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ABSTRACT. - C - :
o Part1c1patory declslon—maklng etrategles have been
suggested as effectivé in groups with the. task of’ solv1ng X
unstructured problems or creating innovation Concerneéd about
evalua‘ting children's affettive growth in ope classrooms, eight
educators in a_large metropolitan area agreed to. meet reqularly after
school hours to developwan instrument to, assess affectlve growth in
childrg ‘en., The five teachers and three administrdtors who .formed the
Open ducatlon Evaluation Group (OEEGr~vere drawn from five local
eleme tary schools and shared anm interest in open education. The case
study 'of the OEEG suggests that there may be important;differences
betveen .the desire of the. group participants to use these strategies

and their ability to use them effectively. After 15 months the OEEG, ..

using participatory strategies, failed to accomplish, its-goal. The
presentation focuses on problems in four areas that appeared to have
implications for the OEEBG's failure: sk111 level, consensus:

decision-making, self-oriented needs, and hierarchical _ ' SNy
differentiation. (Author/MLF) - - /
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" to be effective in addressing ‘group or organizational problems. Partiqipétory

- Investigators and theorists have not focused hard enough, long enough, o,
nor carefully enough on the small and mundane as well as the large and '
important issues and problems necessary for idealistic practitioners
to £arry out their dreams. (Smith and Keith, 1971, p. vi). - . f

Pérticipatosy decision making 18 a method of group functioning purported

» .

.
1

i

» .

groups differli; their organization and procedures from the more t&pical'
/ ' , ' . ) f —-
hierarchical, chairperson led group in three ways: Superordinates and sub-

ordinates?bork together as equals rather than in a hierarchical arrangement.. -
Task leadership is d!&fused amoné~the memberd rather }han the sole responsibility

of a chairperson. Decisions are generally dade through\consensus ratﬁer‘than

. d
N

o

,Uy voting or ﬁeferendum propedufes. \

’

The advantages of‘participatory group procedures are said to be several.

. ' ' e
Participatory strategies are purported to maximize the {hclusion, input and
¢ . ) .
respongibility of all memberg in the decision making process. The group there-
‘ s | ¢ ,
fore becomes mrre efficient in satinfying @mepyq' prersonal goale (Gordonm, 19'55. -
. rd '

Tikert, 196]1). The 1°aderﬂhip functione gye diffured among all of the members.

This 18 said to enhance group affectivenean bacause differant leaders. emerge

depending upon _the issue at hand and upon the recognized competencies of the

-

parricipéhts (Argyris, 1964; Gibb, 1965; Horoﬁitz'and Perlmuter, 1970). Full and

-\

‘ & : ’
free communication take place between membeﬁ%ﬂwitﬁgﬁt regard to ascribed rank G Q\

(Bennis and Slafer, 1968; Leavitt, 1972), Participatorj strategies are said to
be particulifly'éffectivé gg gréups,ﬁhere the task goals are unstructured and
Where the goal of the group’ is infiovation or creative problem solving (Bfagg and

v
-

Andréws, 1973; Fullan,bi972§“coodlad, Klein and Associates, 1970). Members of
. ¢ “d’.v '

participatory groups are also thought more likely to be committed to the decisions

r

made by the group and to the implementafion of the products which emerge as a
*

\ ! . (
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result of the group' s«efforts because they have had input ‘into the solution (Kntz .

» C rd " A

_and Kahn, 1966 Tannenbaum, 1966; Thompson, 1969) -3‘L

e [

i In—depth studies of natural task groups uSi‘ﬂh: participatory style of work—
. j -

. u b
. - ’

ing are few. {Therefore Prior to4urging the adoption of participatory decision ‘ ~
'making it would be wise to consider the problems grOUps and organizations may .
'encounter in their' attempts both to implement participatory decision makipg pro-'f
cedu:Ls and to accomélish a task utilizing this process.> The remainderaof thip |
. article will addyess these’ problems by reporting on a case study of one'hork group L <;§

which attempted to use participatory décision making procedures and which failéd»

L [ 4 ' | T

to reach its objectives usibf these group processes, ) #?ﬁ{ o B
1 R 4 nig‘ .
_ _ © ’ ' ,
. X S Background
{ . ) v k l A »
Concerned about evaluating children's affective growth in open classrooms,' ' ’

5 eight educators in a large metropolitan area agreed to meet regularly after
school hours to develop an instrument to assess affective growth in children,

The five teachers and three administrators who formed what will be calied the

ey
-

Open Education Evaluation Croup (OFEG) where drawn from five local elementary

1}

schools and shared ap interest in open education. in their deliberations the

group members adopted participatory group procedures: the members did not °
9 . L.. Y
designate a chairperson; decisions wgre generally made through consensus; it

- -
.

, was h0ped each'member would have. an equal voice in ciding matters-which came
, .

‘before the group.

& X : ' ‘o " 7

.

Several conditions seemed likely to facilitate the'group's work, Rather 4
than having its objectivea and procedures prescribed by other psrsons, the S

spgeific task and the processé/ the group would employ in attemptfﬁg to

accomplish the task were to be deffned by .the OEEG members. Based on the

r

o
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; principle that people tend to support what they create it.was_assumed the group

.\\ ~

.

‘}ﬂh__ o the,OEEG meeting times a high priority. They were willing to miss other meetings

I3

to aétenh OEEG sessgonsa Adequate financial resources were awailable to the group.

N '.Thé project had been - funded by ‘a $500D foundatiOn grant. This money was to be \

R ’\

- _;n‘: used toipurchase materials, to provide honoraria and expenses for outside con~

Y
v
v, N

: r
'vsultants who would,help the grou"“withithe more technical aspects of instrument

v ' h 73 ' .
S .ab elopment and to pay the travel and lodging expenses of the members for retreats

s -

i .‘: tr}ps they might choose to take in pursuit of the group 8 objectives. And
. finally, the iroup was composed of individuals who had. extensive training in educa—

s tion.. All the members- held haster's degrEed dr were working on one. Two members

LA

had “earned doctorates. In sum,‘khe group seemed to operate under favorTble conddi-
tions: the group s product and procedures were to be selected by the members;
_the participants were committed to devoting. tim% to their work° they were wé}lw

/ funded' and they had extengive graduate training”in education.

L]
» > The members efforte to develop an instrument were observed during twenrv—ﬂ

'

four meetings held over the course of fifteen months. During this time the Open

s

q:}? ;j:_ members would be committed to their work in the group. The members agreed to give\_

qucation .Evaluation Group failed to develop a finished product. Between ertember,

’

' hhen the group first conveneé% and January the group members struggledvto define
'their task. At a two day retreats in January the members decided to develop an
. 'instrument to assess responsibility in children in open and conventional classrooms.
lBy the beginning of March they had developed\a partial checklist instrument. In. -
April and May they tried to write an article based on their work. During a meeting

in mid—May they developed an in—service game on respé>sibility which, ‘in the\words

1 of the\members,:"bombed" in a pilot test of this product Followiné asg r break,

o .
. ’\- -

M -

.
\ -

. the group met with an outside consultant and decrded to begin observing children’s

,
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behavions in classrobm settings.. In short, between September and December of
¥ ﬁ,.the following y ? the grOUp developed no- finished product‘ neither a checklist

,ﬂfk J9' instrument, inservice game, article Br a product derived from classroom observa-
' tions. Hours of effort resulted in nb tangible outcome.’ The remainder of this
. articl& 5uggests -some of the reasons for this faflure. /;’//;/. T 4

' ! . . . - . . ) .
,_\ - ' L ‘- .. o EI_ Yt J' ,".-‘ 2 __—MhOdOIO - . N ) o |

The principal investigator assumed the role as khe OEEG's recorder after
. a group"member,,who had served in this capacity for one meeting, decided she K
. could not be an active and effective contribu%%r to the group 8 discussions as
. long ‘as she assumed these secretarial functions.l The group members agreed to allow
the researcher to’ study the group as a’ quid pro duo for writing and distributing
_ the meeting minutes. The research role assumedgby the investigator was that of
1y" observer—as—participvnt (Gord 1958 Junker, 1960) In this role the observer:
Y ‘ ;:',_'intearchanges with the participants dur,ing th!meetings- ™
Having neﬁther a pegsOnal voice inCthe substantive .areas of the discussions nav

a personal stake in the outcomes of the'troup s werk, the observer/reCOrdor

could be - said to have ‘been “in" the OEEG but not ” of" the group.

0 | ‘ K The data for this study were collected using participant observation methoeda

BeQides observing twenty-four working meetings of ‘the OEEG, each of the eight

group members was interviewed twice and doCuments pertaining to the group were

2 . ,collected . The actual proceedings of the meetings, special events and interviews

' were recorded on a tape recorder. The tapes were then transcribed Supplemented

; ,by field ndtes, " summary observation notes and the collected documents the tran- ’
scripts provided a datalbase which was .as close to the actual proceedings of the
“0EEG as possible, barring the use of several strategically placed tape recorders

on video tape cameras. In brief,,every¢effort qas made to obtain a complete and

~

J3'6", accurate record both of the activities in whéch the group was involved and of';u

B

S Ty - During the analysis process all of the data were reviewed ' Much o% the

the ' group membeqp attitudes’ toward these activities.

data w%g‘cut up and both referenced and cross referenced in- event and conreptua

&ategories. In the beginning the conceptual categories wexe meither wellidefined

Pl 7™

o ‘ or delimited However, as the number of instances of th%,égﬁe or simil ; %eromena

were 'gr ed together, concepts which referred to particular features of a phenomenon
' began to take shape. The incidents" which comprised a particular category thﬁrefore
. ¢ = . JE : i : ) .

AN . “ te ; N b \
L l . . i . . 4 “;,) > :,._ g . .
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became the bases upon which sevéral concepts were formulated The incidents : :

. -

- were continually compared with .one another .to make certain they were. character{stic ‘!

r - ; .

2]

}llustrations of the same concept, or phenomenon (Glaser and Strauss,'l967) Duriﬁgi

s

1 . & ., ’ :

L ' the process of comparing the properties of various-concepts, the conditions under VY'
: : which various phenomena were produced and minimized and the relationships between ~‘P;§"

. - b .
' var?%us properties of different phenomena became evident. Thewfinal step in YT

the analytical proceas was;the identification of ﬁypotheses ‘ard generaliiations ‘ |

¢ . ’
.

baSed upon the re}ationships between concepts‘ : ' o

' - s ;J . .’ . . Fiddin s . o /V. . i . -
. s ;
- . The analysis of the data from the OEEG meetings and interviews suggested four
St 1
X~ Aapparent reasons for the group's difficulties in successfully accomplishing the '

'task usging participatory decision making strategies: 1) the members neither pos-
. segaed the requisite sl{il1lg rn aceemplish the rask nor did thny seEk the necessary
expertise from nurafde aourreas ?7) the members arremrtﬂ to satisfy self-oriented

needs appeared to interfore with thei> ability to attend to the task; 3) the
- .

.
participnnta ewpearfoncad Aiffltrnltine in using congensus deciaion making to remanlve
critical ifaavess 4) they wara unnhle re oygge the effect that formal atatus A{ffer

. . . ) AW
ences had on the memberq. / #&
L 1 N %
Competence™ T
< ' r.
. * Two assumptions typically motivate those who urge group problem solving by
M : A . o Ry

1Competence can be defined as having er possessing sufficient ability or skills
to effect a particular outcome. In other WQAQS the use of the term competence will
be confined to a particular situation. When it 'is suggested that a person or the
) OEEG as a body. of individuals, did nof’ possess the competence to do something, it is
in reference to a particular task for which they did not possess suffiéient skills, ’
- That' 18 not to say that the people were incomp\tent. Tq refer tp a person or to a
group as incompetent appears to suggest a more general notion-~the total or almost ~
total lack of ability. The use of this more generalized term would be misleading.

4 o LN “oN

‘ -4 o ~ .
O ‘ : { N o
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- accomplish the task The analysis of the OEEG's 8 “failure raises questions about

. . e

'
practitioners rather than by outside experts, Som@'authors suggeat that practi—

A

. ;tioner participation in the development df innovationq will enhance the practitioners

: commitment to those innovations because they are. likely to Support what they have -

‘created (Fullan, 1972; Goodlad Klein and Aﬁsociates, 1970 -NIE, 1973, 1975). Keliey ,

and Thibaut (1969) argue for example° N
The coordinated joint action of many‘members nedggsary to the achievement o
"of most roup goals requires wide acceptance of.the solution and an adequate
underst:Eding of "it, If general participation in developing and Planning g - .
means heightens understanding of it -and commitment to it, the group problem—>'ifg k
solving process may be more economical in the long run than one that begins LR
with the most expert thought and advice, (P. 87) " )

claim: & ' : )
It qould be said that the amateur [practitioner] himself is reallv an "expert
in ¢ertain matters--whether because of the learning experience of the participa-
tion process or because of knowledge acquired im normal activity. . . . To

extiend a venerablé democratic argument, tha3y [practitioners] will know whare
and why the shoe pinchea as wel] ar what ought to be done. (p. 12)
o

such as Cook and Morgan appear to agsume that because practitioners are

close to the problem and have the desire to find a sokution they also will po

M

9 g

the requisite knowledges or will know how to obtain the necessary assistance to. <

-

i ’

this‘aasumption; - o ' - T T T
”~ B
“~J

‘None of the members of the OEEG had formal training in "tests and measurement.

The members also chose neither to review the literature on test con truction nor to
) .

look at affective tests .developed by others, They avofﬁed Such a earch*because of

the time it would involve and because they did not .want to: be ted by oth;r — -
people's ideas. The, group members did howeve( experience a great deal of
e ) ‘~ \ i ) ; i ) m—
- " UL .

<»

v -~
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frustration in their attempts éh develop ‘an instrument which would assess the A }/;

effective behaviors of children. Laments such.as the followin were\heerdt'”
HeWQV b "Sometimes I think we qu over our heads.' We don;z know what we are talking
"~ ".“y..- about.. We are experts, but not in this field (Teacher A, Transcript 2/5
p-.9> . . . oo , ” i ) S

. : ‘ . : T . BT
3 )

35' I don’t ‘have the expertise needed at this point. . e s I'm not a statistician, B
' I'm not a test man.~ I know.I could throw. down' some items and ‘they’ could .all
‘get cleaned up later, but this is not my area. ‘I don't know anything about
. - 1t; and I'm fumhling around like a novice. (Principal B, .First Interview,
S Py 18) X

-

The group members often stated particularly during the interviews, that they

lacked’ the requisite skills td accomplish their task, The group,(however, continued
¥ ‘4
to function. Several factors suggest why they did not abandon their work.. The
R __—
analysis indicates that the participants "fell into" various/patterns of behavior
'

~.

5
which allowedith;: to continue to meet without having to seriously address the

competence question.
: . » Q - . -, -
Abstract Discussionsz‘< One way in whj}h the members seemed to avoid haying to,face
' {

; ?
the issue of comperence wasg by keeping the\;lscnssions d ring their meetings at =n

abstract level, The analysis suggests that the more concrete the discussions
4

o~

Id

became, the more likely the members were to have to confront their inadeqtiacies.
Therefore, whem discussions apprOached the concrete level, there appeared to be
pressures to return to an abstract discussion o} the group's work The roup
generally began by“discussing some facet of the‘task at an abstract level. When )

1S

-

"the time came for the members to operationa ize their concepts, their convershtion
frequently returned to a more abstract or philosophical aspect of a different topic,
L v

often one which was only tangentially related to the origi 1 tqpic. Two group

v !

members sﬁpke of this phenomenon. )
‘ .

— This group is not getting down to the concrete on anything. We are philosophiz-
ing . . . . The first two or three months it was almost imperative that we

have this philosophical 8oing, back and forth to get a purpose generated, And __
I in no way suggest that we are reqpy to come up with a ‘total™jnstrumegt to
take out and test, but I do feel very strongly that we are going to h&g' to at
least start being more cogcrete, - (Teacher C Transeript 2/5, Pe. 21)




Vo a i ~

. 'h; . than others in rambling nd tajdng and making our, -own points in the group .
' .and. Being dramatic about #t, ut that doesn't help to prodpce an; artifact-f’s ,
[an(instrument] (Principal B, First Interview, PP. 11-12) ’

. q "O. m

AbandoningyProjects. This same phenj:enon-—a reticence or inability to go fr 4

' 'Q."--_‘__

thepabstract to ‘the concrete--can be seen in a second practice of the group.

‘ three diffeﬁent occasions between April and November the- mémbers made substantial "f'
. a '

progress on a particular project.' However, rather than see that project thrdugh
A

to completion, the participants .essentially abandoned their work and began a ne@iv

%% ) *
e memhgrs encountered problems with which they were not. cp
¢ ,

It seemed tha€ as they attempted ‘to ‘move from' the abstraqtfxo the con- '.#'

etent ‘to deal

.\ ."

thand%onfront their inadequacies they" moved ‘on to another progeCt. The - ;
q v ) 5 . R e ol
funding agency noted this problem in their’refusal to fund the grouP for a%iknond PR
s 5) i . a ¢ . .
year. One group member summarized the board members concern. ' th "?f._p '
Some of the people [on the Executive Board of the funding agency] don £ fee]
that the OEEG produced what it should have produced last year. ' The analog§ S
they used was that we had gottenyto the one yard line with two of the projects
and now ye-are proposing to.go back to the fifty vard line and c¢hangé onr
whole game plan. (Teacher C, Transcrtpt 11/8, p. M ‘ -

Unwilfingnesg to confront inabilities appeared to result in several changes in the .. |-
. \ ‘._‘-{-d
- group's ''game plan." Such a patgern enabled the members to continue their asgocia-
L 4

tions as a grdlp. The pattern had, however, obvious dysfunction.for task accomplish-
‘\ , * R . N s - ‘ . i D :

ment. ’ - . . . - -

. ‘ * .. - J

. g ; -
‘ . - »
. . . ,
Task,Kyoigance. <The most obvious'wayﬂin,which the members of the OEEG avoided the.

“——:'”“q“eStiOﬂ oftheagroup’s competence Gas-by avoiding work on the task altogether. The
. ¥ : )

clearest illustration of this behavior could be seen during the twﬁgmeetings which
t X . R h < .. ‘l.'- ' . .‘
» followed a two day Jangary retreats Durin? the .retreat the /memb‘er\s had' come to

..

- .j \\several agreements about the group's dArection and goals. The memhers_v%iped:op;
. mistic feelings-thaﬁ these'decisions would faciditate their proéress on the tasﬁ‘ ¥
N over the next few éw@ks. However, they spent the two meetingg following the;recre;:
0 " ) - 10 o e
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ook 4 o ,,‘.vg 9
: N | "
e talking abouzgeveggg which were happening in their schools and about other issues
3 |
| S which were o y tangentially related to the task One of the beacher members off",

the group speculates about why the OEEG experienced difficulty in attending to’ the -"

'S S

<o ta after the retreat' , . L - i' L Lt o foi?ﬂ,q
. ks Maybe we had a basic approach avoidance conflict, Yoi\know, I think, we,were o J
. ~ 80 close. We were really approaching getting somewhere., But we were alao .
S ~approaching the point. of saying 'we're really going to have something' or,

e - '"no'we really can'ffp this together at all, and we are going to hpve nothing.',7
ca I don't know if there was some fear of that that kept us from mayb going

quite . . . pushing as hard as we could so we would go right over the brink.:
(Interviewer: Are you saying maybe that the: group was worried that either

,3f_§€)¢7: - it had to produce or that it wouldn't be able to produce and .that maybe it ‘

R IR was afraid of finding out that it couldn't do it?) Yeah I think thaq'is part:
A of it." (Teacher E, First Interview, p. 9)- ‘ . -t S
d%f : ’in.summary, many researchers who state a preference for task groups co osed
5079 P

‘.“ggof practitioners suggest that innovations developed by such groups will be imple-

.

b

,\mented with greater ease because the participants will better understand

3

.elo ‘ d . I
s mOY mmitted to inn¢}gtions they helped to create. Those whd sngges the involve-

'mment of locally based practitioners assume that the practitioners ™ know where

\ and why the shoe pinches a8 well as what. ought to be done.” This fasumption way ' -

P bé correct in s0me cases; however, one cannot ‘always assume that
‘(ra”' % w

apinching shoe indicates thaF&there is expertise within the group

owledge Qf.the

deal with it.

'1u Nor can it be assumed that the members wily’face such inabilities openly,

QVm

¥arious

L l N

patternb of behavior n a group may blind the participants from c0nsidering limited

@f( competencies as a problem. .
: S . e ’ ////,\
* Self-Oriented Needsz | M )
The analysis of the OEEG data suggests that the group's failure was a multi-
do « i
. o
\ faceted pbenomenon. ' Some of,thé‘ways in which thé members avoided confronting the

x\ competence question have been suggested.~ The queation remains, however, why the
' z

group' members wanted to continue. meeting if the gr0up did not~seem to be accomplishing’

. - ~ . >
- . . M 1]
. .. . . .
. . i r . -
. ~ .
' .o °
W - .
. . .



ﬁil : anything. This que tion %eads to a discussion of _the second factor which had

'or task aCcomplishment--the influence of self-oriented needs.

negative outcomes

AR /’
e

Some of the fficulties the members of the OEEG experienced in accomplishing

S . ' o LY - . v
L , their task appear d to stem from the members attempts to satisfy their more self-
» oo ® '

Ziented needs, articularly their needs for status and esteem both‘within ‘and ont-

de of the grofip and their needs for affiliation. In)this presentatiOn our atten—

;ion will be corifined to a discussion of the. hypothesized effect of ‘the need f r

’Laffiliation. A discussion of the effect of the other two self-oriented needs canMZ//

[]
-,. . . . . - N

be found in another source (Wood 1977) - T !

] y .
'The creation of an instrument to.aesess affective devEIopment in children was .

the ostensive reason why the group'members met.‘ There was’, however, evidence that

a prevailing desire among s the group members for affiliation with like-minded educators

it
(Ln\

may haVe been just as important, if not more so, than creating an educational product.

The members themselves indicated that associating with other persons in the field of

open.education and getting to know these people played a very important part in their

reasons for having joined and maintained their membership in the group. Enjoying the

i 0

people in the’ group was not in itself a deterrent to task accomplishment, for it
/ hd |\
could have been a positive factor. The theed for affiliation appeared, however, to T_

perpetuaté certain behaviors which did not facilitate the group's'wogk on the task,

~ ) /
b L

9"

. Social Orientation of the Meetings. First, during the interviews and occasionally

dhring the meetings,’the members admitted that the more social aspects of their

K4 L]

meetings seemed to intenfere with their ability/to makesprogress on specifying amd
accomplishing the task Though their déscussions usually revolved around some aspect aj

i of the task, these discussions appeared to represe%ﬁ»a social or%énrationnz rather .
. w S B \

. - . . . L.t -
! . .

»

/ 2Social orieéntation can be defined _as a conversation aimed at verbalizing ideas
4| rather than at actually resplving issues, similar to the phildsophical comversations
/ held amorg fFiends when they. talk about such issues as politics, education, religion
and about the dltimate meaning of life). . ; : o

. ) . ‘e R
. | l Q . . I | - ,o
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than a task orientation. The following series of statements, made at various

&imes_during the group's life, suggest examples of the manner in which the socdial

N ~ ~ N :
. t{orientation of the OEEG tended to impede the group's progress on the task: ' (:

+ Principal C: If we started off our meétings a little more task oriénted o« o o
| . / Maybe 1t [this group] is just so enjoyable as a social group

- that it gets me off and I come in kind of . . . .
N 't 7 .

. *
Principal B: .Wapting to chat with friends._

.\'
: Principal‘C: .Yeéﬂ, we are_just too dargp amenablé to each other and just enjoy
o ‘ talking about school and whatever. (Transcript 1/29, p. 23)
*Principal B: Somehow thisléﬁgms like a grbﬁp to me, ﬁot a'committee. |
Te;cher A: It's a bunch of f;;en¢sf (Transcripf~4/4, PP. 1-2) ] <
ads o | T |

EGerybody enjoyed everybody else so much socially at the retreat :nd that
carried over. The work didn't carry over butthe social part did . . , .,
The group wasn't strictly task oriented and that did hinder us after the
retreat. (Teacher E, Second Interview, pp. 9, 24) o

- Avoidance of Task Work Outside the Meetings. A second behavior which appeared to

be perpetuated by a desire for affiliation was the members' tendeﬁcy to avoid task

related work outside of the meetings. During the seventh session of the OEEG opg

[

of the members suggested that each person work.on the task outside of the meeting
time and bring'mimeographed copies of their ideas to the ﬁeetings. The other memberé
approved of this format. 1In practice however, the success of this plan was, by fhe
members' own édmiésion; verfplim;ted. Few members gompleted work outside of the
-group meetings.

It could be hypothesized that other obligations intérferréd with the membérél
‘ability to attend to the homework éssignmgnts. All of the participants.had several -
responsibilities in ad@ition to tﬁeir jobs and their work with tﬁe Q%%i. Teacher‘A,
however, rejected this hypothesis: )

'I.dén't know.why I haven't put a dlot .of energy outside of this group ih;o this

group. I don't want to say I'm so busy I haven't had the time because I take

“' time for Epe things that matter. I'm not with thi§~task, but I love coming
to the meetings. (Transcript 2/5, p. 8) :

Q 13
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view Principal C-providedu;ﬁbport for this explanafion:"'
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% B - . .
A more likely explanation suggests that the members' did not spénd much time outside
» . : . .

the meetings working on tasks relevant.to the OEEG because the social aspects of -
o ' . '
the group were missing when the work was deone outside of the meetings. ' In an integ-
. .

.Homework never got done. The group just unspokenly faced™the fact., And it
is possibly related that one of the -things that was holding us together was
the social part of it, Even whén we had workshops we all enjoyed each other.
Well, you can't énjoy each other when you're all dping homework., So6 we
weren't getting people that were doing homework. (Second Interview, p. 32)

P .

" . . : ’ !
Ayoidance of Confl%ct Producing Discussions. The tpird vay in which the need fo “\

>

affiliation appeared to hinder the OEEG's progress can be seen in the members'
tendency to avoid conflict Producing discpssions during their mee;iﬁgs. A care-

ful examination of, the meeting trahscripts revealed that the individuals whe
, A _ , |
comprised the OEEG held differing ideas about various aspects of the group's task,

»

Tlhiere seemed to'pe a tendency for the members to sidestep a discussion of these

differences, particularly during the first several months of meetings. They tended

to view conflict as a negatiﬁe and dissociative phenomenon. Beéause they feared

-

that an open expregéion of their differences would lessen the probability that the

group would continue, the members tended to avoid the expression of conflict, The

consequence of this pattern was that the members avoided conflict which, if resolved

success&ull&, would have furthered the group's work.,

t . .
During the second set of interviews the OEEG mémbers spoke of this tendency

in the.group: : N . ‘ ) N
I didn't want to raise a big fight with Teacher'B. I dddn't want 'to confrong,, .
« « I'm holding back and being polite. (Principal A, p. 14)

We may be'awfully fekrful of hurting anybody's feelings. We sure acgept a lot
of shit from people, . . . We take responsibility for somebody ‘else's feelings,
It is sheer stupidity, but that is what we do. . (Principal B, pp. 20, 37)

Conflict just never came out in the open with our group;'bdt you see, I think

conflict is’healthy, I can't deal with this other type qf thing where every-
thing is all right when I know it's not. (Teacher B, Pes57)

3
1 ‘z
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1 would say that the group was-controlled in a negative sense——it was nice and
polite. Al the confidence and friendliness and trustworthinessrof the group
doeszeF exist. 1If it did exist, the hostility would come out ea81ly. There
are tbo many underlyingwhostilities, too many undercurrents ouncing back and
. forth between memberg .of that .group which don't allow for trustworthiness,
concern and confidence. And as a result, they don't bring it out for fear of
.rupture. So it stays under even when they get down to critical issues . . .
They're afraid to bring out their real feelings. (Teacher D, p. 8)

The tendency 4f the members to avoid the expression of conflict within their
) . ~ ‘ .

meetings led to what might be labeled "pseudo—group'unity.d The relative absence
of conflict and the presence of a general toleration for-ambiguity, eqﬁivocétion
and relatively easy accommodation led the members of the OEEG to act &8 if their

ideas were more in harmony on certain issues than they in fact were, +To a degree,

L

the data from the OEEG meetings suggest that the membersuhad'unconscioﬁsly agreed
not to diéagree.

Briefly then, the members' attempts to fulfili thelr self-oriented nee&a for
affiliation appeared to %1ndef the grQE? members' ability to accomplish the task.
At times it seemed as if the m;mbers were more cq@ﬁitted to - the-""group as a group"

than to the group és a committee with-a task to acéomplisp. The data suggest that
the social flavor of the group meetings tended to interfere with a coimitment to
' y
task accomplishment. The members generally did not attend to homework assignments,
- .

presumgbly because jpﬁy did not enjoy working on the task if tbey were gfparated

. . & o * 7
from the other members. They tended to avoid conflict\prqducing\disézssions; “The
members held differing opinions on various issueé, but they tended to $idés;ép the
. .
discussion of these differences particularly during the first several months,

The tendency of self—oriented needs to interferé with task accomplishment, does

°

not appear to be unique to the OEEG. One of the most dramatic parallel instances ~

] : .
of this phenomenon was recounted by Janis (1972), who reported on a group in which-

the affiliation motive was so strong'that the original goals of the group were

Te L. -

.subverted. While Janis conducted research at a clinic to help people stop smokidg,

— . . ¥ . . \ )

C | ./~ ' | B 1:—{ ." .o ,.‘.‘ -v .
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'he noticed that as the time for the'final meeting approached vatious group members

‘exerted. pressure on "each other to increase, rather than decrease, the number of

- . -

cigarettes they smoked Janis observed that the group members were not.rewarded

for stopping smoking. On the contrary, the ere'chastized by the other members

t \ . ' '
for doing so. Other needs were being met throtigh the ‘meetings’that would have

-

been unfulfilled had the group Sessions terminated. In both the group Janis
¢ 3 o !

observed and in.the OEEG motives me

A

ght to the group appeared to impede

task accomplishment.

~
Ry

Decision'Making <
-

Consensus decision making is a common feature of participatory groups., Con=-
sensus has been defined as a state of affairs in which-the members reach agreement -

after they have deliberated the pros and cons of an issue for a.period of time guf-

v

ficient to allow- everyone in the group to feel that he or’ she has had a fair chance
to influence the decision (Holder, 1972; Mansbridge, 1973). The assumption is that
if the discussion is open enough - to allow everyone to speak the participants will

take the opportunity to voice their opinions and major differences will be resolved,

Algo, in a participatory group the functions typically designated to a chairperson -

are distributed among the members. Two assumptions appear to lie behind the decision

o

not to designate a chairperson:' 1) all of the participants have the ability to

perform these functions and 2) the participants will accept the responsibility for

performing these functf%ns. The datﬁ‘from the OEEG suggest that these assumptions

[
LY N

‘merit examination. 4
Statements made during several OEEG meetings suggested ‘that thevgfoup members

chose to use consensus decision making procedures for three reasons. First, the

3

members, who had a strong commitment to group harmony, felt that if all members

.
¢

had input into‘decisions, harmony .and consistent task'direction would be maintained,.

e
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Second, they.felt it was important that the participants truly "hear all persoﬁé .

out" and not “arrive at closure prematurely. The members reported that in other
? ‘ '
groups of which they had been members, voting\had resulted in premature closure.
" As a result, persons whose idead” had not been dealt with sufficiently became upset \

: - rctc/’
and were unab%e to attend to other issues. Third the pa ipants felt it was
- L-» .

.important that all of the members be in concert because any product which resulted

from the group 's efforts would be widely disBemi ated if all the concerns voice
by the group members had been resolved .

Though the-participants were committed to using consensus as a decision‘making

procedure, they‘eXperienced-h great degree of difficulty in achi‘ving closure through .

this method. 1In frustration one of the group members claimed:

This group cannot get closure on anything! It can't finalize anything, even
the‘smallest little thing. (Principal B, Second Interview, p. 48)

An analysis of the data from the OEEG meetings and inte;views suggests that several
factors contributed to the’ difficulties the group expérienced in achieving closure
through consensus. - Two of the most potent factors will be discussed usre. First,

the members often assumed consensus had been reached when in fact it had’ not\~ Second

. N . .

various task holding mechanisms which in other types of' groupe'assist the members

in.resolving issues, were absent from or ineffectively utilized in the OEEG. ; ﬁ*

. ’ ) P . o
Consensus Assuméd Rather Than Obtained ' s 5
. : ' 7 < .
You know, we're so informal we don't have to do that [have someone assume’
" the function of asking if consensus exists]., At least I find" :hat we are -
moving toward consensus lots of times without ever beginning to Verbalize it

in the sense of directly verbalizing it. (Principal C, First Interview, P. 13)

~ . -

F L

The above i tration suggests* the attitude held by some of thF participants
Nabout the group g use of consensus. This attitude suggests a factot,which appeared
to hinder the group's ability to resolve issues. The group members were prone tq

discuss a topic for a'lengthy period of time. Rather than ascertain, either formaIly :

\
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or informally,(whethzr there was agreement, however, the nembers would wove td the
discussion of‘another topic because severalngmbers believed/zonsensus had-begn |
obtained. No systematic attempt would’be made to learn 1if the mewbers in fact

had reached agreement., Teacher B captures this tendency in the follouing words:

We would think we had ckosure on something and then the next. meeting it was
brought up anew, fresh: And all of this was very frustrating. (Transcript
9/19, p. 2)

»

-‘Several factors contributed to this phenomenon“ One of the nnst‘%ersistent
£

’,

was the members' use of words which had various connotations to different members..
)
The members tended to believe that a special type of likemindedness existed within

the group. All of the participants were involved in.open~education. They believe§'

~they were on the same "wave length." As a result, they tended to assume that the

words they used in theif discussions were uniformly defined by the participants.

B - .
- They did not realize, “noyr did they probe to find out, that they often had conflicting

rldefinitions for the same term. For example, all but two of the members wanted to

“

_create a unique educatienal’product which would be unlike a standardized test.

Detefminingthe'validity and reliability of their product,”was, therefore, unimportant

to them. The remaining.two members did see their goal tolge.that of'creating a
standardized instrument. To them validity and reiiability were matters of legitimate
concern. In their'diScussions both groups used words and ghrases which are commonly l
associated with test construction and measurement procedures.” Both groups%referred
to the proposed ‘product as "an instrument," "a measurement tool," and an '"evaluation
tool,." However, both groups “had strikingly different referents in mind as they used
these terms The members assumed they had reached con:ensus on what was to be the
product of the group's work—— an instrument.,” In fact, they continued their dis-
cussions without realiaing.they had not reached consensus at all.

Thevanalysis suggests that other terms were also'used¢as'if they meant the

. . . . )
same thing to all of the participants. *When some of the members, suggested that the

L 18 | o
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construct "responsibdlity" be defined in "edycdational" rather than 1in "psychologicai®
~ . ' [ 4 )

- terms, it was assumed that placing "educational"

on the oppgbite end of the continuum

from ﬁpsychological" automatically defined the form their "instrument" would take.

’ .
One member formulated a definition of the concept of "responsibility, however, the
members did not spend sufficient time refining that definition so that it would
guide their "instrument" construction efforts. The members used phrases such as

-

"open classroom" and "tradition)l classroom" without paying much attention to the
possibility that Personal definitions of these terms may have differed. In short,
the members used phrases and concepts which were not "primitive terms" (Zetterberg,
1965). Rather, key terms were variously defined by the members. Because the members
thought they held common definitions, they did not feel it was necessary to establish
concrete definitions. ‘Their failure to define these concepts hindered their ability
to realize that their personal meanings often differed., As Ichheiser (1949) suggests,
. f

the participants did not understand that they did not understand; and, therefore,

they made errors in interpreting what each other said, : N

Absence of Task Holding Mechanisms In participatory groups leadership roles are

di eéd among various members of the group rather than embodied in one person
(Benne and Sheats, 1948; Horowitz and Perlmutter, 1970). The members of.the OEEG

did not select a chairperson, but neither did they accept those responsibilities

1]

usually designated to the chairperson-—initiating structure, soliciting contributions

. to the discussions, providing clarification and summaries of member contributions

and testing for a sense of the members' positions on various.issues. Teasher A

reveals her frustration over the failure of thetgarticipants to fulfill these roles:
I think that one of the things that I am frustrated- with 1is we may each
be leaders out in our own spheres, but when we get together none of us .
takes that role and keeps us to task. (Transcript 2/22, p. 29) ) :

.

One might expect that the three administrators in the group would have assumed
the chairperson %unctions. . They did not, honever.~ They were committed to the
} egalitarian 5pirit of participatory decision making and made conscious efforts not to
| 19 o
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be perceiﬁfﬂias an administrator or as the administrative chairpereon vt the group.
L4
The teacher meebers of the group~had(jiff1cu1ty assuming these functions because

seveta%rof the other members eid ;ot tend to follow their attempts to initiate
structure; (The reasons for this failure a;e suggested in the final section on
"Hierarchical Differentiation.")/

Other task holding mechanisﬁs Qere absent or ineffectively utilized by the
groué. ’As a general'tule‘the members digd not deviee effeftivevagendas for their
meetings. Also, the‘y' wete not attent;lye (%the time deadlines specified in the
original proposal. 1In brief, thqse mechanisms (i.e., chailrperson, ageneas, time
&eadl%nes) which in other gtgups tend to facilitate focused attention on the task
and which tend to encourage the members’tq resolve various 1ssuee were for all

practical purposes absent from the OEEG. This absence tended to increase the

informality of the group meetingsxand to decrease the emphasis on concrete decision
. X ‘ N

making.

Hierarchlcal Differentiation 5

-

Three reservations are raised about bringing people from different hierarchical
L ]

levels together to work on amtask: 1) it is difficult for subordinates to oppose
N <

.the judgment of persons with higher formal status; 2) subordinates are less willing

to voice th%if ideas in the group; 3) a high rate of idea initiation, representing

- a competition\fdr reepect, is curtailed by the presence of ascribed status differ-

ences (Blau and Scott, 1962; Bridges, Doyle and Mahan, 1968; Hare, 1962). Because
of the tendency of individuals to defer to or not compete with those of a higher

formal status, subordinates who possess the correct solution to a problem or whose
. , oue ' N .

ideas merit serious consideration may be closéd out. Formal authority or position
is not necelsarily the equivalent of effective authority. It is assumed, however,

that‘in a participatory group where there is an emphasis both upon freedom of

T

[]
[y ' ' . e
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expression and upon equal deference being given to the ideas oﬁlall participants, -

- L]

-

. the persjn with th@& correct solution will be allowed %o suggest it and his or her
suggestion will be given consideration commensurate with the consideration given ..

to the ‘ideas of persons Atho possess higher ascribed status (Benpis and Slater,
L4 . : ' .

1968; Berkowitz, 1965; Mansbridge, 1973; ﬁiles, 1964; Mills, 1967). The data from
the present study'suégest that this equalization does not necessarily take place:
when gréup members utilize participator& strategies.

The members éf_fhe OEEG were philosophically committed to the principle of
equal treatment of ideas whethe;'these ideas emanafed from a principal or teacher.
The'administrétive members of the group éven attempted to lessen the influence which
would be éttributed'to ths}r ascriged status by essentially refuging to direct the
group (i.e., assume the task maintenance funétions). However, theidata,from the
meetings and interviews indicated that those members who held administrative posi-

tions were generally perceived to be the opinion leaders of the OEEG and that the

0y

teacher members seemed to defer to the suggestions of these individuals. Two of

’

the teacher members spoke to this point when'they made the following comments:
Leadership in our group always was a function of how we were when we began.
If you werg an administrator, you were a leader. If you were a teacher, you
were not a leader. (Teacher D, Second Interview, p. 35)
S~ I didn't push as hard in this group as I have in other groups partly' because
I trusted them [the administrators] sort of automatically because of their
labels®like Head of Whitworth School and Head of Beechmont School. . . . I
would automatically presume that they could be the experts or if they weren't .
the experts then that was their tough luck, and I didn't have to jump in there |
and lead everybody to some sort of mecca. * That was thelr role because they
had these titles. (Teacher A, Second Interview, p. 3)

.

That the members' philosophicgl commi tment §T working together as equals was
not qcfualized in their behavior cén be seen in the sociometric data gathered about
the group membérs, Theseldata, collected at three different points in.the group's
life, suggested not ‘only that éhe admiﬁistratbrs were perceived to be the.most

 influential but they were also reputed tQZhg the ones whose opinions were valued

“
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most highiy by the group members. ‘Obsefvational data also indicated that‘many of '
i . e
[ . v '~.‘:§- K
the important decisions were made as a’ direct ‘result of°the urging of one or more of i
. ' ! ' ’ \
the administrators. -

. ' 4
Upon examination of this data it might be argued that the admipistrators were

genera}ly more able than.the teachers. This may have been the case. However, "_ J

several pieces of data offer the competing explanation that the teachers deferred

to the administratofs becduse of their status positions. Two illustrations are

» v

particylarly interestiug“in light of this hypothesis. During the first several

months of the'group's.iife.one of the teacher memblers suggested that the group work

to create a product which would focus on teacher development rather than on assess-

ing children's affective groﬁth. During two meetings in November, two in December

and one in January she persisted in verbalizing this desire. - Her attempts, howeve},
. ~ [ .

were unsuccessful, for the group decided to work on developing an "instrument"
focused on measuring children's growth. Some months later, however, the same sug-
gestion was posed by one of the sdministrators. The sugéestion met with a quite:

-different response--not only was it acted upon enthusiastically, but it uas treated

L]

as a new idea, Commenting on a similar situation when the work of two teachers was

L4

essentislly ignored by the group members, Teacher D made the following observation:

I thought the work Teacher A and Teacher C did had little impact on the group.
« « « When they brought it back to the group as a whole, they [the group
members] really dropped it. I think it was the whole pecking order thing
involved~ It did not emdnate from Administrator A, Administrator B or
Administrator C. (Second Interview, p. 23)

RN _ ) . L.
The effects of status differences has been observed in other studies, Per-

haps one of :the closest parallels can be seen in Smith and Keith's (1971) study of
an iuuovative elemegtary school and the attempts of the faculty and administration
to implement a democratic decision makiné structure. NThe.researchers found that
in spite of uhat the formal policy stated and regardless of the "gioup process'
line spoken oy the principal, the principal continued to retsin administrative

0N
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control. As Smith and Keith stated, "the principal is principal” (pk*iif). In
. . . Y .

h

ahother‘sfudy, Bass (1963) focused upon the relationship between the sta;us.and :

[

influence of managers attending a management training ins;ituté,away from their
Place of work. No group leaders were éppointed, and.ne member was placed in a group '1;57

. Qa T .
with his immediate superior. However, status in the company appégred to determine
L g 7 .
the amount of influence possessed by indivi@pals in the group. °And finally, reviewing
: wk " - : 5 )

» It . °
several pieces of literature which suggest E@@t administrators gain more power under

a

conditions of participatory decisiok making %ﬁ@n under conditions where an adminis-

trator serves qgiﬁhe leader of bée'group, Alu#tq and Belasco (1972),make the
. e i

following statement: , " . =
by allowing subordinates to ﬁ?$ticipate in decision making, superioks gain
influence over’the,aqtions dfﬁ{pdividual role performers. As a pa ticipation

. franchise is 'extended and superiors relinquish complete control over decisionsg
. .they gedn bpth increased certainty concerning the actions of their subordinates
(encouragi commitment through involvement) and increased influence over a
widespread set of decisional issues (gaining in the legitimate exercise of
authority). (p. 1%7) .
k}

, . In suhmary, participafory ecision making has been ‘viewed as a styli of working
through which the status differencas among'the participants are réduqed 80 thét
persons of various status positions, are able to wqu fﬁgééhef.as eqﬁélg. " Contrary ]
to, this view of partic%patory deci;ion making, the data f;om the OEEG and.from
"~ other case studies suggeﬁtlthat hiefarch%ﬁ?l differentiation may pose sérious impedi-'
‘ments to the successfui adoption of ﬁ‘pagticipatgry,decigiop making style, The
ideﬁs of members may not /be treated w?f?;equal 9eféreﬁce bgé?use qf’the status
differences between individual members;a'in'fact, somZ\researchers suggest tha;
‘the partfcipation process provides tﬂe higher Btatus éroup members with more oppor-

. ' ]
tunities to use their power, with the result that their inf}uence on those with less

status actually increases,
r . : I
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Several researchers have suggested the useé of participatory strategies in o

groups Q?gaged in creative problem solving ‘or those attempting to develop inno-

9

vations. lnfsome groups the use of participatory strategies may facilitate the
ability of the group members to - create “better".innovations and to implement their
prodqcts with greater easff’ The analysis of .the Open Education Evaluation Group

suggests that there may be ah important difference between the desire of the
“

members to use ‘these" strategies and their ability to use them effictively. The

members of the OEEG tried to use participatory strategies as they attempted to °..

» T

develop an inmovative assessment product. After'fifteen months of working, they
m A o

failed in their task. The analysis suggested they encouﬁ?e$;d4several difficulties
]

. \.'

in making participatory strategies workable An the group. Some of .the problems

'experienced by. thg'OEEG may have been caused by factors which were idiosyncratic

"

to that grodp. Other problems, however, may stem from- assumptions about participa-
D

tory decision making dhich are not universaliy applicable to problem solving groups.
Some of these assumptions have been examined in this presentation.

First, those who suggest that locally based practitioners develop innovations '
assume that these individuals possess the requisite skills“to accomplish the task--
that, for example, practical experience in teaching and in School administration
would prepare Educators to develop innovations and to solve pqpblems in areas
where. the practitioners have little or no formal training. The OEEG members, it
;has been argued did not\?ossess the skills to accomplish their task, Other groups
..may have similar skill deficiencies. . . Qgp!'

Second, participatory decision making advocates argue that group members col-
o

-

lectively will pérform the functions normally assumed by the chairperson.f The
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analysis of the OEEG suggég\1 thangshared,zesponsibi--

group participants to méan that. po- one has the responsibility to- attend to th

i
Thua

¢ i ‘49 .

'maintenance functions. To the extent that the participants 1ghoré these functions,"

EN
decision making becomés increasingly difficult. "Establishing closure through -

4 v _.'.
consensus pgrticularly 1s hindered when no one %ssUmes responsibility for requesting

.

.ﬁense of the participants'*opinions on an issue. Agenda items are easily ignored

or avoided if n& one focuses the group's attention on ‘these topics.

Y -

Third, the attempted fulfillment of self-driented nee;s can interfere with

task accomplishment in & group. In the OEEG the members concern for affiliative
relationships appeared to impede the group's ability to .reach product goals. Such
behavior patterns -as avoiding conflict not completing homeworﬁ assi ents, and
voicing more commitment to the "group as a group" than to the group 8 a committee
with a task to accomplish tended to in%erfere with the members' ability to achieve

task completion. ' . : S

Fourth, social theorists hav uggested the feasibility of haviqg individuals

with different ascribed status positions work together as equals in task groups.
5

However, the data both from the OEE@ meetings and from other case studies suggest

that those with higher ascribed s tus have substantial influence in the group and ”

o

are generally deferred to by thoseof lowerascribed status. This evidence would

appear to suggest that'it ig important°for (he members of a group to recognize . {;J:
the problems which may be involved in. havipg persons frpm different levels of the - :
hierarchy work together, It cannot be hssumed ‘that’ everyone's ideas will be treated
equall » and the participants would be well advised to institute processes which |
will beq;er enable them to deal with ascribed status differences.

- - v/ E
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