - Differential-Chanoes.iﬂ\Coﬂtrol Strﬁbture : S~ _

. AL \\
PR D R TR B

o : Suﬁsequenb to“the PHTST. coIleéiion.of data” two addltronitxrgpnds

Y

were obtained. Wave two data were taken in tne fall of 1974 after th\\TB‘*-—

R - experlmental schools “had 1nstalled the unit structure. Wave three data were - -

R 2

[ .

taken in- the sprlng of 1975 approx1matei) 51x nonths follow1ng wave. two and

. ‘near the end of the first year dur1ng wh1ch the experlmental schools had main-

1 tained the innovation. Data were coklected on th;\;ziﬁtuujnggii:~1n la‘bontrol
g \:‘\ - .
schools which are located in the same districts as the exper1mentals. Two

» (

N more waves of data will have. been taken by the end of -the 1975- 76 schooi year. *

. - .

a0 ; Sonehhat d1fferent modes- of data anal)s1s have been empléyed to
. T . \“ .
R shmmarize the reports oveT three waves.. These new analytic tethnlques g1ve

. - E

-

per respondent reports for each school. In add1t1on certain 1ssues 1ﬁ‘the

\

six teacher task areas uere dropped from analys1s hav1ng negtted few responses.

-~ ; N

Consequently the percent values do not correSpond exactly’ w1th thOSEQ;eported

‘\‘ 1n the rcvuous tables. rHmsever the attern of fxndxn s is unchange Ve
. P 5~ the p g changeds, cL
. - W ciew Coe f ‘p - . i ‘(\~ [ .
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In comparing the veports of teachers only from ‘the experimental and .

. contzol - ‘school's. the following expectations are borne out. Expérimental schools .

- S

show a sharp increase in thc frequency of collegial decisions and a corres—.

pondlng decrease 1n d1scret1on and removed., The control schpols do not change

+

/
ovet time. These patterns are even more pronounced when considering only the
s teacher tash areas "subjects taught'' and 'student groups”-—1ssues that -concern

the instructional funigion 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 includéa in the input populépion are called, by this convention,
« . ». .collegial decigithe:‘?hese inelude the standard eollegial variety, pln; lead-

er 'determined and those shared decisions 'in which the outside members of the

1nput populatlon are also teachers. The second of’non-collegial decision is

comprised of the sum of renoved decisions and those shared ‘decisions where’

Al

some non-teacher belopgs to thc input populatlon The third gype of decision

) }5 the standard discretion.» The percent values of these three types sum to
: \hnity ;nd perm1t the d1sp1a) in F1gure 6 ';_
l_ - . Figure 6 summarlzes ﬂlagrﬁmat1cally the f1nd1ngs comlng from the o
< 1;ng1tud1na1 application of f§:‘£on£rol structure 1nterV1ew. E;perlmental =

1\‘ \\

- sqhools move in the direction of 1ncreased colleglallty and simultaneously -

on-collegial and d15cret1on dec1s1on5. Ovér time, control schools -~

maintain a patte equencies of non—cqglegial and d15cretion and

.

\S" N - - * A »

‘

low~amounts of

N LY .2 . . .
v - Intg/cst1naly, the shift to “a more: collegial control structure in

s~

the exper1nenta1 schools was dramat1c. Ysing time one collegiality as the
. . ’ T . e .
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covariate, differences between experimental and control schools weére sigmifi-
- N i /// . .
cant -at tife .two. Howcver, with time two collegiality as the covariate, school

type did not explain mpre than a trivial amotnt of the variance at time three.
. ‘4
The mean difference between experinent 1 and control schools at times tho'and

three are significant: At cach data lection. the collegiality percentages

g
over all task areas were: 'efgfgiﬁental 15 9 23.5 and 23.2; control 11.7,

10.4 and 10.8. Over the task areas "subJect taught" énd i'student grouﬁ/" the R
< - ‘

~

" corresponding values were: experimental, 23.2,.31.2 and 55.0;.control 12.6,

- - »

' 9.7 and 10.3. - _ ‘ T T :

] : L4 R L4 .. ..

e ) - I Egmaiks o ‘ - )

. . - The instrument we have created seems to ﬁ;:‘VETId~and reliable data.

“’and should con51derably 111um1nate studies of organizational dec151on=mak1ng
— e -

tn the school. In our own work on the organizational implications of a parti- -

cular structural change in the conventional elementary school, the measurc

seem to be uscful improvements aver more conventional approaches that often

H

¢ seem imbued®with hortative overtones.

‘ ) . £
Neverthelgss, the procedure has certain drawbacks which may prove
) A S

prohibitive uader nermal conditions of research. ~The procedures are expen—

-
[ -

sive to employ: They requiré sizable trainlng and supervision cbsts as well ‘ Y

- —————— -

as substantial contact with respondents. Furthermore, the measure prodqces

/

substantial data which-can,become neafly overwhelming when multiple sites and

‘

-

+ time series designs are involved.,
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These problens notwithstanding, there>presently exists no clear al-

ternative when objective and fine grained data are required. Qur preliminary
//.
analyses that alsoinclude a number of subjective measures of organizational
. ,

decision making do rot differentiate among experimental,'control and unit
gchools. Correspondingly, these subjective measures appear to be unrelated to

the control structure findings. ) : ! .
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