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PR

- 'RoLjEi CONFLICT AND AMBIGUITY AMONG,SCHOQL*DIS‘I’_RIC'.I'_. EVALUATION UNIT neAps'

A Th1s exploratory study seeks to exp1a1n var1at1on 1n conf11ct and am- -
b1gu1ty annng Fy nat1ona1 samp]e of d1rectors of schooT d1str1ct research and X

’ evaluat1on un1ts The approach deve]oped argues that var1at1on in evalua-.- C
. tion un1t d1rectors role conf11ct and amb1gu1ty is. a fUnct1on of both schoo]a

- d1str1ct ahd evaluat1on un1t character1st1cs s1nce both sets of organ1zat1ona1fg

1 N)features 1nf1uen¢e the 50c1a1 context w1th1n wh1ch the d1rector funct1ons

*;;f‘ School d1str1ct research and eva1uat1on un1t heads face complex adm1n1-

s%rat1ve prob]ems Their organizat1ons are, typ1ca11y, both new and sma11
(Lyon Doscher McGranahan, & N1111ams, 1978) The’ resources they have

-?, ava11ab1e 1n part because of the1r newness and size (wh1ch makes compet1-

. ;:ft1on with other units diff1CU1t), are scarce At the same t1me, the demands |

;'placed upon tzem by pOWerful persons and: organizations in their schoo] district \ ,

{,“ and elsewhere are extenswe and gromng Federal, state, county, and’ other -t ®

“;‘school un1ts 1ncrea51n91y require 1nformat1on from school distr1cts concern- . |

- ing the efféctiveness of program funct1on1ng in specified areas. 2 Moreover,

: f:s1nce the field of eva1uat1on research has emerged recent]y,

'”_and tra1n1ng of un1t d1rectors\1s frequent]y in other areas
;t1on--m1n1ma1 j b tra1ning, 1ncreas1ng serv1ce demand and 1nadequate resources--

'.proVide%all t 1ngred1ents necessary for deep-seated role conflict and am-

| biguity. ' / '

| Increa 1ng]y, organizat1ona1 theor1sts are recogn1z1ng the s1gn1f1cance
“of enviro menta] f tors on organ1zations Perrow (1979) has referred to

" this em has1§ as a "hew wave-gather1ng force.' Theor1sts in the f1e1ds.of

" conti

enqm\ resource dependence, eco]ogy, po]1t1ca1 economy, and open
;) . '




- systems (Hal] 1977' Pfeffer'& Salancik 1978' A]dM'P“ 1979 Zald 1959,

J:.'Katz & Kahn ’1966) all emphas1ze in one form or, the 1mpact of the '

: 'env1ronment on the focal organ1zat1on Th1s ' rt1cu1ar1y 1mpor- s
',ftant to the understand1ng of Teader behav1or i ated bound ry-span-"g
4n1ng organ zat1o s (A]dr1ch & Herker, 1977) suéh ) ch and-evaluat1on '.
un1ts The research ev1dence suggests that boundary. pf ers exper1ence h1gh o
levels of ro1e conflict (Origan, 1971 and 1976 Organ'h"reen 1972; Adams, ,
1976 M11es. 1976) The ev;dence is 1ess conc1u51ve’ ard1ng the re1ation-'ﬂe i
‘sh1p between boundary-spann1ng and role amb1gu1ty 4_A .most systemat1c ”
':;study of amb1gu1ty is that of March and Olsen (1976) March and h1s col-:
T 1eagues not only v1ew ambﬁgu1ty as_ closely 11nked to the cho1ce process but,
‘_1n addition, assert that 1t is endemic to pubT1c and educat1ona1 organ1za—
' tions (Cohen & March 1976) In a recent review of role conf11ct research
'whetten (1978) observed that-"... what is s1gn1f1cant about the 11terature
‘on "boundary séann1ng is the.not1ceab1e 1ack of 1nterest in- systematlcally
exploring the sources of ro]e conf11ct “ W1th the exception of the March and
Olsen study, the same could be sa1d about research on ro]e amb\gu1ty 3 _
| p - _APPROACH‘AND HYPOTHESES
. 7?i>§: - _.. " \\ |
5 A]though role conflict and amb1gu1ty are “related (see kahn. _t‘;l\~:
- _1964) they are not 1dent1ca1 | Conf11ct comes from the qua11ty and’ quant1ty
of demands pﬁaced on persons wh11e amb1gu1ty refers s1mp1y to pergglxsd unf '

.,certalnty The re1at1onsh1p between these variables 1s largely unexplored

* March and OISen (1976) c1a1m that "1nd1v1duals find themselves 1n a more




'““"*standard'theor1es of organizatmonalschoice' they are p]ace' in a world

{?over wh1ch they often have on]y modest control" (p 21) biguity in-

_educat1ona1 organizat1ons especial]y among 1eaders 1n th1s type Of\SOC1al
, l‘system, 1s the name of the game. As for role conf11ct, the. p‘ eer emp1r1-'
':'cal study'of the phenomenon by Gross, Mason and” McEachern (1958) was of .
)sehool principa]s.a Given the newness and’ 1nstab111ty of school evaluat1on
‘un1ts both phenomena should be extant in our samp]e | | |
| Contrary to the standard portra1t of schoo]s as unsuccessfu] organ1-: i
‘ zat1ons, Meyer (1977) p)ctures them as’jighly successful because they have _ -

‘[\_surv1ved and even substant1a11y expa‘ded their resource base The baS1s -

for thenr success is the1r conformity to socnety S 1nst1tut1onq11zed ru1es h
. and the fact that they have become "re]at1ve1y decoup]ed from the techn1ca1
work of 1nstruct1on.9‘ Un]ike business firms wh1ch carefu]]y control the1r L
technical structures, s 0ols leave the actual 1nstructiona1 tasks rela-
t1ve1y unevaluated and uncontro]led S1nce eva1uat1on units may be tech-
,N'n1ca11y responsib]e both for student test1ng and for review1ng 1nstruct1ona1
programs, we m1ght expect that evaluat1on unit d1rectork face far more
. conf11ct and ambiguity than ‘their countErparts in bus1ness f1rms Their
| work is. actua]ly or potent1a11y related to the schoo]s most fundamenta]
" tasks. o '1 . ‘ v

¢ ,
Our approach emphasizes the preemrnent affect of context or struc re o

on the organizationa] subunit and thence on role conf11ct aﬁd amb1gu1ty
gThree school district variables 1nf1uence the context w1th1n which eva]uat1on ,

":unlts/fuﬁctio forma11zat1on, s1ze and heterogene1ty Each of the var1--

“ables affect e/extent of interest group pressures 11ke1y to be exper1enced

| "f‘by_the unjt director...- , L s

’




- ¢

“Formalization" refers to ru]es, 1ts opp051te is anomie The more

htregu]ated the. d1Str1Ct organigation the greater the unit s administrative -

_,control over uncertainty The more formalized the organization the more

: protected the un1t head feels (Gou]dner 1954; M11es & Perreault, 1976)

- - and the less 11ke1y he/she experiences ‘role conf11ct Both district 51ze and

| heterogeneity -influence diversity of 1nterest groups in the district f" | fuf
‘Kahn et al” (t'64) note that persons 19 p051tions that Tink un1ts .

. are more likely to;be‘subJected to conf11ct1ng requirements and pressures ;_1;. .

because they 1nteract w1th ‘persons. who have competing goa]s and standards

*

) >

| ;However, formalization shou]d relieve some of this: conf11ct 1nsofar as
ru]es closely specify task and goa1 respon51b111t1es Size and hetero-
geneity affect a district S political capabilities and 1ts ‘ability to o
~capture-resources from. the society Nhile on one’ hand 1arge size and
'fheterogeneity demand respect and hence ‘enable districts to command greater o
;‘amounts of resources~ on the other hand, they imp]y ‘more- competing 1nterest _f'y
groups, the greater the diver51ty of interest groups 1n a school district

the more ?nkely there will be conflict among them Hypothetically, 1nter- ’
est group conflict in thée school district should 1ead to role conf11ct

and ambiguity among eva]uation unit heads *g

R
5 . °

The unit var1ab1es of concern are history and resource availability
The former was. measured here by 1ength of time the unit has existed |
:Pfeffer (1979) suggests that surv1va1 is the ultimate test of organiza-
‘_.tional effectiveness and history is 1nextr1cab1y 11nked to that concept._
The latter variable was here measured specifically;by budget and number k
of staff personne] History and unit resources are substant1a11y deter--‘

--mined by decisions externa] to the foca] unit .Pfeffer also pr0posed that



. . “/ .

o persons have 1ess effect on organ1zat1ons than the 1nst1tut1ona1 context
, dbecause selection processes ensure. homogene1ty among leaders Leaders
" are séen as hav1ngal1tt1e d1scret1on anyway, the maJor 1mpact on outcomes
f'stems from resource ava11a34ﬁ1ty and -in school d1str1cts in part1cu1ar,
" this is general]y outside the un1t head S control (Le1herson and 0! Connor,
._1972) 51§‘e a un1t dﬁrec'pr S uncerta1nty ma1n]y revo]ves around resources,: ;
'we m1ght have ant1c1pated that un1t var1ab1es wou]d have a greater 1mpact
.on amh1gu1ty than on conf11ct. . N j "‘ i ff'{, - .
' ' C. .3»';‘ e - - "‘; ’

[ .
"enfrice LT . o

-

| "Ro]es“ are genera]ly def1ned as sets of expectat1ons “about behav1or
"fassoc1ated with organ1zat1ona1 pos1t1ons Role conf11ct takes p1ace when
“the occupant ‘of a posit1on encounters 1ncons1stent demands and expectat1ons
~-" Four types of role conf]ict have been 1dent1f1ed by R1zzo House, and
'.L1rtzman (1970) | “

' "1 Conflict between ‘the foca] person's 1nterna1 standards

or values and the defined role behavior.. 2. Conflict 5

between the time, resources, or capabi]ities_of the focal~

person and defined rolé:thav1or 3. Conflict between |

several roles for the same person wh1ch require different -

~. incompatible behaviors... 4. Conflicting expectdtions and

- organizational demands 1n the form of incompatible policies,
conflicting. rEquests from others, and 1ncompat1b1e standards
of evaIuat1on' . o

.R1zzo, House and L1rtzman deve]oped the factoria]]y 1dent1f1ab1e and
1ndépendent measures ‘of role conf1ict and ambtgu1ty that we adapted for
~‘use in the present proJect. Six 1tems with the h1ghest factor load1ngs '

o ..were se1ected from their’ 1arger set The 1tems,-11sted with percent

agreement 1n.our sample, were as-fo]lows;



. % Agree or

Items R ~Strongly Agree
)I receife assignments without the manpower to S ‘ o
complete them : 65
1 work under’ 1ncompat1ble policies and B a
gu1del1nes. . , ' 21 .
o S _ _ 0
N | have to buck a rule or policy 1n order to , o -,-Ef .
3carry out'an a551gnment. S s 20, -
I. receive a551gnments without adequate resources : ‘f
and materials to. execute them. .. ' Bl
E I have to do things that should be ‘done '; . L
o differently p T e - 63
, I?FECElVe incompatible‘requests from two or more e
,people T A ; 3 A

K4
+

. It should be noted that over fifty percent of the respondents selected
1‘the high role confﬂict response in three of tife six: items.; Two of these -'“
"three were concerned with inadequate resources. o ,
L 4,Anbi‘gu1tx | o |
| 4{' "Role ambiguity“ refers to the situation that takes ‘place when the. .
“}occupant of a. p051tion lacks the appropriate role-related 1nformation. ~This .

.occurs when the position is not clearly defined or when access to needed
B 1nformatidn is 1mpeded (for example, because of the occupant s 1nexper1ence ]4
or )tecause of the newness of the position in the organization) SDElel- -
- cally then ambiguity refers to the degree of felt certainty regarding o ‘i.
.~ -one's duties, authority, allocation of time, and goals. To measure ambi- ”ii..
"i guity\th\'five 1tems with the highest factor loadings were selected from f:?='l

thg Rizzo, House, and Lirtzman set. The 1tems listed Wlth percent agJLement

HE
o

in our sample were, as follows — S :4:.' oL T

©

P




. . ° . % Disagree or

o Items - E‘.:‘J_ o . Strongly Disagree
N I fee] certain about how much%\uthority 1'h5v§"; : h'j “igifiﬁthfff""ﬁ'
- T have clear p]anned goals and objectives for - o *
myJob - R | S PR j
: I know that I have d1v1ded my time properly. ;.- : A-'_ 30j i °
- I ¢ know what my . respon51b11it1es are. . o | '3410;'1;
'_I knqw exact]y;what-is expected‘of me, '-: o }.f 200 - «

[P SRR

It°1s apparent from the above that roie ambiguity was 1ess common among

directors than was conflict The large proportion of the sample reported

littie ambiguity A]though we lacked comparative data these findings wou]d"
seem to contradict March and Olsen S claim regarding the perva51veness of |
ambiguity €on51stent with R1ZZO House, and Lirtzmbn we found a 51gn1f1-
cant negative correlation between ro]e conflict and ambiguity (r-- 19 |
.-p<.001 See Tabie I.) It may - be that conf]ict produces expectational
clarity That 1s«fthe harder one must work and the more corners must be cut :

. - to get the work done the 1ess uncertain one i3 (or has time to be) about )

one's JOb o ' [ 'T“; R e

~ The reSpondents ‘were selected through a two- stage process First, ‘
| 1etters were sent to a11 750 schooT superintendents in districts with
10 000 or more students andrto’a 50% sample of the 573 schoo] districts _

- with 5,000-9, 999 students A11 of the 1arger distrigts and 81% of the ‘,,i ‘,k
smaTler ones responded 1nd1cat1ng whether. or not their district had an '
eva]uation unit, Next. in spring, 1978, a questionnaire was sent to a11 :

336 1arge schoo] districts(lo 000 or more Students) and to the 74 sma]]er |
ones - 1dent1f1ed as hav1ng evaluation units A total of 263 unit heads

(or 64. 1%) returned the schedu]e o g‘f’

.

B : :: _‘_ N R i';th Y, :;‘11)? ':f:"S\ s
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The eva]uat1on un1t heads were typically, h1gh1y exper1enced and -

'"—*profeSS}onaIJy-tra1ned 1nd1v1duals~_-S1xtyef1ve percent held the doctdrate,

most usual]y 1n adm1n1strat1on, elementary or secondary educat1on, statis--
ticg, or educat1ona1 or "general psycho]ogy Almost three out of ten had '17
'_‘been schoo] pr1nc1pals and over ha]f were once e]ementary or secondary

: schoo] teachers Very few (14 4%) had had any forma] course work 1n

.eva}uat1on No s1gn1f1cant relét1onsh1p was found betweeh tak1ng such

R SEEN

o courses and role conf11ct or amb1gu1ty

-~ One 1mportant funct1on of schoo] d1str1ct eva1uat1on and research . -/
. </ .
un1ts is to prov1de 1nformat1on of va1ue to schoo] adm1n1strators Most
of these units . report d1rect1y to the’super1ntendent Qr through one inter< .

med1ary. The JOb 1nvolves mon1tor1ng school programs 1nd1rect1y\and\em-
RN o ) ~
_ phasizes test1ng‘student ‘achievement. -
. . ’ : . / )
, School D1str1ct Var1ab1es . B

Three var1ab1es were used formalization, size,'and heterOgeneity,

~Hage and A1ken (1970) and Hall (1977) define forma11zat1on as the rules and .
procedures organ1zat1ons estab11sh to. hand]e cont1ngenc1es. A]l unit
heags were asked to report the extent td\\h1ch there were wr1tten school.

i board p011c1es 1n s1x.areas student conduct in c1assrooms, 1ntroduct1on

,,of 1nstruct1ona1 1nnovat1ons, type of curricular mater1a1 to be usez

) ”student conduct on school grounds, 1nstruct1ona1 methods teachers use,
'and criter1a used 1nfsvg1uat1ng student 1earn1ng Th1s was consistent
w1th Pugh et a1 's (1968) definition of forma11zat1on as "the extent to.
wh1ch rules, procedures, 1nstructfons and communicat1ons are wr1tten.
A factor analysis. of the scale resu]ted in one factor (unnamed) that
explained;39 percent_of the.var1ance of the items. Average_1tem-1tem

’ . . .
‘ ° « e oo Co '




j»mnau%nmses.umm&wiwm)MmmﬁQJ&iﬁnamgmmt1,@
- cabiTity and re11ab111ty 4 . ) L .

Sch001 d1str1cts were c]ass1f1ed by s1ze 1nto four groups metropo]i—if;

.;‘

tan d1str1cts (enro]]ment, 45 000 or more) large d1str1cts (enro]lment,

25,000- 44 999), med1um distr1cts (enrollment,,lo 000- 24 999), and sma11 f ‘.f_'

s }'d1str1cts (enro]lment, 5 000 9 999) Ex1stence of an eva]uat1on_uﬁ1tﬂwas ‘
pos1t1veL¥ re]ated to s1ze. (D1str1cts under 5 000 . students were exciudedJ :
: from the study ) ; : ' |
"Heterogene1ty" referred ma1n1y to the ethn1c-rac1a1 student mix 1n.
the. d1str1ct. The measure se]ected 'was percent of students e11g1b1e for :
the nat1onw1de free Tunch program. As Tab]e 1 shows tb1s neasure corre-'
' lated s1gn1f1cant1y w1th percent wh1te, percent Black percent H1span1c, l

and percent students scor1ng in the bottom quart11e S

- T TABLE 1

N

Corre]at1ons Among Ind1cators of D1str1ct»Heterogene1ty

. percent  Percent "Bottom Quartile “ Percent .
- - Black Hispanic =~ Students - Free Lunch
Percent White  -.T7** - 4T S R T
. , | N :
Percent Black 12wk 5E%k T .69
- Percent Hispanic = | ' 27 .’¢25*;“
Bottom Quartile | R P N
- Students o o g,-.dd** St
i , e
p < .05 | N
- ek p < '001 . .

- Tests of significance are two-tailed.
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'Blau."'(1977) defines heterogeneity' as "thy "-d\s\tfﬁbu—tion_'of a population -

among groups “in. ttrms of a nominal parameter é\\P 97 -, 'He "'I-ists‘thirteen

.‘_'nom1nal paramete sex, race, rehg1on ethh/&c f’r’ﬂnﬁhon, clan, occupa- .-.a/

. t1on place of W rk place of res1dence, 1ndugﬁw Mri fal StatuS, po]1t1ca1
..affﬂ1at1on national origin, and 1angdage T/V (P! the nunber of, groups 7/
o ‘A_.and the more even]y a populat1on is, d1v1ded amN“ tf" o the greate’ the

;heterogene1ty, The free-lunch program is basQN y "111 1"90653 to parti c1pate oY

\

f-_'f.}Us1ng th1s measur[e as a heterogene1ty 1ndex p,/\()bw}' maxnmzed the ethmc-

rac1a1 mix-as; well as the mix: on mar ta] statJ/\éhn; 1or=&1 origin, and L

1anguage on the other hand, 1t may well\be,\ Anc‘lav\ted wi th economc homo- '
g

gene1ty Unfortunately, data was ynavaﬂab]e R aﬁ%rm the assoc1at1oﬁ

> |
\ .
” ~ ..

-'Eva]uat1on Unit Var1ab1es SRR e ) e

PR Y ’

: "H'istory" referred to the 1ength of t'lﬂ‘Q V""lit vas l\n eX'istence

} :_»ofuthe 1ndex with each of these var1ab1es

As anticipated most were new orgamzatwns. /\OVer Q’—\ne»thwd (35%) were o \

"f1ve years old or 1ess whﬂe 62% were ten yeQN i \?\ge or under 0n1y about U
one-seventh of the un1ts (14%) had been 'in e)(NNnP%\ (‘Ifteen years or- . /\' |
'..longer - ol .‘.a- E ' '
o Two mdexes of resources were used MohNtw 4 }‘eg,ources were measured.. |
o aby the un1t s percentage of the schoo] d'istn/v‘ 7' ’Qaf’1y ~budget In gel‘r— o
_. '-eral the 1arger the unit S: percent of the hUNth \he greate{ the amount \\ ‘ '1
.. }of s]ack resources (def1ned by Cygrt & March/\ ’ a‘i errence be- -

1
tween ex1st1 ng resources and act‘lvated deman/\é) P"ersmne'l “reSOUrceS were / /"

" ._b_detenmned by the number of qu t1me staffi\ﬂw un‘lt In 23 umts on]y

part-t1me staff were emp]oyed, in 108 %here/\é\ ﬂ ly one fu‘n—tme employee\/ -

-',j . \

Bl F O DI S S T L . N
o .o . .. \/ - N * L .



‘and»81 units ranged in size from 2-5 gyl I\gime persons. The larggst unit
reported 90 staff members It mqy by, assumed that the‘]arger the staff

'the greater the personne] resources and tho mort s]ack . | g

| RESULTS___. . ,\

| In Tab]e 2 the 1 means standard uev1ations, N's, and 1ntercorre1at1ons
"are presented for the principa] var1qb1es ysed 1n the study. The findings
hshow that the three distr1ct var1ab1es WQre s1gn1f1cant1y-re1ated both to
amb1gU1ty and c0nf11ct wh11e thg Uﬂ1t Var1ab1es correlated W1th amb1gu1ty
but not conf11ct f-' o : o '[ . | |
. .. Evaluation unit var1ab1es were h15thy budget. and staff s1ze Af‘
-nsl1ght negative correlat1on was foung between history and amb1gu1ty. Th
f110nger the unit was 1n existence the 1ess amb1gu1ty was exper1enced by
'7h,fthe director A modest reJat1onsh1D waS found between the two resource
}f'afndexes and amb1gu1ty Budget and Staff ava1lab111ty, wh1ch not surpf1-
| S 1 1y were positively correlated WItn One another, generate 1ncreased o
: F:fdemands on -the. d1rector In March Qnd leeﬂ‘ (1976) terms, slack prOV1des d
'isolut1ons for prob]ems and suff1c1€ht Pﬂpt1ctpants for each and every .
.:'JCho1Ce The greater the un1t S g1an resources, he more problems for
'.‘the d1rector and hence the greater h1s/her uncerta1nty as to- how to rESolve
| ,them »TS" R '1f.; R T | *.. |
-d; No sign1f1cant re1at1onsh1p9 Wore found betWeen the three unit var1— .f”
o ':ables and. role conf11ct Two opp081ng hypotheses were. poss1b1e that
'Zi-'.new Um1ts wou]d produce more role Qunf11ct than-old ones in that the formen‘g.

~

- being 1ess 1nst1tut1ona112ed, woalﬂ be ]ess ab1e to reconc11e 1ncompat1b1é

u 1 i

v
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'demands .and pressures§ or, alternatively, that old units would experience

:greater role conf11ct since they hadshad more time to become known, wou]d

:*‘thereby generate more demands from extern;*lun1ts and hence, exper1ence

| greater pressures than new units. However, ne1ther ‘history nor slack -

e

engendered 1ncons1stent\demands and expectat1on for the director. It -

'_m1ght have been ant1c1pated that slack wou]d indrease the d1rector s.

. A‘ : )
_ role conf11ct s1nce demands 1ncrease when more sources are ava11ab1e,_

‘that, 1nsofar ‘as these demands outrun resources conf11ct results. Th1s
mode1 suggests that the relat1onsh1p between slark and conf11ct is curvi-

Tinear.

v

The b1var1ate relat1onsh1ps between school ‘istrict characteristics,
and the dependent var1ab1es were with one excep_1on, stat1st1ca11y S1gn1-l"
'f1cant D1strfct size was re]ated to ro]e conf11ct but not to amb1gu1ty .,

‘Kahn et a1 (1964) also found a s1gn1f1cant corre,at1on between size and

- role conf11ct. S1ze has been re]ated to structura] e1aborat1on (Me;er,v

- 11972) and to subgoa] development (Dearborn and S1mon, 1958) both/1ndexes

~ of d1fferent1at1on \301fferent1at1on creates a lack of consensus whigh

;;generates ro]e conf11::gapr the adm1n1strator. . xg,;r

Forma]1zat1on bore’'a negative re1at1onsh1p to role/ onf11ct wh1ch may

'-nmean that rules act as intended in regu1at1ng,expecta ions and enhanc1ng

7obv1ous1y not the: 1ntenﬂ§d funct1on of rulés 4

AN

c0nsensus However, forma11zat1on bore a pOS1t1V re1atxonsh1p to amb1-

B

gu1ty That is, the more rules,. the<greaternt" d1rector s uncertainty--

It may be that 1arge numbers
of ru1es and pol1c1es are so cumbersome an complex that they induce uncer-

ta1nty among heads of un1ts -_ - ~;4

oLl
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Heterogeneity was the final context variable Not'surprisingly, it

 was 51gnif1cant1y correlated w1th district size ThTS was reassuring 51nce

, 1arge metropolitan distri S shou]d be the mps& diven‘e and small ones 1east
diverse Heterogeneity w:§ p051t1ve1y related to role conflict ThTS and-
ing supports Thompson S (1960) theory which asserted that- heterogeneity of
organization members generates role diversity which, in turn, causes organ-"

' 1zationa1 conflict. Organizations with heterogeneous popu]ations deve]op o
numerous "latent ro1es“ thCh present comp]ex management probiems The
same. andTHQ wou]d pe predicted by political economy and re‘ource depen-
_dence theory (Pfeffer & Sa]ancik 1978 and Zald, 1969) the: greater the

3

o heterogeneity of the district, the more diverse and‘ex n51ve are competing
9roups The more there are of such groups all seeking to assert their | 5”9
| 1nterests, the more c0hf11ct experienced by the unit head His/her task =

. 1s comp]icated under 5uch circumstances as he/she seeks td reconcile demands

?rogram directors, -

3"; M;,v,v l,a

for 1nformntion from teachers, community groups), parent::t
the schooi board principals. administrators, and in the case of desegre- o
gation, the courts Heterogeneity was a]so p051tive1y corre]ated WTth

'f;; ambiguity One explanation 1scthat heterogeneity 1eads to 1ncreased needs
ior information 1nput and for distribution of’ output The greater the _
\unber of Such demands the 1ess certain':he director 1s regarding dUtTES,.‘--

- au ority, time a11ocation, and obJectives : Hence, the greater the fe1t : -

.

- ampiguity | L .

The regression ana]yses were. designed to te11 us how much of the .
variance in confTict and ambiguﬁty the comp]ete set of 1ndependent vari-:

."t_ ables explained The regression equation used took the fol]owing ba51c . T%

form : D PR c o gf




Conf]ict = a'+ b1 (School District Variables) + b2 (Unlt Variables) + Amb1-_

gui ty it Error

The 1ndependent var1ab1es were regressed in stepw1se fashion, first,

o ‘o
I '1
o » )

.t .

* .

) on conf]ict and then on ambiguity. The district var1ab1es Were’ entered

first 51nce\presumab1y they were less contro]]ab]e by the directors than

Gﬁ»;e\\he unit variables Tab]es 3 and 4 present the main findings

multip]e R for the equations ranged from .18 to - 35 1ndicat1ng that the

independent variables accounted. for only about 3% to 12% df the variance

{. .in confljct and ambiguidy 0bv1ous1y, this was not a great deal. | The

ables 1n\the equation, reduced th1s amount further

.
4

o N

TABLE 3

L oa Regression of Schoo] Dfstrict and Eva]uation Un1t A

e

Variables on Ro]e Ambiguity

AdJusted R Sq re.'f' ,

o S L Uhstandardized : Stanfardized
Independent - ~Regression Standard ession
~ Variable - Coeff1c1ent , Error . Coefficient
"Heterogeneity N -@i L3060 .001 S 132
Size ¢ 0 . =233 038 .08 "
Forma]ization . .158 '.,/0/78 .144
History -.308 . . ./.003 - :065
" EU Budget 185 - .0008 .46
"EU Staff "..454 . . .003 '.105
Conflict o128 . 0 L0885 =192
: v_‘(constant) _ \ ’:5;}9612;527' : .£; . S
'Muitiple'R ' - T
R Square . . 122 S /‘ : - ‘ .
19

The |

_’.,

P

more conservative adjusted R2 measures which cons1der the number of var1- '



X . ) \‘.;. . ',H.
) . . . . U

| - TABLE 4 . T - -
J N o Regression \Qf Schoo] D1str1ct and Eva]uat1on Unit

Var1ab1es on Ro]e COnf11ct

\ ) | . 3
oL 'Unstandardiied’ oo o Standardized
. Independent _ -Regression ‘Standard Regression
B ‘Variab]e>/ , ; " Coefficient . ~Error - Coefficient
. Heterogeneity - - - .. .366 . - .002 \n:_. '“ 105
v size - .138 S .057 . .200¢
~ formalization = , - -.148 - . 120 . -.09
' History. - Kv .83 005 o, ..0200
. EUBudget _ . .. - - .161 .81, . - .0001. |
Cguseats . ' - e o5 e
. Ambiguity . o s2e3 om0 -9
. (Constant) - 2888 . Lo e e
e . R o L ,."-" 5 N -
MatiplER.. . LT
R Square ‘ ". o ‘ 113 : ','9 . : ; T, o
Adjusted RSquare . 078 oo 4o A

4

To sumnarize thds section and the resu1ts thus far, we ant1c1pated

. that a se1ected set of schoo] district variab]es and evaluation un1t var-f. .Q
n__h1ab1es would exp1a1n ro]e conf11ct\and aMbiguity among unit diregtors.,_I'Q‘_'

N fact, we were able to exp]ain on]y a small portion of the var1ance Nef:'
: turned nex;, to the prob]em of organizational 1nf1uences on the use of

' _evaluat1on 1nformat1on The main quest‘bn we sought to Qnswer in- th1s

“-section was Is there a re]ationship between the reported users ofbeva]u-~':fh

N 3 . ‘ . .' . -
- Lation data and role conf11ct and amb1gu1ty among uh{t heads? BRI
T ._,g_ 3 . o L PR ,“'-' . .

o ’Conf'l'lct, AmblL'lty, and Use of Evaluat'lon Data-'.

v'_.. f ef Lyon, Doscher, and McGranahan (1978) prov1de extens1ve 1nformat1on

_on. what eva]uation un1t heads do.: They found thaf 95% of the un1t 1rectors
e dfr.- - T 'ﬂ _' ‘F——'j_::x o 1_._;3.\_ ' S

o i_; ?e;.i_idlft;;'<ihegele;;ﬂ;ﬁd:; ,ffﬁ ﬁ.:lsi;-e,izz()y';;:',yfi

- . RN
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ranked student ach1evemen€ras one of their most t1me consum1ng act1v1t1es
Seventy-four percent ranked it as the most t1me-consum1ng Seventy-f1ve ,_,
~percent of the d1rectors clanmed that testing was the maJor data ‘collection -
method Moreover, most un1t heads reported that almost ha1f the1r t1me,‘

46%, was spent” on ear]y ch11dhood and elementary educat1on. The authors

.of the report concluded\that " the survey and f1e1dwork confirm the ‘
cont1nu1ng dominance of test1ng in-all act1v1t1es of eva1uat1on off1ces

? (1978, p. 100).

a4

Dav1d'“ (1978) integfdve f1e1d study of schoo] d1str1 t use of T1t1e I-
eva]uat1ons found that they ; do not pr1mar11y serve e1 her as a means
of Judging the program or as a gu1de to, program 1mprovement." (p V) This

was so for three reasons, (1) Most programs were stab]e. Only m1nor

hanges took p]ace anyway (2) Typ1ca11y, evaluat1on results’ were rece1ved_;.-

too late to be usefu], and (3) other factors, such as po]1t1ca1 demands
gplayed a keyy/gle 1h program change. " If these find1ngs hold up when rep11-'_..
cated then-we must assume that these un1ts ma1n1y meet report1ng requ1re- '

ments and do not . p1ay a s1gn1f1cant part in program change., This may be .

. because there 1sn t a great dea] of program change - other than that wh1ch

comes about as a’ resu1t of externa]ly-1mposed 1eg1slat1on.

Respondents were asked to 1dent1fy the maJor users of their. un1ts"

. reports It was’ found that the cons1stent users were program d1rectors

"_f(62%), super1ntendents (62;0, centra] off1ce staff (58%), and pr1nc1pals

(52%). Only one-th1rd reported teachers as cons1stent users. This’ was
W

5tabout the same percentage report1ng federal and state agencies as users.

.'It was ev1dent that the un1ts serv1ce ma1n1y the schoo] adm1n1strat1on.-

et

As Tab]e 5 demonstrates, ro]e conf11ct waslnegat1ve1y corre]ated w1th

N\

'-serV1ce use by super1ntendents and pr1nc1pals, that. 1s, those who d1d not

L



) report these part1es as cons1stenﬁfusers were most 11ke1y to exper1ence

- h1gh confTﬁct Th1§/sug§ests that the closer the serv1ce ties between the

e

‘evaluat1on un1t head and the school super1ntendent and pr1nc1pals the

Tess conf11ct was exper1enced 1In other words the way unit heads reduced

K4

v stress was by accommodat1ng to those who held line author1ty aver them.

¢« o

" TABLE 5

A

District Use of Evaluat1on Unit Data and

‘ Ro]e Conf11ct and Amb1gu1ty

| . A - . B
Reported Consistent User . Ro]e Conflict Role Ambjguity '
Superintendent ' -.20 (p=.02) .19 (p=.02]
PrincipaTS‘- : T ' 218 (p=.03) ” .12 (p=.10)

‘Board members o ' R .19 (p=.001)
Parents or local citizen groups = v mm—memee= - S
Teachers . .. . R -2 (p=.007)
Central off1ce staff ';‘A- N ——mmmme—— ' "5,15 (p=.04)
Federal agencies . B SR 1-4--3--- Lo .10 (p=.003)

-, State agencies . =~ ) _ L ememea- v }_;-_;_--_c- L
\\\Program Director - % T emassmeme T 13 (p=.o) S
A d1fferent pattern was found for amb1gu1ty ‘Unit. heads"with‘high@

i

ambiguity were more 11ke1y to report super1ntendents pr1nc1pals program

-’d1rectors board members and federal agenc1es as cons1stent users of the1r o

K
3

‘iserv1ces and 1ess 11ke1y to report teachers and central office personnel :

"v:as users. It appears that the greater the range of perce1ved use of eva]u-‘f?
“at1on ‘'services, . the more ‘the felt amb1gu1ty Any type of adm1n1strat1ve ‘-"\\
contact can generate uncerta1nty, but contact w1th those h1gh1y placed 1n
the organ1zat1on (such as super1ntendents, pr1nc1pals, board members) was

-t
v -

L.




't;associated‘with hggh ambiguity while contact with lower 1eve1 roles
‘ _(teachers program directors) was associated with low ambituity
Ambiguity occurs when shared ro]e specifications are 1ncomp1ete--the -

officeholder is unsure what is desired or how to. behave. Unit direc&ﬁ?s

’fe]t most uncertain when consistent users were principals superintendents,..".

»board members, program directors and #edera] agencies Perhaps this was’
because these officials not on1y have organizational clout, .but also have
1itt1e confidence in the test data tﬁe evamation units produce. Thei"’
profound 1ack of confidence 1n the units maJor product was described and
ana]yzed by Dav1d (1978) who huoted Several officia]s ‘telfing cr1ticisms.
of standardized test results'

: PR
: o "How can you evaluate when k1dS are starting at d1fferent LT
o .. .places and developing at different rates? Means don't- ’
- mear - anything S (Director) g

. “Indiv1dua1 diagnostic too]s provide ‘the bgsia for my .- T'_ e
S *'..Judgment of program success, not the standardized tests. . © -
‘ ‘ . . S . (Principa])
I v "If the standardized test scores ‘are negative it's okay
.. because everyone. buys\the argument that they can‘be
‘ vdiscredited ". (Administrator)

- . N ', . N
. ,.v . S - et
. . . )

B ‘ 3 ftDav1d (1978) als o reported that teachers were cr1tica1 of testing
However, unit heads ambiguity was low when teachers were con51stent users,
'probably because they were Tess threatened by ‘teacher criticisms The Tow

regard of.their,superiors understahdably carried_more weight.

-

-

. GONCLUSIONS -

Juvenal wrote in his Satires, "But who is to guard the guardians

\

-‘themselves?“ wh11e Plato ‘much 1ess the reaiist, stated 1n the egublic,
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"What an absurd idea--a guardian to need a guardian "Evaluation is a'
booming enterprise and. evaluat:on units: in school districts are to be
_.found in many districts of sugstantial size. These units are conceived

: by some to be public guardjans, data collectors and assessors This
‘paper argues that the social resource characteristics of the school
e district--that is, the external context within which evaluation units
.function, and the organization-of the unit itself--are key sources of '
information about ‘them and particularly about the amount of conflict and |
ambiguity confronted by the directors. Contrary to expectations schooﬂ
',district and evalua:ion unit variables did not expliﬁn much of the variance
% in: the directors role conflict and ambiguity However,;ouﬂ'findings do

U s

'suggest that evaluation unit heads fill a very difficult p05ition in- the an
'school district and that~a key source -of thair difficulties is thatitheir
‘_'main output is not highly regarded by their superiors Still another |
| problem stems from the fact that they have limited contact with the pro--,
Htfgrams they evaluate These two problems are re ated because if they had
By better contact with maJor school programs the would have access to infor: )
}Q‘mation which could enhance their organizational position and power and
jmprove the quality of their contribution The directors overall level
of role c0nflict -was high while their level of role ambiguity was - low |
ASince power and ambiguity are highly correlated this latter finding re-';."
'f:}'flects their low power It iy be that the tasks of the directors are :
; : too well established and not.ambiguous enough If evaluation units are,j_

- to make a difference in- school district innovation and functioning, they:’

N must involve themselves closely in classroom actiVities and related

-

2° 24 |




. o S e
- programs Al though this’ would produce greater uncertamt.v for ‘the direc-

-tors it cou]d also help make the1r evaluation tasks cons1derab1y more

‘meamng_ful._ ) ' § R - .
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s : : ' : :
1. Data Collection for this study was undertaken by the Center for the -
Study of Evaluation, UCLA under the direction of Dr. Catherine Lyon. I e
am grateful for her assistance, and for the support, financial and other-
wise, of the Center's staff, partjcularly Dr. Eva Baker and Dr. Adrianne.
~ Bank. This project was also. partially supported by NIMH (MN-14583). I
am most appreciative of the research assistance of pamela Tolbert and the.
typing of Andrea Anzalone. John Meyer and Mary Ann Millsap provided many - .
helpful comments on the manuscript. : :

A few comments on the history of the project will serve as useful
background. In Spring, 1977 a group of UCLA faculty agreed to act-as.an
advisory panel for the Center for the Study of *Evaluation’s (CSE) project .

.on the role of evaluation in public school districts direcfed by -
Dr. Catherine Lyon (Lyon, Doscher, McGranahan, and ﬁi]]iaﬁ53,1973). The
functions of gbj%-group were two-fold: first, to advise the~directbr re-
garding her national questionnaire survey of school districts and a set

_ of planned %ase studies of school district evaluation units; and second, .
to develop papers "fhat would focus on issues relevant to the research = . "=~
project." (Committee members were 0?Shea, Chair,_and,w‘lliams,‘SChQéﬂ of
Educqtibn;'O'Reilly,'Mahagement;"Grusky and Zucker, Sociology. This became
the core-group although some - other members served for brief periodsi.of
time. The ‘quotation is from:the Tetter of invitation to the author by -
“the Committee Chair.) The early sessions were devoted to broad discussions
of research strategy and-to specific items that might be included in the
questionnaire. »#he bulk of the responsibility and day-to-day work involved

. in designing, administering,.and preparing the data from the questionnaire
was performed under the supervision of -the Project Director. The contri--
butions of .the advisory panel were primarily supplementary and supportive.
The plan of the research program.was to conduct two types of investigation.

- The main source of systematic data was to be a national survey of school

" district evaluation unit heads. . The survey was to be supplemented by a

small number of field studies of selected school systems<, The study re= =

. ~.ported here.is based only upon the national survey data since fie]d-study

- data were unavailable. The guestionnaire¢data'themselves; of ceurse, .
present several problems. . We do not know who actually filled. out the ques-
tionnaires. Although the head of each evaluation unit was requested to -
do so, someone else may in some cases have completed the forms. .A second
jssue concerns the veracity of the responses. ‘We have no way-of knowing
how each:respondent perceived the questions, how ‘carefully he/she replied,
or how factually-based were the answers. ' " '

" 2. For example, Stufflebfam, et al. (1971) write: "As a response to
“outside prdssures, many school districts -have installed or are now install-
~ 7ng evaluation units" {p. 268, underlines added). a
.

-
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3 March and Olsen (1976) refer to fonr types of ambigmty the ambi-
-‘;gulty ‘of attention, ambiguity of understanding, ambiguity of history,

- and the’ ambiguity. of organization.. . The ambiguity measure we: used doesn t
'__'begin to do Justice to the r1chness -of this typology R A

L4 The correlation matrix and factor 10admgs may be 6btamed from the
author upon request . _ o o
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