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In the current era of educational reform the issue of the control of
professional staff members in schools is receiving_a good deal of atten-
tion. Reformers tend to fall into one of two camps--advocates for increased

management control and supporters of efforts to empower professionals (and

-sometimes parents). The substantive positions of each group are supported

by underlying sets of values and beliefs and réferences to selected areas of
research.

From studies of effective schools and effective educational leaders
advocates for greater contrnl draw support for the re-centralization of
schools and the need for increased managerial control (see for example
Murphy & Hallinger, 1986). This research is buttressed by a neo-rational
value system that 1is beginning to view Jjoose coupling in schools as
dysfunctional (see for example, Lutz, 1982; Murphy, Mesa, & Hallinger, 1985).

Advocates for the empowerment of professionals and parents find support
in studies of program implementation, successful staff development, and
school improvement. The economic and political values inherent in local
choice (see Campbell, 19 ) combine with the fenets of professionalism to
corrcborate the need for empowerment (see Holmes Group, 1986). Supporting
all this are rather quite well-developed attacks on the dysfunctional
aspects of bureaucracy (Downs, 1967; Frymier, i987), legislated educational
mandates (Wise, 1979), and school administrators (Holmes Group, 1986).

One thing about the debate on control and empowerment is especially
enlightening--advocates for both sides often appear unable to see beyond the
value structure with which they enter the discussion. In the worst case
this leads to the search for evidence to confirm existing belijefs.
Advocates of control are particularly prone to believing and seeing {see

Lotto, 1983a for a discussion). 1In a second scenario, advocates for one
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position thoroughly review the problems and absurdities associated with the
other point of view and then make the undocumented Teap, based on their own
beliefs, that their position, juxtaposed to the discredited system, must be
correct.

In this paper I review what we discovered ahout control in our study of
twelve instructionally effective school districts (IESD) in California.*
After sketching out six ways of viewing administrative control, I provide a
brief description of the study, present findings on the use of selected
control mechanisms, and then review what we Tlearned about the dynamics
between control and empowerment in these districts. In the second part of
the paper 1 discuss some of the methodological problems in studies of
control in educational organizations. I cenclude with a note on the need to

view control and empowerment as interrelated, not opposite constructs.

Typologies of Administrative Control

Organizational control in schools can be viewed from several

perspectives. Six of these are briefly noted below.

Internal-External (Owens, 1984). The source of the control mechanism

is the primary characteristic in this perspective. Control is exercised
both by people within the organization, e.g., the superintendent, and by
actors external to it, e.g., textbook publishers and test developers. The
internal-exterral view of control surfaced with the open systems movement in

organizational theory. Expanding understanding of internal activity by

*1 would Tike to acknowledge the contributions of my colleagues on the
original study, Philip Hallinger and Kent D. Peterson.
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examining environmental forces external to the organization has been a major
contribution to organizational analysis.

Hierarchical-Nonhierarchical (Lortie, 1969; Peterson, 1983). Where

the control mechanisms originate is the critical aspect of this view of
control. As Peterson (1984a) has noted with reference to controls,
"Hierarchical ones are controlled by or emanate from upper Tlevel
administrators. They are bureaucratic 1in nature, providing specific
constraints over subordinates. Nonhierarchical controls emanate from
outside the superior" (p. 7). .

Formal-Informal (Murphy, 1978). Formal and dinformal control

mechanisms are closely related to the hierarchical and nonhierarchical
dimension. In this view, however, the key element is whether the control
mechanism is a product of the formal organizational system, either planned
or as a bv-product of systems operations, or part of structures that have
evolved within ;he formal systems but are independent from them. In the
former case they are formal controls and in the latter informal conticls.

Structural-Activity (Meyer & Rowan, 1975; Lortie, 1969). In this

perspective, the critical element is the type of organizational activity
that is controlled. Studies of organizations (Meyer & Rowan, 1975; Lortie,
1969), of administrative control in schools and districts (Cohen & Miller,
1980; Peterson, 1983; Crowson & Morris, 1984), and of administrative work
activities (Hannaway & Sproull, 1978-79; Peterson, 1978; Pitner, 1982;
Sproull, 1981) have all noted that administrative control in most schools
and districts focuses on activities, tasks, and processes peripheral to the
technical core of the schools. That is, finance and pupil behavior are more
tightly controlled than curriculum and instruction (see particularly,

Hannaway & Sproull, 1978-79).
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Bureaucratic-Professional (Lortie, 1969; 1975; Murphy, 1978). As

with the internal-external typology, the essential element here is the
source of the control mechanism. Bureaucratic controls have many of the
same properties as hie-~archical controls. In contrast, professional con-
trols are thcse that emanate from education in training institutions and
association groups. Principal behavior is controlled by professional norms
directly through their own training and associations, e.g., the emerging
norm of instructional Tleadership, and indirectly by teacher professional
norms, e.g., accepted professional practices in the area of mainstreaming.

Direct-Indirect (Duckworth, 1981; 1983; Murphy, Hallinger, Weil, &

Mitman, 1983; Owens, 1984). According to Owens (1984), the key ingredient
in the direct-indirect perspective is the nature of the mechanism. Direct
controls are those which are designed to influence the behavior and activi-
ties of staff members. Indirect controls constrain and form organizational
conditions, policies, and practices that are designed to influence staff by
controlling the work structures, processes, or task arrangements of

individuals.

Control in Effective
School Districts

Description of the Study

Control framework. In the Summer of 1984 I completed data collection

activities in twelve IESD in California. These districts (5 elementary, 3
high school, and 4 unified) were the most effective in California in
promoting high levels of student achievement, after controlling for
socio-economic status, on standardized tests in reading, mathematics, and
language. The goal was to examine administrative control between the

district and school/classrocm levels. Based on knowledge of control in
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organizations in general and schools specifically (Ouchi, 1979; Lortie,
Crow, & Prolman, 1983; and especially Peterson, 1984b) and findings about
the characteristics of effective educational organizations (Purkey & Smith,
1983), a conceptual framework of nine- control functions--selection,
socialization, supervision, evaluation, rewards/sanctions, goals, resource
allocations, behavior controls, and technological specifications (see Figure
1)--was developed. The framework is an example from perspective number 6 in
the control typologies reviewad earlier. The first five are "direct
functions" which are designed to influence the behavior and activities of
principals. The remaining four are "indirect functions." These controls
are designed to constrain and form organizational structures, policies, and
practices that influence the principal by controlling work conditions,
processes, or task arrangements. Control functions, both direct and

indirect, are pdsiied to affect student outcomes by influencing two

_ intervening variables--the culture and technology (curriculum and

instruction) of schools.
--Insert Figure 1 about here--

Three irasearch questions guided this study of administrative control.
First, what types of controls are used in each of the nine functions to
influence the activities of principals? Second, within each function and
across functions are patterns of administrative control evident among sample
districts? Third, how do the control mechanisms used in effective districts
differ in pattern and form from those reportedly used in "average" districts?

Data collection, reduction, and analysis. A scheduled standardized

interview instrument was developed to assess district level administrative

control of principals. The protocol was designed to be used with the
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superintendent of schools. Questions were primarily open-ended and were
organized under the nine control functions in Figure 1. Interviews were
conducted with the superintendents of each of the 12 districts in their
offices during July 1984.

In addition to the interviews, districts provided the following
archival data: district goal statements, principal evaluation forms,
samples of evaluations of principals, district newsletters for the 1983-84
school year, and agendas and minutes from the principals' meetings from the
1983-84 school year.

Miles and Huberman (1984b) present a variety of methods for reducing
and displaying qualitative data. Three of the methods they discuss were
used in this study--summary sheets, memoing, and coding. Summary sheets
containing impressions on each site were completed during debriefing
sessions following each interview. In addition, initial information was
recorded about patterns and differences among districts in the use of
control mechanisms. According to Miles and Huberman (1984a), "the memo is a
brief conceptuai look at some aspect of the accumulating data set: an
insight, a puzzle, aJcategory, an emerging explanation, a striking event"
(p. 25). Memoing was used throughout the course of the study. Coding was
used primarily to divide districts into various categories (e.g., those in
which statements of goals and objectives formed the content for principal
evaluations versus those in which evaluation content focused on job
descriptions).

Data was displayed on a conceptually clustered matrix for further
analysis (Miles & Huberman, 1948b). The columns contained information on
each district. Districts were grouped by type (elementary, high school,
unified) and within type by size (number of schools in the district). The

rows contained the nine control functions. The actual questions used in the
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interviews were listed under each function. Information entered on the
matrix was either direct excerpts from superintendent responses or informa-
tion paraphrased and recorded by the researchers during e interviews.

Two approaches were used in analyzing the data. To begin with, each
superintendent interview was analyzed individually across all the control
functions to determine themes, factors, and characteristics of control which
emerged in that specific district. Next, the 12 district portraits were
examined as a group to determine if themes of control were evident across
the sample. In the second phase of the analysis, each separate control
function was examined across 12 districts. Once the nine horizontal slices
across the twelve districts were made to review for consistency of themes
within control functions, a vertical analysis of those themes was made. The
richness of the responses to the open-ended questions provided data on a

number of themes and facilitated the development of a number of typologies.

Results on the Nature of Control

A number of patterns emerge as findings within and across control
functions are reviewed. In this section I briefly discuss these themes
within the following seven categories: extent, focus, Vvariety,
pervasiveness, interlocking nature, directiveness, and centrality of the
superintendent.

Extent. One of the most important findings of this preliminary study
is that there appears to be more district level control of principal
behavior and site-level activity than previous research has indicated (see
especially Hannaway & Sproull, 1978-79; Peterson, 1983). In other words,

these IESD appear to be more tightly coordinated and controlled than many

districts. Although I am unable to conclude that this control is associated
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with the high level of student achievement in these districts, it would seem

that further analysis of this possibility would be appropriate. Especially
needed are validation studies using multi-level designs.

Focus. A second finding of importance is that there is considerable
district level attention to technical core issues in these effective
districts. Previous studies concluded that attention to the coordination
and control of instruction and curriculum was conspicuous by its absence in
most schools and districts (Deal & Celotti, 1977; Hannaway & Sproull,
1978-79; Morris, Ciowson, Porter-Gehrie, & Hurwitz, 1984). The prevalence
of the technical core as an emphasized zone of control in these districts is
consistent with findings from earlier work on effective schools (Purkey &
Smith, 1983; Murphy, Weil, Hallinger, & Mitman, 1985). In general, much
work needs to be done to examine zones of control emphasized in different
districts. Specifically, it would appear that more indepth analysis of. how
districts coordinate and control technical core activities would be fruitful
(see Rowan, 1983).

Variety. Districts in this study relied upon a wide range of control
mechanisms, both direct and indirect, to shape administrative activity at
the school level. My originai belief that effective districts would rely
more heavily upon direct than indirect control functions was not supported.
A1l control functions, with the exception of behavior control, appeared to
be prevalent in these districts. Given the loosely coupled nature of many
districts, it is possible that central offices will need to develop multiple
control mechanisms if Tlinkaget to schools are to be effectively
established. In addition to examining this proposition, additional research
should begin to examine interaction effects among the control functions and
possible hierarchial ordering of control functions in relation to promoting

varying combinations of district goals.
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Pervasiveness. Control functions in these districts appear to be

pervasive. This is consistent with earlier research on district control
functions (Peterson, 1983). That is, control mechanisms were not limited or
bunched in a single phase of activity, but were prevalent in input, through-
put, and output phases of school operations. For example, administrative
internships and structured selection procedures were used to socialize new
administrators. Objectives at the school level were required to be aligned
with district goals and examinations of pregress on these objectives were
frequently made. Curricular expectations, textbooks, tests, and instruc-
tional approaches were often dictated at the district level. In addition,
outputs seemed to be subject to more analysis in these districts than they
are in many districts. A number of authors have argued that effective
districts can best be promoted by concentrating district control at the
input (goals) and output (evaluation) phases of schcol operations (see
especially Finn, 1983). Preliminary findipgs from this study would suggest
that more attention should be devoted to examining the district control
mechanisms in the throughput phase of operations as well.

Interlocking nature. One of the findings of special importance is

the extent to which the various control functions are interwoven. The
overall schema that results from a review of the control functions i{s one of
connectedness rather than the compilation of isolated factors. A few of the
functions greatly facilitated the operation of other control mechanisms.
For example, goals drove the supervision and evaluation functions. Other
functions supported the implementation of control mechanisms. For example,
budget controls often supported district level control of technical core
activities. In addition, important topics tended to appear in and be
reinforced by a variety of control functions. There was a preferred model

of instruction that was an important control mechanism in its own right in
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nine districts. However, it also reappeared in and was supported by a
variety of other control mechanisms. For example, the selection, trainirg,
supervision, and evaluation of staff were all based at least partially on
the preferrea model of instruction. Preliminary evidence leads me to
believe that consistency and coordination among control functions may have
been a key to the effectiveness of these districts.

Directiveness. Two tests of the control functions seem especially

important. First, did they work; did they control administrative behavior
and form viable connections between central offices and schools? Second,
were they related to district effectiveness as defined in this study?
Although I am unable to draw any strong inferences abomt the relationship
between control patterns and district effectiveness, the fact that the
patterns of control found in this study differ from those found elsewhere
does provide some direction for furtner investigations and a sense of
excitement that the path may lead to useful results.

Although the answer to the first question must be tempered in light of
the study limitations (see Murnhy, Peterson, & Hallinger, 1986), the
evidence gathered suggests that the control mechanisms may be influencing
site-level activity and administrative behavior. The results from the
following control functions--staff development, supervision, evaluation, and
goals--lend the most concrete support to this conclusion.

Centrality of the superintendent. 1In general, the superintendents of

these IESO played a key role in connecting schools and district offices. In
almost all tim districts studied they were the hub and the glue that kept
the various organizational components united. They scemed to exercise
leadership patterns that brought focus and meaning to potential control
functions, e.g., goals, supervision. They also exercised the specific

behaviors, e.g.,.site visits to schools, regular review of principals'
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objectives, that actualized many of the control mechanisms. It may be
possible that stroing centrality of direction is needed to dinsure the
development and use of control functions in Toosely coupled organizations
Tike school districts. Furthermore, it may be that superintendents by the
nature of the formal roles they hold in the organization are in the best
position to provide this centrality of purpose. This proposition is
consistent with the finding that superintendents are key actors in
successful school improvement efforts (Clark, Lotto, & Astuto, 1984), In
any case, it is difficuit to dignore the strong role played by the

superintendents in these districts in Tinking schools and district offices.

Summary. Peterson (1983) 1in his work on the coordination of the
activities of principals by district offices developed the concept ot "web
of control." The ideas embedded in that concept are twofold. First, a

number of weak or Tow-level controls can add up to form a state of tighter

~ control than might be expected by simply looking at the parts. Second,

regardless of strength, controls when viewed as a group are often Tikely to
exert more influence than the sum of the parts. In this study I found
evidence that strong webs of control constrain and shape the behavior of
principals and others at school sites. Controls were pervasive throughout
these districts and anpeared to exert considerable direction over school
level operations in general and technical core activities specifically., 1
also found that the superintendent seemed to occupy a central position both
in terms of the development and effective functioning of this interlocking

web of control.

Results on the Balance Between Control and Empowerment

One of the interesting aspects of these IESD was the extent to which

there was a balance or "dynamic tension" between what appear to be opposite

(o)
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organizational elements, e.g., between district control and professional
autonomy. In order to provide a more complete picture of some of the
complexity found in these districts, to temper any monolithic perspective of
district control, and to shed some 1light on what seems to be a 5a1ance
between control and empowerment, four of the more significant of these
“"dynamic tensions" are discussed below.

Rationality without bureaucracy. It would be appropriate, at Tleast

in comparison with many other school systems, to regard these IESD as
rational systems. There was clear purpose, a sense of efficacy that the
curriculum and instructional approaches emphasized could promote student
learning, and patterns of outcome inspection and accountability--for
example, there was approximately a 15 percent turnover in principals in
these districts during the 1last five years because of inadequate job
performance. At the same time, I found 1ittle evidence of the bureaucratic
_ rigidity that often accompanies rational systems. An example will help
illustrate this point. On a scale of 1 (not much) to 10 (a great deal)
superintendents in these IESD rated district goal influence over school site
activities at 8.0. On the other hand, the amount of reports principals
needed to complete for district office personnel was rated at 3.8 and the
extent to which what principals actually did was controlled by district
off‘z. rules and procedures received a rating of 4.6. Although there was
substantial evidence that the rational elements in these school systems were
a product of district control, the elements appeared to work becatse these
systems were 1iving, adaptive organisms rather than collections of codified
procedures. Even when systems, rules, and procedures were used, they did

not appear to have displaced the purpose for wnich they were established.
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Structured district control with school autonomy. There was a

substantial amount of district level direction in these school systems.
There was a high degree of district control over school level activities,
especially in those areas most often delegated (by default) to schools.
Finally, there was a large amount of forced consistency between schools in
these districts. In shert, I found these IESD to be more structured and
controlled than I anticipated from my work in districts and reviews of the
relevant literature. Yet the superintendents themselves often spoke of the
autonomy and flexibility they granted to principals and schools. To a
certain extent this can be explained because "autonomy" 1ies in the eye of
the beholder. However, in a more real sense, these opposites exist in
"dynamic tension" in these IESD. One way this tension played out was in the
“funneled decision making" {rocesses used in these school systems. Deci-
sions in these districts tended to follow a pattern in which large openings
for input and implementation narrowed considerably as decisions on goals and
evaluations of outcomes were made. District influence was evident through-
out. However, tight control was most noticeable at the narrowed parts of
the funnel where decisions were made and outcomes were inspected. Greater
autonomy for schools was evident in the input and implementation stages of
the decision process.

Systems perspective with people orientaticn. It was evident that the

achievement of district and school goals and the maintenance of
organizational systems were the major concerns of superintendents in these
districts. Personal goals of staff were not allowed to displace system
goals. Administrator-teacher accommodations (see Murphy, Hallinger, Lotto,
& Miller, 1987) and teacher-student accommodations (see Powell, Farrar, &

Cohen, 1985; Sedlak, Wheeler, Pullin, & Cusick, 1986) were not made at the
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expense of student Tlearning. Yet within this framework of purpose,
expectations, and control, there was evidence that staff needs were
recognized and attended to. Superintendents spent time 1in schools
developing a sense of organizational identity among their staffs. They
sometimes were able to attend to special requests of teachers during
visits. Superintendents spent considerable amounts of time in individual
meetings with their principals--for example, seven of them met individually
with their principals more than 25 times eacn year. Principals were more
1ikely to be hired for their "people skills" in these IESD than for any
factor other than curricular and instructional expertise. They were more
1ikely to be terminated for Tlack qf "people skills" than for any other
single cause.

Strong leadership with an active administrative team. Strong

leadership and control are not inconsistent with collaborative methods of
operation. Unfortunately, many educators assume that discussions of
increased control in schools augur a return to the "dinocaur school of
management." That this need not be the case was evident in these IESD. The
superintendents in these districts were generally powerful chief executive
officers. They did not shy away from exercising control, making decisions,
or resolving problems. On the other hand, they consciously culled and used
the professional expertise of their administrative staffs. They consis-
tently mentioned their reliance on the collective knowledge and judgment of

their administrative colleagues and each had specific methods for tapping

into that expertise.
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Methodological Issues in
the Study of Control

One of the conclusions that many studies of organizational control in
schools reach 1is that there is not much of it across layers in the
organization, i.e., between superintendents and principals (Hannaway &
Sproull, 1978-79; Morris, et al., 1984) or between principals and teachers
(Deal & Celotti, 1977; Hanson, 1981), especially in technical core areas. I
believe that this conclusion is inaccurate (see for example Crowson and
Morris' reanalysis of their earlier data, 1984) and owes its durability as
much to the methodological strategies employed in examining (and not
examining) control as to objective evidence. Specifically, I argue that by
applying job analysis strategies to the measurement of control, researchers
often fail to take into consideration elements of the school organization
that heavily constrain and direct the activities of individuals.

Relying on a job analysis approach to analyze control is fraught with
difficulties. Campbell (1981) reports that this "engineering approach"
ignores a host of disciplines such as psychology, sociology, and political
science that inform us about the meaning of behavior in organizations.
Defining and assessing control in terms of particular behaviors has led to
important problems in the control literature. To begin with, there is a
tendency in the research to examine behaviors in isolation, to assume that
they are additive, and to claim that they have similar effects regardless of
the situation or context. Unfortunately, related but more advanced research
studies in the areas of teacher and classroom effects [see especially,
Marshall & Weinstein, 1984; Mitman, 1985) should Tlead researchers to
question these assumptions. It is important to remember that school
organizations are dynamic systems and that behaviors can be fully understood

only within the context of specific organizations.
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Furthermore, studies that rely on job analysis and that define control
as the sum of individual behaviors generally underestimate the amount of
control activities performed by school administrators. This occurs because
these studies focus on behaviors that are directiy observable, visible in
the short term, and in close proximity to the consequent action or effect.
In turn, the following types of potential control activities tend to be
either missed entirely or severely undervalued in these studies:
(1) indirect activities, (2) conceptual domain defining events (for example,
establishing mission .and expectations); (3) “organizational conditions®
(Miles, 1983, p. 16), “"embedded organizational structures" (Murphy. 1986, p.
127), and policy formulations; (4) symbolic and cultural activities,
especially those with indirect or distal cennections to the behavior of
subordinates (see Firestone & Wilson, 1985; Pitner & Ogawa, 1981;

Sergiovanni, 1982; 1984; Wimpelberg, 1986); (5) established organizational

_ conditions that act as substitutes far control; and (6) organizational

routines that encourage rather than direct staff to act in certain ways (see
especially Crowson & Morris, 1984).

In addition to distortion in the measurement of control resulting from
the narrow foci of job analysis studies (i.e., superiors' behaviors
connecting directly to subordinates' behaviors, short-term emphasis), the
tendency of investigations to equate all behaviors on the basis of time
required to" perform them can alsc lead to an underestimation of control.
For example, it can be argued that certain activities that administrators
can perform in a relatively short period of tiﬁe (e.g., establishing
policies that increase the academic rigor of student course 1oads) may exert
considerably more control over teachers and students than do other more
labor intensive activities (e.g., observing in classrooms; DeBevoise, 1982;

Duckworth, 1981; .1983; Firestone & Herriott, 1982; Murphy, Hull, & Walker,
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1987). In short, a few rather widely applicable policy initiatives or
highly visible facilitative actions may be much more indicative of control
than a plethora of more concrete and directly observable behaviors.
Research that focuses primarily on behaviors often ignores policy as an
aspect of control.

What 1is particularly troubling about the three assessment probiems
discussed above is that we know that a fair amount of the control provided
by school administrators appears to be of the type not measured by job
analysis studies (Dwyer, 19843 Firestone & wélson, 1985; Guzzetti & Martin,
1986; Pitner, 1986). In addition, principals themselves report that they
rely primariiy or informal, indirect, and facilitative strategies as means
of shaping and directing the behaviors of teachers (Guzzetti & Martin, 1986;
see also Duckworth, 1981; 1983). The more we continue to define control
only in behaviora! terms, the more we will continue to underestimate the
amount of direction provided by school administrators in schools.

There is also danger in specifying controlling behaviors independent of
the management style that administrators employ. According to this line of
thought, leadership style will help define the set of behaviors that may be
effectively used by a particular administrator. Control-designed behaviors
that are not congruent with the basic style of the administrator are not
1ikely to be as efficacious as styles and behaviors that are aligned. Thus,
behaviors may work for some school executives but not for others. This
caveat takes on added significance when we recall that the control
Titerature underscores directive behaviors, while adminictiators have
traditionally employed extremely non-directive leadership styles, especially

in managing the technical core.
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Finally, researchers often specify a static and uniform definition of
control. That is, certain activities of administrators are defined as
controlling behaviors, independently of other behaviors in the system.
Research conducted at the classroom Tevel should lead researchers in the
area of organizational control to view this assumption with a good deal of
skepticism (see Brophy & Good, 1986; Marshall & Weinstein, 1984; Mitman,
1985). These studies 7ead to the following conclusien: controlling
behaviors that have positive effects in one situation may have neutral or
negative effects in others (see Murphy, Weil, & McGreal, 1986). This is the
case for a number of reasons. First, behaviors must be mediated through
specific task, classroom, and school situations. Other factors in a school
may cvercome the negative aspects of some behaviors or mitigate the positive
effects of others (Firestone & Wilson, 1985). Second, activities may convey
different meanings when they are interpreted individually than when they are
viewed within the context of an array of behaviors kMarsha]] & Weinstein,
1984). Third, the meaning attached to actions will vary accerding to the
intent with which they are empowered. That is, the same behavior can be
undertaken for various purposes (see Allington, 1983; Eder, 1981; Schwartz,
1981, for examples at the classroom level). Fourth, subordinates have
varying frameworks (e.g., past experiences) with which they decode the
meaning of the actions of their superiors. In short, the "fit" (Duke, 1986)
or the "congruence" (Lotto, 1983b) between the actions of tiie administrctor
and the perceptions of the teachers must be considered. Finally, the timing
of controlling activities may alter both how they are perceived and the

effects they have (Cohen, March, & Olsen, 1972; Duke, 19863 Pitner & Ogawa,

1981).




Researchers in the area of control have been remiss in their failure to
consider such issues as Ehe specific task situations in which actions are
performed, the interactions among behaviors, the various purposes for which
activities are undertaken, the relationship between these actions and the
perceptions of subordinates, and the timing of actions. These studies have
also failed to specify the power of various behaviors in general or in
relation to particular task situations. Finally, few examinations have been
made of consistency of control-designed actions across interactions
(Firestone & Wilson, 1985). At the micro level of analysis one can conclude
that behaviorally-based research on organizational control in schools is a
good deal more complex than acknowledged in the Tliterature. Future
investigations must begin to examine control with reference to how specific
behaviors are interpreted within the total array of an administrator's

actions.

Conclusion

So far we have touched on the growing interest in the topics of
organizational control and professional empowerment in schools, reviewed
findings about control from twelve IESD, and discussed some of the
limitations of defining control primarily in behavioral terms and without
reference to specific organizational contexts.

In concluding, it seems appropriate to make two observations or general
notes. First of all, control and empowerment should not be viewed as
opposites; neither should the 1larger concepts to which they are often
tied--bureaucracy and professionalism. The current trend to treat
bureaucracy as a fossil or scapegoat for the problems experienced by

teachers in schools seems particularly wrongheaded. Bureaucratic structures
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can empower professionals as well as control their behavior. On the other
hand, those who believe that fhe control they find in the "effectiveness
research" is the scaffolding upon wivich better schools should be built need
to proceed with caution. What they see are structures and there are two
important caveats they should keep in mind about these forms. First, forms
and structures that appeai to work in one setting may not transfer te
others. More importantly. forms have not, do not, and never will determine
organizational effectiveness. It is the substance that comprises the forms
that must be examined. When I performed this analysis in our study of IESD
I found a good deal of sensitivity to professionalism and autonomy embedded

in the structures that appeared to be designed to control organizational

activities (see also Firestone & Wilson, 1985b).
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