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Based on an institutional-contingency view, this

"study focuses on ways in which public_and private school sectors in
six San Francisco area counties embody different organizational
logistics and authority principles, including rational-legal,
traditional, and local-market. Results suggest that, among other,

- characteristics, nonreligious private schools, following the market
model, generate clientele and support by emphasizing distinct
educational goals, whereas religious schools, following the . ‘
traditional model, stress local constituents'’ commitment. Conversely,
rational-legal norms of public schools make social support :
irrelevant, demand collection and evaluation of standard, aggregated
data, and support differentiated decision-making structures which

. 1imit constituent involvement. One contrast from previous findings is
the suggestion that public and religious schools do not possess
different organizational environments. Still, "the rational-legal

_norms of public schools constrain their abilities to g

erate

cqmmi tment through means used by traditional and market-oriented
systems. Further, an.organizing norms—gqQvernance practices "fit" is
important to members' involvement. The report concludes with
recommendations for research and policy options, a one-page
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5 . Abstract
W

This study assesses an institutional-contingency view of school’
organization which emphasizes differences in authority principles nq?'
organization norms within the specialized environments of public,
religious and non-religious private schools. Uaing data from a survey
of the San Francisco Bay Area public and private schools, we dssess
the or’g‘*‘nizational distinctness of the three sectors and the nature of
differences in organizing tendencies. We also test the notion that
sectors show different patterns of correlations among organization
variables and analyze correlates of a social climate index by u_ctor\_
ang ,.&ncl/udigg sector as variable. We find mixed support for arguments \(1
regard yng the particular nature of organizational differences among %’
thd sectors but‘the data do reveal an expected clustering of
orgdnization tendencies within public, religious and non-religious
sectors and substantially divergent correlations among organization'
variables. These results suggest the potential value of an
institutional-contingency model of school organization and they
caution agdinst research or educational policy which assumes that a
particular governance practice has a common meaning and consequences
" among public, religious and non-religidus private schools.
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Buod on their etuc;y of pudblic and private school students' toot
porfomnou and peroeptiona of lchool environnente. Coleman, Hoffer and
Kilgore (1981, ;1962a, 1982b) conc that privat. “txoolo produce greater
achteyeuent gﬁine because’ thty stricter policies (of. 1982b176).
This conclusion has b&en ohallanged by numeroua qri ’ 'Micululy
in teérms of inadequacies of the authorl' assesssient o aohieyemnt
outcomee.1 Criticﬁqhave honmentedﬁ:l well, on'inadoqnaciea of the
data for identifying school organization differencee across eectore(or
,for infering that student behavior differencea are due to diffbrences

in séhool.governance. (cf Hchrtland and MoDill, ],982; Salganik snd

Karweit 1982; Rossi and Wright, 1982: e7-ee)
\

¢

Critiques of the" policy effect" claim suggest that privato-public
differences in school climate, adminietrative policies, and, perhaps,
Etudent achieyement,kre spurious due to the effects of student selection

(McPartland and McDill, 1962), voluntarism (Salganik and Earweit, 1962)

L]

- and/or religious community (Morgan, 1983) .on shared values and commi tment. ‘

One critique suggests,i further, that governance patterne successful in
one sector may well not be transferable to the other eectoﬁ (Salganik,
and Karweit 1982) iﬁmgese arguments suggest that private and public

schools are qualitqtively different social and organizational systens,

whefher or not different in academic productivity

' This paper a:;; to refine the view of public and private schools as
organizationally distinct. Following_Salganik and Knru:it (1982), we
emphasize the contrasting authority principles which organize and'con- }
'strain schools in the different sectors. Ve propose that sector

differences in'program”goals, climate,and administrative patterns follow

from the different authority principles; and we assess these expectations

v,

»



. "“ 3 ,‘- c8 " "'
' ‘I ' ‘ . "" . ! ‘ ) é B
with data mi. a survey of Mngiuh of pudlioc, parochial and indo-
/ﬂpondent privute eohoole.‘ Ve also onelylo & school alimate leoluro to

* assess the relevance of ndl.inietrotive pltternl‘ as well as pro;ru and

compoeition veriebln. to olimate vnrietiyn vithin and loron tho /
sectors. 'l'hie unllyoie oxploroe the. i,due th&t a pll'ticulu' ¢overmnoe
etrntegy may be "effoctivo: i'bone! eector but not in n.nothor end "
_that the trnditionnl euthor##:eroiud in private schools is oonduoiv.

to vide sovial aupport . : ’_ ' B y

" We emphasize that this etudy neither teete w n, Hoffer and'

Kilgore's claim that” strict policies prod‘ﬁce bettY\ climate nnd

greater student ach.ievement nor providwn. better com ieon of the ecedenic '

and social climates of schools in different egoto:;e., It lEm th‘t a,

prior empirical task ie to determine in what ms *pnb‘lio uud px‘inte eohool
sectors show different organizetioﬁl logics, such At eimplc crbee-eector

comparisons of particular gbvernance prPcticee and other eéhool vu;iablee

would be unwdrranted,. Fu.rther. a beite’r sense ocf the mnge of or&eniza- .
tional differences across sectors viii allov us to conei;lor :u‘io\leel

alternative to that preferred \,by Coleman, Hoffer endAx.i‘lg‘ore as expidna; '

tions ofl differential "success". T ,/ ) .

: o 'scaoow ARD sE ‘ ' ‘ ; ‘f -

Different \yiewe of echoole ae\gd zatione yield different expecta-

°the public

'end private sohool eectbre. We vi}‘l consider briefly some of the\alter- -

\
nati¥e conceptione in order t:‘j.oc/’j:?he inetitutioml‘icontizyéy view
which motivatee the present stiidy. We refer to thre dlternativéjviews as:

Al

the\ socieJ. syetem view, the tech.nical system viev, " the orgnfutional— N

tions of the natu.re. and importano,) of differercee betveen

environ.ment view, and the inetitutionnl syatem view,

T /Q ' i o . _ ", ’ &
' L() WL e . 2
. ._ /‘& . '- I 3 ,
N .:) . \, . . -F
i * ; . ﬂ s . ’ - r X
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In geners},” these conceptions of dohool crgsnisation portray
wschools as' sohools” 1.e., thoi.do.not oohsider qualitative differences
among negtorlr They foou: on Bets of variables v&ioh night diotin;uloh
sectors, but do not ‘ttond to uniquo'oondition- oporating vithin seotors.
mmmin ropruontod by nnpu-thnd and oDill's (1962)
argument regarding the 1nportcnco of differentinl patterns of eelootionf
acrosa seotors. Th‘y portray sohools lnrcely‘.l tggr,gptes of stydents
which oombine to effeot pnrtioulur social and’ tocdenio olinntoo. In
s this viev. qualitative differenoes lmong sohools may result from different
demograpldc concentrttiona/but not from sector differences in orcunizhtion.l -
propertiep -or conatraints. Theno authors call for'oontrtstinc oase
;\ studies of moet euoceeeful public and least suoceeptul private schools
\ te assess t;e relative 1mporﬂlnoo of concentrution- of diondvuntngod
students vs. eetabliahod echool poiioiea and authority granted school
of ficifls.
The technicg; gxgtem view 18 reflected in Coleman, Hoffer and
Kilgores' (cf, 1982 b) argument that tighter ldminiatrltive control
accounts for private schools' relative success. Implicitly, the
. authors present a model of schools as technical production systems -
producing vnrying ﬁpantitiee of student work and knoLledge « which can and
i should be tightly co-ordinated and controlled They assume that tight- echool
\administration is the basis of teachere' aqd studente' commi tments
and achievememrts - and that this prinoiple hppliee uniformly across sectors
' They imply that levels of instructional control and officinla' .uthority
are higher in the private sector than among public echools,(vhich they
did not test in their study) and that these variables account for within-

sector variation in school climate and student echievement.

what we refer to as the orggnization-envi;gnngn: yley is a variant
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of the technical-systea view in that important sohool differences are |
attributed to variable: governanoe otrﬁoé&rol. This view .tton@p to ~
external udiiniltrativo strictures which otfzct IO;O and less oomplex 4
onvironmonta among uohooll nnd uoroo. lpotor.. Cblol-h.‘nottor ind !11éoro
(1982) uuggoat thnt the more compleg onvironnont. ot public .ohoolo

constrain effective local ldniniatrution, i.e., tight oo—ordinntion

and control. Salganik n;d Karveit (1982) place government gontrol and

Lrpgmented govornnnco as & structural louroo of both reliance on legal-

~rational authogity and: low comnitmont in thp pu%&io sector, Iiplicitiy,

-

achool gdvornance structures are tightly caupled to-schools' soademic
and social climatoqwand variable organiz.tion environnonts should yield
different climates vithin. as well fs acroes, uoctor-. FrOl this view, we
also would expect contrasts in nocial d organizational prqportioa
between 1ndependont private schools and privnte schools with moro complex ®
ndminlstrativb and funding onvironmente.

The institutional axatem view{cf. Meyer and Rowan, 1977). oontraata
fughamentally with the technical system view; but as presegtly formu-
(
{Iated 1t also does not allov for basié sector differences. Centrally,

the view regards schools' organization structures as reflecting a

' model of organization logitimizod in thoif 1nst1tutional environment.

Further, the’ 1nst1tutionil theorists argue that schools' success deponds
<

upon & weak linlagg between the adniniatrative systeu and ‘instructional

dctivities, d.e,, low levels of indtructional, control” - gﬂbon thoir
ambiguous goals and the»importancé of imnn relations - pnd upon N
externally validatod displaydpof ionfidence and success. This view does
not enticipate sector’ contrasts n schools organization structures,

tendencies to avoid 1nstructional control, emphaais on aocial climate,0

effori_:sk to signal miccess. ' L

.

S
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What we refer to here as an inptitutional-oontingency view

of mchool organisation builds upap the model ocutlined above in
emphasising the sohools' inatitutional environment as the source .

. . &
of organicing models .and sucoess oriteria. We point to the oco-exist-

ence and tension among different prinoiples of authority apd organising '
modela in the environment of U,S.sohools and argue that publio, religious
and nan-religious 1n4.pdndont schools eabrace different available models -
with rvaultinq-ooﬁtrnltn\;n goal atruotures, criteria of teacher and
i program ovnlunti%na. instructional oontrol, and decision-wmaking
structures. The view antioipates a ol tofinc of organising tendencles
among echo;ia uithin sectors and, importantly, suggests that any parti-
cular governance strategy or praotioe will n;ithor ro;dily trqp.for nor |
have comparable c;naequencea aoross aodtor‘.
Authority Principles ‘

The argument that private and public schools embrace different
authority principles - and the naturqlof distinctions between the
traditional and legal—ratiohal mod;ls of orgnniz‘tion - are developed by
Salganik and Karweit (1982). This distinction botvo;n authority
principles follow Weber's (1947) analysis or‘organiginé models and
tensions among traditionaIﬁ‘legal4r.tional, and chnfisnnt;c bases of
authority. In contrasting the public and private sectors,Salganik
and Karweit emphasize wider consensus as a basis for the operation of
traditional authority, and the greater‘administrative oontrol,it
allows, among private schools (1982:154). As already noted, they see
governmeng control, as’well as goal conflict, u;derninigg local
connitments and thus impeding the use of traditional suthority among

t

public school h ) “
. w0l .

& | . ‘10
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' While cﬁr 1mumuou1-oonun¢my viev uho oophnhu ths
/oontrut between treditional and rational-legfl sodels of orpniu-

tlon, und the primacy of the luttor vithin the publio oontor, it

!
differs 1“ some basic regpeots from sSalganik snd Karweit's .r.ulcnt.

Mainly, ve eee tho seotors' ‘a1fferent authortty‘rtnoiplu as based
in npecialized inntitutionnl onvironlontl und distinguish roligiou. .
from other private lohooll in thil roglrd
While all organisations must partially oconfors to nm‘l- of "
rational-legal organization dominant .in modern societies, religious or-
gunizationn also embrace the traditional model, ';Vulﬁg oonsensus and
personal commitaent - even devotion ~ are inport;nt to tho funotionin¢
of traditional orgunisnxionl. le they are not, lll“l.d by or important
to, legnl rltionql ornniutiom (oxoopt insofar as contral orpniuéioml
norms are shared). If we consider that r011¢1oun organisations and
communities comprise, the legitimating environment of roli;iou- schools -
by virtue of funding’rolutionl. linee‘ of authority and hiring, and
»  client recruitment —~yihen we expect religious schools to oonform'to the
traditiohal model o'f organization embraced in this in.titutiomr.n-
vironment. And we would expect consensus and oo-iitlont among school
memb@rg to be a central focus of organization and b.sia.of the schools'
legitimation in their amtit\ﬂ.oml environment. Ve expect that other .
features of school organization, onuncrnted,bolov, are based in the
tradi?ional authority model of rolipioua achools. |
We expect that non-religious privnte/oohooln depart from both the
traditional and ration.l*Iegnl sodels of organisntion dnd thus represent

an organizationally unique sectar in U. S.educntion. These schools

mudt, generally, define their markets in terms of institutional values
. - A ’ ,
and norms not celebrated by the organization structures or zoals of

1
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the rational-legml or religioys-traditional sodsls. Thus we eonniaqr
their authurity as market-based, in that th%y sust defins their own
1?utitu!tonal environments - ald assure their legitimation - .cgordlnu
to donand; not met by the dominant sofieol ssctors. They may Olph.lll:
a more decentralized, or p.r-nt-controllod,nuthority structure than
comnintent with legal-rational or traditional Qodoll and/or they aay
organize sroumd educational goals de-emphasised or avoided, in rational-
legal or traditional systems - such as individual development, oultur-l
elitinm, or cultural pluralism. Ve expect tb.t thie ssctor is msore
eclectic orgnniz-tionnlly but distinct from public and r.llglou. private
nchools, particularly in the client responsivensss and local coutrol
they afford.

Clearly, the U.3. public school lgotor has long displayed tensions
among rational-legal, religious-traditional and local-sarket values
and principles of organizntioﬁ. Comson echool leadsrs of the 19th
century were devoted to roligioun/nornl education of s non-protsstant
qort, in conflict with both the Catholic chu:cﬂ establishment and secular
sducation leaders (iﬁ Tyack and Hansot, 1982:72-83). The Catholic
school system was form:id around the guthority nodnl and 1doolo¢y of the
~hurch. The public aéhool ayitem gradually evolved around the rational-
leyal mndql of organization, purging itself of the p‘rticulnrisu implied
by religious training of any sort and developing buresucratic administrativa
aystems. G5till, the local market principle {s embodied in the institution
ot 1ay 5;ards -~ though t hey hnve functione] mainly to enforce doninnnt

1~cal values and support administrators, rather than to represent conflictine
~ .

intereata vt ~1.nifrcantly modity {ureaucratic administrative principles

< Tya~k anl Hannot, 19R82: 218-223). The notion of community control
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of schools is at’ odds with ri%ional-legal norms of organization and
provides an oréhnizing logic for private schools addreasing

?special educatiogax interests.
ah.sun, the inatitutional—contingency viey portrays public,

la..

v reiigious sndﬁnon—religious private schools as ogzanized around ration 1=
ﬁegal, trad*tional and local-market authority principles, respectively
These principles have implications for educational goals and school
administration, which we outline_below. Hhile we do not regard sectors
as "pure types of organization - assuming that each partly embraces iﬁ;
alternative authority principles - we believe that they are significantly
constrained and controlled by their unique institutional environments,
y1eld1ng particular patterns of variation in organizing tendencies among

,; 4 ”
"g@chools in different sectors.

School Goals and Administrative Patterns

The institutional-contingency view centrally assumes that school
goals and administrative patterns are "directed outuard" - that~is, they
reflect and respond to the norms and wvalues of lqgitimating enviroments.
Thus we do not regard different organization models. or tendencies, as
aimed at - or better or worse at - producing students' academic .
achievement. They may well have different educgtional consequences,
though; since they emphasize differeni\criteria of sch001 guccess and
establish school environments which nay unequally conducive to student
involvement and leprning.

The rational-legal model of organizationllocates authority in’
position, locates persons in positions on the basis of credentials or.

s representative elections, specializes functions, uses rules to govern

routine behavior, emphasizes standardized data to evaluate individual
or organization behavior. -Centrally, the nodel aims to counter

tendencies toward traditional and particularistic values.

\

e oo 13




“We expect thatfscl\qﬂs organized and constrained by this model:
embrace multiple educatione; goele. but emphasize the prepe.ration of
students for academic an& v‘ocetional futures; emphasize teacher cre=
dentials as the basis of giring, assure standard curricula and ‘student
evaluations; routinely cdiiect standardized deta on student achievement
and teacher performance- .and have complex decieion-making ctures
inyolv1ng external and internal administrators and elected lay boards.

The traditional model ef organization locates authority in persons
by birthright or ordainment, emphasizes loyalty to particular values
and authorities, uses ceremony and rituals to maintain members' commit-
ments, emphasizes eigns of success. Centrally, the model aims to
assure value consensus and loyalty to officials. .

Schools organized arour? this model ehogld emphasize values educafion,

place high primacy on social support, emphasize moral values criteria in'

»'eelecting teachers and stugents, establish standard curricula and means of

assessing student success, attend to individual student achievemente'ﬁnd
fates, and show hiererchical control of decision processes - more or less
complex depending upoe.the number of organizational units related to the
sehool. .

The market model of organization presumes client control of organi-
zational products and Ope;atiqg models and assumes competing alternatives.

We expect that schools erganized under this‘principle emphasize goals
and practices not consistent with the publié or religious school models.

The non-religious private schools should show less diffuse goals, wlth more

empahsis on such values as individual development; place high primacy on

.8social support, particularly from the parent community; emphasize professional '

and/or particularistic eriteria for teacher selection; select students on
academic or particularistic criteria and use student dismissal as a means - .

of maintaining commitmentw(which traditional systems would generally avoid);

)
14
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establish instructional uniqueness through definition of methqde. as

vell curriculum. monitor individual student progress and: ephie

structures with shared influence of perente and heade. /f
We assess these expectations of sector tendencies uith iﬂ%& on public
and private schools' goal emphases; constitutent involvement and support;
) teacher and student.eelection criteria; mddes of instructional control;
information systems; d&nd decision-making etructu;es: ?ﬂe“institutionsl-
contingency view anticipates contrasts across public,ﬁreligious and non-
religious schools' tendencies on these organizational variables and
different patterns of school variation across eectore. In particular,
we expect that organizatiomal correlates of eonetituent euppgrt varies
across sectors,_given different'criteria fgflschool legitimation in the

specialized institutional environments. /ﬂ b

' DATA’
This study utilizes data collected through a survey of public

and private schools, districts and teachers in six San Francisco Bay Area counties.
Detaile& descriptions of the school populations, eemplee. and response .
rates can be found eleewhere. Our data base is a subset of variables

assessed by the school questionnaire, completed by school heads and their

aéents. Given high non-response rates for the school survey, wetetteupted

to assess biases in our estimates of sector organization'tendencies.

This assessment ie reporteg in‘lppendix I. Here we indicate our definition

of school sectors and grade levels, measures used for our study of

school organization, and our analysis strategy and techniques.




Sample and Sector Variables . v

While we do not predict specific d;fferenceé in the organization
of primary and sé oﬁhafy.schoéls. we wished to ;ontrol for sector
?ifferenceé in éézool grade-level distribufiona ;ﬂich might condition

results of our analysis. Thus, we defined primary and secondary school

. subsamples for each sector and conducted parallel analyses for the two_‘

grade levels. (A few respondent sc?oois do not fit our definition of
primary or Secgndary schools and were omitted from the study sample;
see Appendix II, "Classifications"). 3
We d&fine four school sectors for our initial assessment of sector
contrasts, ~ distinguishing between Catholic schools ﬁnder diocesan
control and independent religious schools = ‘in order todetermine

whether the organizational or the institutional (religious) environment
| 3

_ is more predictive of organization tendencies. The grade level and@

amples: primary public (N = 62),

sector.designations yield eight s
primary parochial (diocesan-baée: tholic schools)(N = 67", primary
religious independent (N = 14), pA ry non-religious independent (N =V18),
secondary public (N = 41), secondary parochial (N = 4), secondaf& religious
independent (N = 9), secondary non-religious independgntyﬂN = 8). After
the initial =analysis of means across four sectors, the religious schools
were defined as a single sector for subsequent analyses;

Given small Ns for the secondary private sectors, only the primary
school subsamples are used for separate-sector ﬁnalyses (the c;mparison
of means and a comparison of sector-specific correlations). When sector is
treated as a variable for analysis, parallel analyses are carried out
for primary and secondary school aggregates with sector defined by
dummy variables for public, religious and non-religious, independent

schools. In spite of an aggregate secondary school N of 62, one should

keep in mind that estimates for the sector variables are likelyﬂ’to be

unstable, given the small NS representing private school categories.

16 o



Megsures ) . ‘ AT

Apart from the measures of deciaion—making etructure and teecher ) -
ahd student selectivity. our BDeasures are bﬁeed on school heede' Tes~ | o
ponséd to check liete deeigned to identify p;rticuhr elphnec or '
administrative practices.- Thus, most of our indicctors of cchool (
_variables are dummy variablee or sums of dummy variables.

Thls approach has advantages and Qissdvantagee compared to the
more common scaling .approach to Organizetion variables. It allows 1
more straightforward reporting of salient organization featuree.avoiding
reference group comparisons and uneven etandarde of ten generated by a
‘demAnd for quAntitative responses about administrative practices.
On.the other hand, categoric responses cannot Jtop quantitative differences
in reported practices, e.g., the frequency cf schools' measuring of
student achievement or the exteneivemen? of use of achievement data
across classrooms. We believe that the categoric response anproach is
preferable for studies such as this, which eeek to tap a school's organi- \§
zation.as apprehended by its environment,
but not preferable for reeearch concerned with the inner workings of tne _
Qchcol.

Similarly, we prefer or;anization measures based on heede',definitions -
of school features - an "instituticnal" approach, which taps officiale' views
of their organization as opposed to a survey approach which can previde

more accurate measures of internal school processes. In sum, our approach

>

to measuring fegturee of echooi organization is designed eepecially to capture

variation salient and eignificant to the schools' many constituencies.

5

Our definition and measures of school sector are noted above. We also
' \

LR _anglyze straightforward measures of school compoeition° total student

Enr011ment (from official records) and percent n%nority students (from

respondent reports). Organization indiccs used in pultivarigte analyses
(underlined

~
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_below)and t?éir compon@nt mgasq}es(analysed'in Table 1) are as follows:

«  Program emphasis is represéﬁted by an indeéx of gggi diffuaenesJ,

‘the sum of 9 dummy vﬁiiabxps representing alternative, broadfaEhool goals

H
[

and by three hepburgs of program focus; a) College or vocational pre-
paratjon (;um of 2 dunmy variables), b)basic ekille and ethical value
(sum of 3 dummy variables) ) individual c'levelopment (sum of 2 g@
varigbles concerniné'social/cﬁlturai and self-esteem develo@ment).
Thehorganizational primacy of %he sgﬁoola' social-system is repre- -
sented by a climate indéx,. tﬂe'sum ofuiqdummy variabies' representing
int;rnal andnextgrnal support. These focusgs are representéﬁ, respectivelf:
by measures of a):internal syatem (éum of 2 dumiw variébies concerning
the classroom—relgvaﬁt :ariables of teacher c;mmitment and stuélnt
Qiscipliné) and b) external system'(sum‘pf 2 dummy vﬁriablgs concerning
parent involvément and general ftudent morale).
l Teacher'recruitménf standhr‘ _are represented by A selectivity index
(ranging from 5 tb 45), the sum of scores on 12 possible criteria from 0-5,
and by measures of emphases on a) moral integrity (suﬁ of 3 items concerning
religion and lﬁfestfle) b) rational-i;gal ériteria (s?m of 4 items concerning

credentials c) professionai criteria (sum of 2 items concetning experiéence and

s

philosophy of education and d) ascribed chafactefistics (sum of two items

A\

indicating gender or affirmative action concerns).

Student seleétion standards are represented by a selectivity index

(ran~ing from 2 to 13). the sum of scores on 10 possible cirteria'of studegt

"selection rated in importance from 0-2, and by measures of emphases on

a) academic criteria (2 items), b) moralcriteria (2 items), c)personal/social
N t

criteria (3 items), d) particularistic criteria (2 items concerning relatives'

school attendance and recommendations) and 2) ascribed characteristics (1

affirmative-action item).

S B 18
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'Igstructionh; control is represented by ‘& control index,the sum

. of 4 dugp} variables conoerniﬁ§7echool praoticee of a) methods control

- (aohool-vide use'of ~particular thaching uthode. .b) currmnu control
¢ (sdhool-wide use “of a pertioulﬁr curriculun). ¢) student progress reviewt .
school-wide and d)-etudent dieniesel fér poor ecadeniéj::fh. '
Infgﬁmation control 1s repreeented by an ggdex of accountigg reguire-
ments,a O—ll scale based on«the sum of reeponeee regarding information
coﬂlected*for a public egency and by categoriee of information co}lected
(whether or not required by an agéncy) a) aégieveﬁgnt test data (1 item),
b) admissions/prizes monitoring (2 items concerning students' honors and
admissions to other educational institu*&one) a) climete monitoring ' | ;
(2 1tems concerning systematic surveys of students' and perents ettitudes)
d) client monitoring (;-point éoale summing b and ¢, above, used in multi—l
varigte analysis) and e) Teaoher_performance monitoring (1 item).

A\ﬁocus of decisicn-making data are summarized by a complexity index
(ranging from 50 to 122), the sum of ratinge of influence (0-5 scale) ‘
fori6 constituent categoryf(adminietrative system office, principal/head;
pastor/rabbi, fhculty.'locel school governing board, and parent group)
across 5 decision areqg(adopting a major change in curriculum, hiring
a new teecher. dismissing a teacher, determining student admiesions
oolicies.band defining the school budget). We consider separate measures
of 1£f1uence for each constituent category (influence‘ratings summed
over the decision areas as a proportion of total influence) and separate
complexity measures (as per above) for each decision domain. For

? multivariate analyses we employ indicee of : hierarchical control, the sum

of schopl or religious officials' influence ratioe acrées

- .. . "?
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-décision areas; and,lay gontrol, the sum of board and parent influence .

‘ratios across decision areas (the résidual of the two indices represent-
ing faculty influence).

! . S , .8 o IR S . .
Analysis *
Our analysis of these data aims to assess the institutional- -
: §
contingency arguments regarding patticular contrasts in the organization ;
7

tendencies of public. religious and nq#hreligious private schools and the -

d1st1nctness‘of the/sectors' organizing patterns. We also analyse school

variatioh in reported support (our climate indez) uithin and, across

so. ial-system support, any sector differences in correlates of cliga?q
and any independent advantages or disadvantages associated with the .
&

different authority principles embraced by the school sectors.fnv

\ AN

\

v ' In the first stage of analysis. we consider: a) tests of aif bre es

in sect%r means on detailed measuf’s of organization variables b) cefrela-
. tions of sector dummy variab}p% with the orga.nization indices and smdent Q
comRosition variables/p) mul%ipls discriminant analysis of sector
variables in relation to the set of organization indices and d) sector- °
i specific correlation matrices of the organization indices. These empirical
iassessments provide different perspectives on the issue of sector contrasts
in school organization. We rely mainly on results cbtained for primary
schools, given problems associated with very small samples of secondery
private schools; though we report the correlational data, and results of /)
the discriminant analysis,for secondary schools as well.

We use multiple discriminant analysis as an overall assessment of

sector distinctness, rather than as a technique for estimating the ,

4

. weights of particular organisation variablés in making the contrasts.
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The latter is shown by both the diff;renceq in sector means and the

matrix of °°°t°r.£ organization index co ations A linearized dis-

-

crininnnt Gtion is no$ roportod'for thio1;onnon and because the data
warrnnt~uog of vitgin convun} o~nltriceaf.rt o  than & poolod nntrix
which would yield variable we tings for -the throe-eector discimination.

In the second stage of’analyaia, addressing school climate
variation, we consider a) sector-epecific cor:olations of the climate
index with organization and compositigh‘variabloa andfb) regression
anﬂ&yses of the climate measuré - on the orgaéization Andncompoaition .
variables. We emphasize that our index of school climate is exggemoly
crude in its reliance on heads! reports, its relianco on global
assessments of social -support (teachers' ‘dedication", students'
"discipline"$ student "wmorale" and parent "involvement")§ and‘its
simple ordinal scale character. ‘Thus, results should be read with
caution and used‘fo direct further research ra;her than to.reach
conclusions. |

o i | . | )
. 3
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contrasts igaschool organization and coqniders possible
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’ ORGANIZATIONAL DIFFERENCES AMONG SECTORS

. Y . /‘
Our assessme;!tof sector differences in school organization

considers a) differences in means across four schéol sectors on

organiutionnl indices and their oo-ponont neasures; b): cmohtions
of sector dummy variables with composition vtriablea and organi-
zationad indices; and ¢) multiple discriminant analysis of school
sectors in terms of the organizational variables. In the first
g;alf;is, we assess the institutional-contingency expectations

of qualiative and quantitative differences in the organization ‘of
public, religious ¥nd non-religious prifate aschools. .AAdistinction

between "parochial” and religious independent schools allows us to

assess in what respects religious suthority, agqoppoued to the

schools' organizational context, appears to influence internal

organizatgonal patterns. The second analysis s es sector

“of school composition variables.' The third analysis provides an

overall assessment of the organizational distinctness of the

school sectors.

Natﬁre of Sector Contrasts

The data reported in Table 1 show mixed support for the
institutional-contingency argument. ?;;s is the case for both
lines of sector contrasts an& the ggfure of differences among.

schools.

Lines of Contrast. The two categories of religious ‘schools sghow
- »

similar patterns vis-a-vis public and non-;e&&gious private schools
for most internal org;nizational var;ableg‘(program emphasis,
soc1a1 gystem primacy. teacher and student recruitmept, and
instructlonal control) but different patterns for variables in-
fluenced mosf direcfly by external organizational arraqgements

/ }
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(information contyol and locus of decision making).

Exceptions to this generalization are that parochial achools
show somevhat higher levels of(fiachcr selectivity than independent
religious sohools.and 'ubotlnti.lllr h;l.chu: levels of student
sel;ctivity (placing greater emphasis on moral criteris ahd
pdrkicnlaristic'ériteria. such as piigr enrollment of relatives).
The only exceptions with regard to information control and
decision-making patterns are that achievement te;t data are -

uniformly collected across segtors (thus ahowing no.differépcep

between the two religious sectors) and the relative influencé of

“

parents ig school Q:cisions is comparable for the religious sectors
and intermediate between the pubiic and nénqreligious private
sectors, while n;significant difference in faculty influence is shown
across .the two religious sectors and 1':he public sectdr.

Where religious ipdependent schools depart from the parﬁchial
pattern, they generally appear to operate like non~-religious
independent schools. Compafedto public and parochial schools (
both sect? show substantially lower accounting -reﬁqiremen& ’
lower levels of climate monitoring'through surveys, lower leveld of
teacher ﬁonitﬁring, and intermediate attention to individual student
achievements. Further, both show higher relative influence of the
school head and intermediate levels of lay board influence vis-a-vis
public and .parochial - schools. Hovev??, the non-religious
‘independent schools show more ihfluence for both faculty and parenfs
than do religious independent schoo}s; while the religious independent .
schools shou_greater influence of pastors/priesta,hthough less than
for pdrochial schools.

Thus, uhetheq one locates a line of contrast between religious

and non-religious privafe_schools or between parochial * and inde-

pendent private schools depends partly on which set of organizatimal

e /7 23 .




, - - BT
vari;blea 1; emphasized.. Hovwever, if the decision-makimg data are
"summarized acc;rding to three categories - hierarchical control
(considering external and internal administrators and paatoru/prieate
as organization officiale), lay control,(considering school boards
and parents a# external to the oulﬁ\iution authority system) and
faculty control - the religious schools show comparable patterns
‘vis-a-vis public agd non-religious ﬁrivﬁte schools. Both religious N
.sectors appear to have morelhig?archiéal céntroi (.59 and .55 vs .49
and .50 for public and non~religious schools, respectively) aAﬁ less
lay control (.25 and .27 vs .34 and .31). With this representation
of the schools' decision-making structures, a line of organizational
éontrast is more clearly between the'religious and nonTreligioua 7
private sectors, » '
SUbsequent anﬁlyses maintain on}y th;wpubiic/religioua/non-
religious private sector distinctionq and use the summary codings
of decision-making sfructure. One should keep in m%nd that aoﬁa
organization-based differences within the religious ;ector are

masked: higher . teacher and student selectivity among parochial

\

( ~

schools; greater client monitoring(of student achiev ;Lts and client
attitudes)by parochial schools; and more complex dec{bign;making ,
processes within parochial schools, with greater decision-autonomy

of heads,of religious independent schools.

Nature of sector aifferenées. Th%\data are consistent with some

expectations derived from an'1n§t1tutional-contingency view of
school organizgtioe; Namely: the private schools place greater
emphasis on social climate (or broad constituent support), with
nori-religious schools more géavily emphatizing parent support;

.+ private schools are more highly selective of teachers, with
religious schools emphasizing moral criteria and the non-religious

schools emphasizing professional and ascribed characteristics;

Jmn e ( ~ { -~
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non-religious private oﬁpools rely more on student dismissal to
mnintain‘program success; independent private schools show lower

accounting roquir:::z:: and private schools ge ly'nro more

attentive to indi student fates, vhile public schools

emphasize aggregate client data; and religious schools show more hier-'

archical ) décision structures, wvhile non-religious private

schools show greater parent influence. .
Some of our expectations are not borne out by the data.

Given our measure of goal diffuseness, pubiic schools show lower-

rather than higher - levels of diffusenes’. Administrators tended

to report no program emphasis rather than multiple emphases, given W

significantly lower levels of‘repor¥ed emphasis for each of the

response categories - including that relevant to continuing

education or work, which wve expected to be particularly indicated.

Thg goal ordering for the religious and no_n-religioua sectors

is as expected, with the fornerﬁvory high on basic skills and ethical \//)

values and the latter somewhat higher on individual development. -
No sector patterns are revesled by the data on instructional )

control, ex:;pt vith regard to student dismissal. Control is

slightly, but not significantly, higher among prijlte independent

schools. The tendencies to standardize the curriculum and to’

monitor student progress appear\;omp;rably high across sdttars,

though means and extent of control may vary. School control of

“teaching methods appears éomparablylirxf‘requent across the sectors.
A relative emphasis among public schools onYachievement test

data is not shown, given apparently routine use of such tests

by achools in all sectors. Counter to our expectation, teacher
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pefformance monitoring appears more routine among parochial than
public schools - thoﬁgh this nni not be the kind of standa;dized

“evaluation vprooodu.x;' ve oxpdot in the public sector. The .
overvhelming tendency of parochial schodl heads to report tescher
‘m'on.itoring is not clearly interpretable; it may roneo; a mu-
c‘r::tic institution, a common means of instructiomal control, or an
emphasis on teacher-head coqnuﬂicgtion in thiﬂ}:octor. Given the
substantially lower 1;vel'of teacher monitoring foported among

" religious 1ndependeht schools - where we expect ccnpurnblé
pfgfessionaf'and social relations between tdachers and heads -

we suspect that parochial school bureaucracies mandate and enforce
teacher performance evaluations, apparently more commonly than

among public schools. The nature of this woss-sector difference -

as an_aspeét\gf the schools’ information system or a means of
instructional c:ontrol - should be investigated in further research.

Finally, the parochial schools appear to have more complex
decision-making processeé th.n'public schools, in spite of their
greater hierachical authority. This means that across budget,
curricular, staff and student selection decisions the total reported
influence of various officials, faculty and parents is greater-on
average - among parochial than public schools.
Apparently, the "privateness" of parochial schools and tﬁeir
traditional authority principle combine to effect wide involvement
4

in school decisions, with hierachical control maintained. However,
the summary measure doesn't capture the greater differentiation
within the public sector of decisicn processes across domains. Speci-
fically, the component'data show curricular decisions to be more
complex within the publd¢ sector; while other decision domains
arparently are more specialdzed than they are in the parochial systems.

\) ’1
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Sector Differepceevin Composition and Organisation
The correlations reported in Ehble 2 eummarise'eector differencee
in school organization and in averagefsize and minority enrollments.
They also aliow comparison between ﬁriméry and secondary school samples.
A3 we haye already noted, the organizational variables analyzed
in thie study discriminate amoné the public, religioua and non=-
religious private gectors - with the exception of 1nstruotional
control (or reported achool control of curriculum,methode and review
1 of student progreee). The contrasts obee:ved for primary schools @
appear also for secondary schools, with few exceptions.
In terms of goal diffuseness, the public eecondafy schools
. 7 appear intermediate beteeen religious and non-religious private schools -
with religious schools still substantially higher on the diffuseness in<
dex. In terms of the climate, or social support, index;-publi?
secondary schools afe less-dietinctly iow rela@ive to religious schools
than appeared for primary schools; and the public and.religioue sactors
arelcomparable on:the client moritoring inde¢x. In terms(of_deeisien
structure, tﬂe ievele of hierarchical control do ﬁet disfiﬁguieh ‘
secondary=-school sectors, while levels of lay and facuitylinfleence
yield contrasts between €ie public end non-religious privtte.eectore -
.with lay influence eubetantiallyiﬁ her and faculty influance‘ sube
stantially lower within the public/zector.

Minority composition does not distinguish the sectors except for
the secondary school aample,'where non-religious private schools show
Isignificantly lower levels of minority emrollment. The size variablev
dietinguishes public from both private sectars, particularly at the

J secondary level. Since tﬁis variable eould provide an interprefetion

of differences in organization variables, alternative to the authority-

3
base argument, we should attend to size cqrrelates within the school

o gamples. é ’ 2 4
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We note that size is negatively associated with goal diffuseness;
but this relationship ia shown only for primary achools, and the .
correlation is much smaller than the negative correlation of the
public sec?or with goal diffuseness. School sige is positively
associated with accounting requirements among the primary and
secondaf? schools and with client monitoring among eecondar; schoolar
which could account for the public-nonreligious private contrsst on.’
this organization variable - but not the comparable levels shown
for the public and religious sectors. Finally, decision-making struciures

are associated with size, particularly ddong the secondary schools:

‘total enrollment is positively correlated with lay influbmge and

negativel} correlated w%ﬁh hierarchical control and faculty influence.
Given the relative sizes of cérrelatibns involving the séctor and en-
rollme;; variables, this pattern is more likely td,;giigg& than to
exblain sector differences in decision-making structures. Of course,
correlations tell us:ﬁbthing of causationj but thewéita relevant to
school size help us to rule out this variable as an explanation d@'

1
observed differences bx sector organization.

&

Sector Distinctness )

Multipi:\ discrim;pant analysis of the three school sectars in
relation to our organizational indices (?hose variables included in
Table 2, excepgﬁcomposition variableq//;nd the faculty 1ff1uence measure)
supports a view of public, religious and non-religious private schools

as organizatipnally distinct. Three findings are relevant. First,:x

a test of the homogeneity of within-sector covariance matriees

v

yielded a chi square velue of .07. Further, as shown in table 3,

both the summary measﬁres of within~ vs. between-sector variation

and the rates of classification success indicate the clustering of

organizational tendencies within’sectors.

<8 ‘
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The data show slightly less overall difference between
the public and religious sectors th:n between the public and
non-religious private aootura or”é&e riliq}oua and non-
religious private sectors. This is ihégfite of greater sthool
‘variation within the non-religious private sectar (as indicated
by the generaligzed squared distances shown from this sector Do
each Bector)ﬁégubvtrthﬁlﬁﬂl’ the cross-ssctor distinctness
appears substantials and 84 per cent of public lchoola 96
per cent of religious schools and 93 per cent of non-religious
private schools can be correctly classified with information on
the 8 indices of school organigation.
Additional perspective on the organizational distinctness
of public, religious, and non-religious pr;vate school sectors
is provided by comparing correlations among organizational variables
across the sectors. As summari in table 4, this coﬁparison
reveals rather different patt‘ tns of organisational variation within
the three sectors. Notably, of the 7 significant correlations
among organization variables observed vithin the public school
sector, only 2 are observed for both private gqétora and 3 are
unique to the public sector. Such differenceQ caution one against
analyses uhicy aggregate schools from different sectors and against
the assumption that a particular orgsnization policy or practice
will have comparable effects among schools in different sectors.
The nature of differences observed here suggests ways in which
the ugique institutional environments of the sectors condition
the consequences (correlates) of particular or‘%nitation.piaéxicea.
However, 1% is aiso worth notiné that within ;ach sector hierar—
chical cqntrol appears to trade off with la; influence and external

accounting requirements tend to produce client monitoring (p:e-

-

sumably schools ' efforts, under scrutiny, to signal success and

‘ 29 <. -
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generate looal support). Also, except among non-religious

private schoola, goal diffuseness is associated vi%h iid; social
. support (the olimate index) and instructional control is
associated with goal diffuseness. Apart from these oommon
tendencies, pattefna shown. for ﬁublio schools are distinct
from those for the private schools sectors.. ‘ 1

The extent of hierarchical control :;pqur to .be l more

critical distiqgtion among private than among publio schools =
high levels distinguishing scheols with lower levels of faculty
influence in decision~making a¥: ;iithin the non-religious sector,
schools with higher levels ofvinatnuotional control. Rational-legal
strﬁctures and norms apparently’constrain school officials!' autonomy
in the public sector. However,.we observe a strong negative association
of lay and faculty influence in this sector - indicating mainly the
potential of public school boards to oonstrain teachers' role in
decision-making (compfre standard deviations for board and parent (
influence shown in Table 2).

! The association of teacher selectivity and accounting require-
ments among public schools 3%y re%iggz/ggs\nghter hiring autonomy
of large primary schools wfih special programs - with capacity for
hiring teachers not allocated through routine processes a&nd
with greater accounting demands. This inference is based on
an observed sector-specific correlation of teacher selectivity with
school size of .26 (;nd ~.25 with distinct size, challenging a simple
tdistrict-slack' interpretation). The correlation of teacher ’
selectivity with instructional_gggfiol among religious achools
points to the capacity for tight internal management of religious
schools; while public schools may need to sacrifice autonomy in

order to gain control over the important domain of teacher selection.

. - | M * ’
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Finally, the correlation of instruc;ioﬁnl control and the
climate measure among public schools (shown also for public '
secondaryschools: r =.40, p = .08) may reflect 1nltitutio£a1
demands for tighter program definition in the public sector.
Inportantly, the pattern is not shown among religious and non-
religious private schools(r = .02 and .17, respectively)s nor are
there differences in sector means on the control variable across
sectors, as we have shown. Thus, while thé in-t;uotionnl cont;oI ,
variable cannot accou#t for observed sector differences in reported
constituent support - as the Coleman, Hoffer and gileore conclusion
leads us to expect -'it does appear important with the public
schoolveector.

We proceed with further cross—and withins sector analysis of
the climate index, since this appéars to be an important school
variable mediating student achievement and/or reflecting the
legitimacy accorded a school. Clearly our measure of this variable
is crude - representing school heﬁda' reports on the conatriﬁutiona
to school 8success of students', teachers' and parents' commit-
ments = and more intensive cross-sector analysis of this vg;iable

is required before firm conclusions can be drawn.

) A
CLIMATE VARIATION WITHIN AND ACROSS SECTORS

This analysis 1is concerned mainly with the question of
whether not a) s;c?ors show similar 6fganization and composition
correlates of climate and b) organizational differences account for
the contrast o; the cli#nté\q;:iable shown for public'and private
schools, pgrticula;}y public vs religious schoolg (see Tables 1 and 2),

In addressing these issues, we examine both sector- specific

31
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corrol.toa of our olimnto indox and resulta of rogrelaion
analyses for primary and .ocondnry schools including dummy
variables for seotors.

Table 5 shows aoctor—apocific oorrelations of the climate
measure vith organization ‘and composition variables‘analyzed in
this study. The cross-sector patterns are similar 1n that teacher
selectivity, accounting requiroqgnta, client monitoring, and deoision-
making structure are uniformly unrelated to the oohool climate
measure. As we have noted, instructional control appcnru to support =
or reflect = school climate in the pﬁblic sector only.. Goal
diffuseness is positively related to climate in all but the non=
religious primary é;ctorl (where the relationship is .26 b;t not
statistically significant). Importantly, nei ther school size nor
minority répresentgkion is related to climate in the public sector,
with the latter ;nly weakly negatiyely\rolated to climate among
parochial schools. These yirilbloa ara.atrongly related to olimate
in the non-religious private sector, with size qhoﬁing a positive
asbociation - and minority oomposition a negative association =
with reported constituent comnitment. These findings raise doubts
about standard organizational oxplaﬁatiqns of superior commitment
‘among private school constituents. |

The regression analyses reported in Table 6 are not entirely
warranted, given the sector contrasts we have just noted. In
particular} the size ;ng minority comfosition effects are produced
partly by their importance in the non—seligious’private sector;
and the local importance of inéf}uctional contrdl among public

v

schools is 1ost in aggregate analysis. thetheless, they allow some
net assessment of any sector effects, independent of organization

and composition differences.
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The overwhelming predictor of reported oonstituent support

.4" 1s multiple school goals, regardless of cth& organisation
*~variables and sector. This finding may well reflect the capacity
; of schools with wide support to expand their domains of education;
b\g it 1= :I.ncona:l.atent with a view that more focused goals, e.g.,
emphaa:l.s on the bu:l.cs, is conducive to conat:l.tuont commitment.

" For both pnri.nn'y and secondary schools we see positive
regr‘b!aion effootl for sizse and negative effeots for ninor:lty
enrollment, controll:l.ng for the organization variables. These

[ findinge are consistent with the view that minority enrollments
generaliy are stressful to a school's social climate (or piovide
a percept;ton of disharmony in the school environment) but inconsistent
with the not:l.on that smallerxr sohool size may account for the
advantage “of private schools (cf. Salganik and Karweit, 1982: 158,159).
'; Apart fi‘pmﬂxede regression effects, the primary and secondary
_ sectors show different results. Among the primary schools, client .

"

"morii.t'o.ring is fa negative predictor of school climate,” perhaps .
réfleq;t'ing residual tendency of schools to use parent andlcqv student
surveys’ when school aupi;ort is low (the correlatiorms :I.nvolv:i.hg ‘client
monitoring, goal &ffuse;;ess and climate shown in Table 2 reveal
a lower-than-expeci‘}ted positive association of client monitoring and
climate). ' Further, the data shown an independent effect of \rel:l.g:‘Lous
school sector, suggesting that the traditional authority principle
is condug::l.ve to supportive school climate, apert from organizational
patterns. This effect :I.s consistent with our institutional-
contingency view and could probably be accounted for by variables

\ focused on the social Byl‘l:ema ‘of schools.

Among secondary schoo].n, 4he instructional control and hierarchical

control variables show pop:l.\t:l.vg ipdependent ugochtiona with climate. i

s T .

These findings reflect, in $he first instance, the pattern noted
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earlier for publio schools (given tholargolub'snnplo N for #

this sector) and, in the second instance, the weaksr (than noted for primary

schools) publio~religious contrast- on climate and the capscity of | «
hierarchical oontrol to aocount for climate variation after other
organization and oomposition variabies are controlled. One'might
interpret these results as supportive of\Coleman, Hoffer X and

¢ Kilgore's argument regnrdi;g strioter school policies among T
religious aohoola.' However, neither instructional control not
hierarchical control 1s~usaooiatq§ with the l;ctor vlri;ﬁloa iﬂ
the secondary school sample (see Tablo.Z), and neither variable
correlates significantly vith'cllmst:'witﬁin the religious sector
(r =.42,p=.18 T =t,02, p= .9, reapoctivoly)

4~/”/; Clearly, further analysis of school olinnto is nooe-anry to
sort out the unique apd*oonmqp faotors which goncrnte, or undermine,
constitutent sup;ort of public,religious and non-religious private
schools. This assessment suggests both that unique factors are ‘
iﬁportant, i.e, that Qne cannot assume public schools generate
éommitmt\n the same ways thit\rgiam‘a‘chooh do and that =
at leést among gpimary achools = religious schools are more
routinely agle to assure wide oonstituent support. We suspect
that theAtraditioﬁal authority model is particularly conducive to
conﬁéituent'support - in contrast to both the rational-legal and

market models.

DISCUSSION

We have argued for a view of school organization and governance
which recognizes the specialized institutional onvironmegts- and their
dominant organization models and norms = ;hich distinggish the public,

religious, and non-religious private school sectors.
\ ) _ .
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Available theory on school organization and organisational
explanations of Coléman, Hoffer and Kilgore's data do not allow for
P
such qualitative dififerences across the sectors. Our ahnly'io vas
motivated by a oonoern that basic orglﬂilltion differences might
= _ significantly conditiqn the effects of public sohaol policy simed
at "equalizing" seotor differences in school governance, climate

: “\
and student achievement. N S

U

Our data show lines of orgamizational distinctness across public,

’f?:

: religioua,and other private schools oonsistent with the claim that

the sectora follow different ‘models and norms of urgtnization. /

Following what we have'callod a market model, non-;oligioua

. private schoolt appear to géﬁer&to a clientele and support by emphaaizing
‘educational goals not championed in the other sectors, seleoting teachers
"with cqonsistent profossional nnd personal chnracteriatica. diamilaing‘poor
(, students, and following a model of parent/head control.
t _ > Consistent with a traditional model of organization. religious schoole
tend to select students and téachers on moral oriteria, quphasise local

[y

constitutents' commitment and’inwolvemont, avoid student dismissal relative
to other private ;thoois and,ﬁttend to individuals' sucgesses, and maintain
hierarchical control with wide oonstituent involvement{ in deciaion'making.
They also appear to émphasizg'i;‘relatively’vide range of educational goals,
including moral educatido. ‘
Following ratlional=legal norms, public schools - as we know - are
constrained against gtudent selection and dismissal and against teacher
selection on particularistic criteria. The norms also suggest that

4

social supﬁﬁrt and involvement are irrelevant to the business of schools -

ERIC | »
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or at least seoondary to oonerns over teohnioal and budgetary natterjﬁz
+ Thus lower primacy and quality of aohools! nooi;l sy#tems in this
sector is not surprising.Rational-legnl norms nllg oonair.in the seotor
from signalling suocess with reference to 6u£|t.ndin¢ .tudont..'tonohorc
or schools and demand collection and evaluation of standsrd, aggregated data.
Further, they support differentiated deoision-making structures, whioh
limit widespread constituent involvement in sohool decisions. 3 |
Iiportantly, the different organisation models appear not to yleld
different levels or fooi of 1§ntructionll odntrgl. auggesting that the
academic programs of religious schools are not more tightly controlled =
as leman, Hoffer unﬂ Kilgore conclude from their study. Neither do
public and religious sohools appear to have different orglnizationel
ehvifonments, at least in te;;a of nocéuntinc demands - challenging a
view that external control struotures aiahifionntly ltfoci 1nt6rPnl
organization. Also} demographic conpoaitions(nt-loaat as repreeented
by minority en}ollmente) do not diatinguisg sohools by sector; nor is
+ this variable asgociated with reported sohool climate, except among the
non-religious pfivate schools = challenginé the view that doﬁOgraphic
comp?;ition is a ciitical d;terninant of schoola' social and acndenio

climates. ‘ \

o o
, J o )
Implicitions for School Social Systems
' We suggest that the rational-legal norms which dominate the environe

ment of public schools constrain their capacity to generate commitment
through means routinely used~g; schools following traditional‘or mafiet

" models of organizing. This does not! mean that commitments must be low among
publix schools conséituencies. It means only that thofpublic sﬁﬁ;oisthust

~ generate in&olvement and commitment through governance strategieé-and

practices legitimized by rational-legal organizing norms or the norms themselves

~
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must by modified to accommodate strategies oconsistent with the

traditioﬁn} or market models.
Oour 1n-t1tutiohnl-oontiné;noy view of school orgenisation is
concerned centrally with constituents' ideas about their own involvement
with the schools and the way schools should operate. In line with
Anitad Etziond's (1961) clagsic analsysis of oompliance under different
types of power systems (cooroivb,rolunorttivo,lnd normative) we suggest
that & fit between the or.nnisinc norms legitmised by school oon-titunnfp
and governance practices is important to memders' commitment and involve-
ment. We expect, for example, that a merit pay systea in roligioua
schools would un:ornino, rather than support, the involveament of
-~ constituents oriented toward a trpditional nodel of organization;
similarly, aolection of teachers according to li;ostylo standards or emphasis
on mgral education and school rituals in public achools would alienate '
consiituenta who expect rational-legal modes of organigation. Our

data showing sector distinctuess in organization tendencies and some

4
sector differences in correlates of reported social climate suggest the

/
value of pursuing this line of argument.

¥
Sugrested Research and Policy Options
Further reee;rch would f&cuﬁ more intensively on conltffuont
beliefs about proper school governance, governance strategies and
p;actices. and constituent involvement. For theoretical purposes, .

one would want ;o'study contrasts in school organization within each

sector in order ;; test the arguments that a) organization norms vary

by sector and b) congruent practices yield higher cémhitnonts. Cross

national comparisons would also be useful for identifying cultural, historical

and system factors whi'h might condition sector organization contrasts. For
. L

5
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public pélicy purposes, one vauld want to test the argument for
different segments of the public school system constrasting schools
on region, urban/rural, and socio-economic base).

Wo believe that ‘our argument, with further substantiation, has -
important implications for pudblio school policy and practice. Mos't
bagsically, if agendas shift to more centrally emphasize connsétunnt support -
as'a goal qr as a means foward student achievement - the

} 7}onception of education ¢ovnrnnnoo'-1¢ht properly shift to that of

generating commitment (in addition to managing budgets and programs),

in contrast to evaluating ltuddﬁt and teacher behavior. We note that J/
such a éoncqption ia consistent with the general view of ;//
schools as institutional organizations. The institutional-contingeroy

view has more apecific implications for alternative directions of change

in the public school sector. o . \

In our view, public. school policy and leadership have the capacity
to support greater "calculative" involvement consistent with the ritioqll-

" legal model of'achopl organization, to support a shift towards the tradi-
tional mode of urgunizatigp and greater norsative 1nvolvalon§. or to 'pﬁport
a shift tovard more coercive power and alienative involvement of local
constitueﬁts. "

The last option could result from law-and-ord:r demands, which
place primacy on negativ; sanctions not likely to be legitimized widely
by constituents with calculative (or normative) 1nvolved5nt‘vith the
schools. Strategies for control, in the law-and-order vein, are likely
to shift public schools farther away from the models of norna%ive

. community offered by the religious school sector.

. < The other alternatives are more promising, but we hypothesize

that a) the rational-legal strategies would be more generally éffectivg

»
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in the lhorf runj b) the vu;inblol‘of region, urh.n/rurtl and sooio-
9cononic base are likely to condition the dominance of ratiomal-legal,
norma among local school oghstituents, thus either etrategies vould have
uneven effectejand o) incongruent ltrlto’io. are not likely to be
effective and a "mixed approach” may be oounter-produotive of
"constituent support, .
‘
Strategies for ¢on;rnt1n¢ oommitment oonsistent with'the rational-legal
models are, not lurprilincly.lhélo whioh tend to be proposed and adopted in
the public sector. They include merit-pay scales, which offer resuneration
to, teachers or students; vocational programs, based on school business
alliances, which offer clear payoffs to educational work; and so on.
Purther, if schools are to thrive in the rational-legal enviromment
created by business orgnnisagionl, "tdvort{.inc campaigns” aight be launched
to generate involvement based on evidence of individual And social benefits
of education. Data erBIVlillblo to show, e.g., oredentisl-occupation
linkages; associations of oducntio? with produotive parenting, sexusl
satisfactionj and the llike. Clearly the publio educationsystenm .not"
capitalized on its merits as Judged by rational-legal organizing norms.
It has been the recipient of depands for achievement - production data
and strict assessments of education benefits, but it has not been
allowed to - or encouraged to - take responsibility for many of the
real benefits to society and individuals of the systems' educational
production. School goverﬁnn&e strategy consistent with the rational-
178l model would use such wide-ranging data to generate support for the
goods of education. 3 -
The second ctrategy suggested-that of shifting toward the traditional

madel of organization and normatiwe control - would entail socializing

ctuients, teachers, and administrators to beliefs in the importance of

39
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suhool comsunity and the value of teacher and etudent dediocation,
regardleas of remuneration.and to mys of sanaging soocial systems.
Such strategy would require a shift in criteris for svaluating
svhools, which would eaphasise sooial olimate, and probadly would
require decentralised government struotures, development of good
meanures of the quality of school social systeas, and support of
traditions and rituals which have meaning in the local cossunity.

To suggest that the last strategy is not feasible is to plece the
schools firmly in the institutional domain of reticnal-legal organisations.
Most likely, the public school system,taksn aa & national aggregate.
includes many local comsunities in which the truditional organisation
model is dominant. Nevertheless, they increasingly represent deviant
cases; and strategies designed to boost commitment under rational-legal

norms should benefit the vast majority of U.S. public schools.
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POOTROTES

L

1 See, for example, the papers published in two issues of Sociology

of Education devoted to airing controversy surrounding the. Coleman,

Hoffer and Kilgore report: volume 55, number 2/3 (lpril/July 1982)

and volume 56, number 4 (October 1983).

2 Only recently, with research evidence and education commentators

suggesting an i{nstrumental link between school nclimate" and student

achievement, has concern over the schoois' social and normative

environment been legitmized in the publie sector.
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School Variable

Program Emphasis
Goal diffuseness Index

College/Voc, preparation
Basic Skills/Ethical Values
Individual Development

Social System Primac
Climate Index (broad support)
Internal (teacher and student
discipline)

External (commnity support)

Administrative Patterns

Teacher Recruitment Standards
Selectivity Index
Moral Integrity
Rational/Legal credentisls
Professional (experience)
Ascribed characteristics
(Aff, Action)
Student Selection Standards
Selectivity Index
Acadenic
Moral
Personal/Social
Particularistic (relatives)
Ascribed characteristics
(Aff, -Action)

Means and Standard Deviations of School Organisation
Variables for Pour School Sectars = Primary Schools
SECTOR

x x x Xk

*x ok

Pre

Public
N u62

3.9(1.3
01 04 -

1,70 .6)

1.2( .8

2,7(1,6)

Paroc¢

N =67

Je

4( ,9)

1.6 .6;
1.7 .6

al

" Religious

Nal4

5.8 (1.4)+
4 (W7
91{ .4
517

3 ( 05)4'

Independent

Non=-Religiaus
N=18"

407 1'3

04 o6
134 7))
107 06

3.4(1.3)

1.4 .53
9 .9

30.1(5.6
4.\1.1
11.013.8
8.91.3)

NLT

)

-

——
—
-

4
6.4(2.4

2 103 -

0)
2.0(1.3
1.9( .8

8( .7)-



MHEL (Cont'd)

SECTOR
Independent ™ _
Public Parochial Religious Non~Religious
N= 62 N = 67 N=ld4 Nal8
Instructional Control ~ -
Control Index 2.00 .7 2,00 .7 1,9{ .8 2.3(1.1)+
Methods f 03 05 03 05 02 04 / 04 05
Curriculum € 08 .4 08 04 05 05 : 06 05
Student progress Il 4 JU S '94 4 Bl D)+
Student dismissal * ol .1 2l od)= 1 SlS
Information Control
Accounting requirements (index) * 4.8 2.4 409 204) 205 109)"‘ 2,0\1.4
Achievement test data ' 1.0( .1)  1.0(0) 1,0(0) 9( .2
Admissions/prizes ponitori * 30 .6 1,3( .8 U .6 W8 }§
Clinate monitoring (surveys « 15(.8) 1.1(.8) - (.8 6T
Teacher performance moni toring o * Bl .4) 1.0( .2 6 S+ 6{ 5
Locus of Decision Making - -
Complexity- Index +  79,4(12,0) 83,9(14.0 ®.3(4,0) - TL2(12.3
Administration (ratio) 13(,06)  .12(.05 .11(,06 J23(.12
Board (ratio) * 261,05 J5(,04 180,05 )+ 49,05
~ Postor (mtiO) * o1l 003 .19 .05 + ' 013 ow 007 01
Principal/head (ratio) + ., 5(,05) .28(,04)+ .31(.06 30,09
Faculty (ratio ‘ +  ,16(.04) 160,03 .18(,04 )= .19(.06
Parents (ratio + ,08(,02)= .10(.03 .09(.02 - J12(.04

1

\

*In the first column indicates 2 statistically aigni{}cantdifferenCe of means ﬁéfyeen . at least
\

two of the four sectors compared

() indicates standard deviation
+ or = adjacent to numbers in each column indicates the direction of correction suggested by our

analysis of survey response blas (see Appendix I). \

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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Oorrelation Nteiose of School Sector, Dumsy Varahles,
Burollasat Variables, and Organisational Indloss for \
Privary and Secondary Schools Separately, ¢ <

]

Public Religious Indop.. Fercent ob.Buroll CoalDiff Tescher Lnstr, Accte.Clin. Client Biorarch,lay m

ninority Select, fgﬂ. Regat, Todex Jypsst, Control Influanas Jnfl,

School Sec é
Pblic - L 10 G ) el mB 2RI 02 SJ8 S e
Religlous - 09 = 50 ‘ A6t Jet 15 08 2t 16 02 el i
Indep, - -, 054 - 44 I L1000 15 ~40e)T =3 100 S5 L6
Percent Min 004 '.02 "|02 - 123 .30* oll 015 024 \ 001 . .29* '.22 !34* . '024 L

Total Boll 5% =26 w2 /. =0 w09 W00 P06 02 gl
Goal Diffus,=53* 53 <03 <07 - 26 - 7R R R TR
Teacher Sel.-45*  A1* .03 09 -0 B | B U R A
IHStrlcontl 0 '.07 012 .11 "005 022* 17’ 011 026‘ .08 ola "'125 OH"‘

ACCtS Reqmt 019 003 '034* 008 036* 004 001 '00’4 019 080‘ '102 .09 ‘.11;":;

(limte =27 - 2 <06 =20t <03 4208 00 00 - A A w05 el
Client Hon =,09  .22¢ =22 0 10 2 ét JEO0 e 04 08 02
Bierar.Cntl =50t 58 <1 <08 =12 F B B S0 J2 05 . e e 08
e A AR R TN T N Y, N e S Y SN
Rculty Infl-.09  -02 1P <03 06 SR, Y O A U

\

: J
!

!

A

1 Primary Schools N = 125

+ 2 Secondary Schools N = 37 ,
3 Matrix for prinary schools below the diagonal; matrix for secondary achools above the diagonol,

N

'
1
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-
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Aeseeemen’c ot‘ Orpniuti:ongl Dietinctneee of

. Public, Religious and Indepndent:School Sectors®
Primary Schools y ’

: - . ) P
% . B
) L) . . Vi

5 .
Gg’nergiize_d Squared Distance to Schooltype \

From ¢ ‘ PRI Non-religious -
School Type , Punlic Religious Independent

Publit ‘J\ | 20.05 . 29.46 - 31.54 | 4
" Religious ' 28.49 19.90 31.99

Non-religious Independent 25.54 . 23.85. oo 23.29

Number of-obeeggﬁtions (and%) Clgesified into
2 : A . School Type

From ) : o o °."1 {.' ﬁon—religious

School Type Public g_;m ." Independent Total
~Public , . 37&64.19‘;1 ©os(11.a%) . 2(4.6%) 44(100%
Religious L 3( 4.8 66 95.7% 0 69(100%
Non-religious Independent . ‘0 7.25 13(92.9%)  14(100%

3, N | ' ; '

Total 40(31.5%) 72(56.7%) »  15Q11.8%)  127(100%)
Prior probability set e 543 . .0

o)

*Based on discriminant analysis including the echool eectoxt variables and
organizational indices (goal diffuieness, teacher eedettivity, instructional
control, accounting requirements, climate. index, cl.'(.m nonitoring. hierar-
chical control and lay influences Withfa covarignce matrices used (test

of homogeneity of matrices yielded chi squ&re 7& e of 07)

.
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v - Table 4

Correlations Among Organisational Indices
According to their Representation in the
Three Sectors - Primary Schools Only*.

Al]l Three Sectors: Accounting requirements with client
monitoring (Public .67; Relig‘.lous 153
Independent .T4).

Hierarchicel Control with lay Influence

Yy (=.63, =.T8; =.83, respectively).

Public and Religious: Goal diffuseness and climate
° (.57 and .24, respectively).

3 Instructional Contrl and goal diffuseness
- (.31 and .28).

L

Public and ledependent: oo None
5,

Religious and Independent: ' Goal diffuseneee and client monitoring
(.25 and .64,reepectively).

~

Hierarchical Control and Faculty Influence
(=.65 and =.62).

N

Public Only: Instructional Control and Climate (.40).

Teacher Selectivity and Accounting
Requirements (.37).

" Lay Influence and Maculty Influence (~.70).

Religious.Only: ' Teacher Selectivity and Instructional

' Control (.30).

Independent Only: Hierarchical Control and Instructional
Control (.55).

\ -

*This d8sessment is based on three correlation matrices:
for public schools (N = 44), religious schools (N = 69),
and independent non~religious schools (N = 14). Only
correlations statistically significant at the .05 level are
reported.
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TABLE 5 g

‘Correlations of School Climate !‘Lx with
Organizational Variables by Sector «

Primary Schools Only

. : 3 Independent
Organizational Variable ngl;c . *Religious Non-religious .
Goal diffusenesg Y bl .24* .26 ¢

*  Teacher selecti “» 01 . .05 .03
Instructional Control Lo 40* -.02 -.17
Accounting Requirements .06 - -.19 -.09
Client Monitoring -«,08 ' -.04 .18
Hierarchical Control o .0% -.23 .
Lay Influence «’éké .09 .00 :
‘Faculty Influence LW =-.15 .41

& 1 ?
Size -.02 .11/.34 .62*

Minority - (%) 12 -.26%/.18 -.66%

<

1 Correlations with size and percent #.nority are shoyn separately for
parochial and z%ligious independent schools, respectively.

#*Indicates correlation statistically significant at the .05 level.

s
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- . PABLE 6 & g :

Regrespion Analysis of School Climate Index
for Primary and Secondary Schools Separately.

Primary Schools Secondary Schdéls

Vgriables Analyzed b B F \ b B F

t Organtzatidnal Factors:

v Goal Diffuseness .262  .412 17.84 JT5 .659 23.82
Teacher Selectivity = - - - - - T -
Instructional Control - - - .411 .286 4.64
Accounting Requirements = - - - - -
Client Monitoring -.131 =,163 3.68 - - -
Hierarchical Control - - - .066 .239 . 3.04
Lay Influence ' - - - - P -

Compositional Factors: -
Total Enrollment(1,000) .972 .158 3.38 .  .305 .212 - 2.47
Percent Minority -,006 =,185 5.30 =-,009 =.231 2.63
Sector
Public - - - -* - -
Religious .284  .148 2.40 - - -
_ Independent - - - - - -
N, , ' 125 37 .
R© 4 .25 7.81 .50 6.14




-

APPENDIR I o 43

1
[N

N
Qur strategyéfor asseﬁaing potential biasing effects of high
\Qon—reiponse rates entailed 1) c;nparﬁng means and standard deviations
on tasic school, persoqul‘and student composition variables for
" respondent schools and n;hprespondent*echools in the sample populations
(broken down by sector and ty grade level)1 and 2) observing correlations
of variables for which differénd‘éxwere noted with variables of ‘interest
to our analysis. ' .' i b

Table | shows results of the resﬁondent-pOpulation (nef respondents )
comparisons. Statistical teata’are not done, since ve-are‘not comparing
two independent samples; we consider as significant any difference greater
than 10 percent of the level shown for the non-respondent population.

Respongent schocls in the public primary sector shoq'larger district
contexts and have smaller minority enrollments than expect;&; while
seccndary public schocl respondents are larger and also have smaller
minofity enrollBents. .

The parochial primary school respondents are in larger districts
and have lsrger minority enrollments ihan thé sample population
respondents. Ns for secondary schools in this sector are so small (4 and
7 respectively) that analyesis is not warranted.

The religious primaQy and second;ry respondent schools are smaller
than population non-respondents; and the primary échoola are in larger
district contexts. Non-religious primary school respondents are
larger and from lar;er districts than the rest of the sample population.

These differences are of concern as they relate to variables of

interect te our analycis. Sector-specific correlations of school gize,

14

1 The sets of variables compared differ across sector according to data
availability. The only measure of student composition available for
all sectors is percent minority. A¢)

ERIC - . . 51 .
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\

district sin, nnd unoﬂt}«mllunt (u tm autmam respondeny

N
schools from thoir nplationa) vith our research varisbles are shown

in Table 2. lts are reported for prinary schools only, since -

— 2

a’zes for parochial-and independent private secondary

schools ;!clude sector comparisons.
7 The ﬁatterns‘of correlations are summarized in Table 3 and

pgﬁtiqular biages in our estimates on sector tendencies, based on

AR

'regpondent samples, gre inferred. This assessment suggests only

directions for correction of estimates from our data.' Our initial Ve

e
detailed aralysis of sector means takes the likely biases into account
]
in assessing sector contrasts (see the "+" and "-" notations in Table 1,
indicating direction of correction for bias). Importantly, none of tkre

sector contrasts noted would be altered by suggested corrections of

meAns.
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. Noans on Selected Variables for Byfhondent and 4
Non=respondent Populatica Sohooly by Seotor and
: Grade Level

Social Size and District Context ' \

School enrollment

Nean W 44 1015 206 N0 B IP ke 56 AT 1y
) I 163 478 6 & 10 53 N9 9 O 1D B
M 66 M5 411 67 & 4 8 9 n» I8 6 -
Datrict enrollment , o |
Nean 18,020 20,424 19327 19004 25,932¥ 29,575 23, %08* 21,006 28,075 28,038 27,060 21,767
SD 9207 16,281 17158 16147 20,570 23 823 22,154 19,437 24,176 20,755 26,296 22,54
N 5 w4 100 &80 0P 9 22) 18 &
Personnel '
Aides M ,
Nean , 9'0 904 | 906' 703
SD 5.8 7.1 10,7 65
N 62 ™ 39 100
Certified Personnel (*)
Mean 10,6 1,0
SD 26 34
N 6 B
»
.' ~
53 Fl ! continu.dunn

i
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y "
— NON-RRLIGIOUS
ELDEVIARY GECONDARY ELEMEWMARY  RELIGIOW |
P W R W R WP EBEMUT SHONAY LOUMM
i OB P R i
Teachers (*) - § N
~ Nean R 9-1’ 11,8 2406* 3405 2001‘
8D ! 40 85 176 5.0 130
I - 15‘&3 B, 9 @ 18
Student Composition :
Minority (%) | |
Mean 308 uh B 0 % o % BA - KA i
5 | 2l 0 029 -9 H 17 % - 19
N : 62 T 39 10 67 m U - - - 16
Prograns for handicapped
Héan 0 r 01 0 .0 |1
[ 17 8 9 2 18
¢

[

1anla vary with data availabiu;cy 2 Yl for secondary parochisl and non-religlous prinary are tdo suall
T Ixﬁlicates Respondent level departing more than 10 per oent from non- respondent public
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ADPENDIY

Study Variables

Progran Emphesis
Diffuseness Index
Prep Focus
Tradit,Poous
Progressive Foous

Organizational Emphasis

Climate Index
Course (fferdngs
Internal
External
Selection Criteris

Teachers
Selectivity Index
Rat/Legal
Noral
Professional
Ascribed (Aff dction)
Students
Selectivity Index
Acadenic
Noral
Personal/Socdal
Particularistioc
Aseribed (Aff Action)

Ry
#
" ‘g
\ ) . AR
TALE ¢ y
o
. !
‘l
F

Correlations of Respordent Bias Variables with N
Iﬂemmh Vardables for Prisary Schools by Seator.! ! ]

B N L T S

olig, Foo-Relig, ;

Dist.Enrel, % Minority Dt Farol, # Minor, Sohool Burod, Dist Enrel. Sehl mfuu bl
"

(n.sz)' (W62)  (Nw2)  (Nab5) Hald |

!
- . - - ,55 - - »
- '125 -.28 L] - » - »
- - - - L] » - . |
- - -2 - -’ .
. «J} - - - - - ,
- u"“ - L - - .56 LN
- -,31 -.48 ) - - .51 ., '
"28 - - - L] ] - L
" - - N 66 B - "
. . 3 - . . . .
- ‘ - Dt - |60 L] ‘
A - - [ ] [ ] - [} \‘V:
! ‘s '
‘ Continued. ... - .\:




2y

AFPENIX 1 N HELL  (oontnd)

Ocrrolations of Rupondm Mas Vardables with
Ressarch Variables for Prinary Sohools by Becter,

v

\mu RAROGRLIL m% .
| Tt Burol, % Mnority Dat Bwol, §Minor, School Bevel, nut Burol, mm.mm
Study Tariables (Wab2) (m62) (Ra62) (reff) 1.14

Instruotional Control
Extent External control 29
Nothods
Currioulum
Stugent Progress
Student Dismissal

, Head Involvenent

DT
<o
' TN I T B |
T 5 8 8 3

Infornation Syatem
Erterna] oontrol Index
Ach, test reporting
Student Awards
Climate monitoring
Teacher performnce

s
& 8 9 3B

Locus of decision meking
Conplexity (total)
Auin (ratio
Board (ratio
Pastor(ratio
Principal (ratio)

Paculty (ratio)
Parents

e 2 1 2 3 2 3
1 & 3 1 &§ 1
3
“ad
o
s 2 2 5 & 2 3B
3
2 &8 8 8 2 8

=29 -

* Only correlations statistically significant at the .05 level are reported,
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, . TABLE 3-1]

- 4
ASSESSMENTS OF BIAS ASSOCIATED WITH SURVEY RESPONSE PATTERNS
' PRIMARY SCHOOLS ONLY | ’

Ag, W
(%ﬁﬂgz FEATURES DISTINGHISHING
F RESPONDENTS FROM
v | SCHOOL POPULATION CORRELATES INYERRED BIAS*
. & -
/ ~PUBLIC = DISTRICT ENROLLMENT Teacher selection - Sample overestimates
/ (LOWER FOR ngspormms) , rational/legal (=.28) use of rational-
’ legal criteria of
teacher selection
Extent Instruotienal
' control (+.29) Sample upderestimates
' : extent of instruotional
Curriculum’ decision control. _
v, ~ compléxity («.29). Sample overestimates
' ocomplexity of
ocurriculum decision.
MINORITY ENROLLMENT Program emphasis Sample overestimates
(LOWER FOR RESPONDENTS) on preparation (=.25) schools' preparatory
/ focus. . . A
Organizational emphasis Sample overestimates
on external support Schools® emphasis
(=.31) iy on external support
. . Organizational emphasis and on °fmr',' offerings.
on course offerings :
(=.33) ¢
. Control of Instructional Sample underestimates
AN method (+.38) schools' control of
) ;} instructional methods.
‘Ratio of parent inflyence Sample overestimates
in decision making parents' influence
*o(=.29) in decision making.
PAROCHIAL  DISTRICT ENROLLMERNT Program emphasis Sample overestimates
(LOWER FOR RESPONDENTS)  on preparation (-.28)  schools®' preparatory
focuﬂ. L
Climate Index (-.27) (Sample overestimates
Organizational emphasis overall support
on external support and extefnal support). -
= ’ (-040) ) . .
Teacher selection - Sample underestimates
affirmative action . Use ¢of affirmative
(.34) action standards in

Ratio of heads influence teacher hiring
in décision-making(.30) Sample undermstimates
Ratio of faculty influence heads influence in
o actam decidon making, and
oayee decislons  foculty influence over

L | > (.24). ‘ " budgetary de’cisions.
/ A1

»

. Contra e
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ASSESSNENTS OF BXAS ASSOCIATED WITH SURVEY RESPONSE PATTERNS
FRIWRY SCBOOLS OMLY ,

. v

~ BECTOR FEATURES DISTINGEISHING
RESPONDENTS FROM

SCHOOL POPULATION © OORRELAIES | ZFIERRED BIAS*

N

©

(HICHER "POR RESPONDENTS) Climate Index (-.27) (Sanple underestizates

Or tional emphasis overall school support
on external support and external support).
. (-.48). | - ,
Instruotional control Sample overestimates use
through student use of student dismiasal
disnissal (.31).
Ratio of pastor Sample underestimates
- influence in decisione- pastor influence in
. making (-.29) . ' decision-maling.
RELIGIOUS SCHOOL ENROLLMENT Qoal Diffuseness Sample underestimates
PRIVATE (LOWER FOR RESPONDENTS) Index ( .55) Schools' goal
' . diffuseness.
Teacher selection Sample underestimates
moral criteria ( .66) use of moral criteria

for teacher selection
and affirmative action
for student selection.

Student sel~ction
. Affirmative action

< (.54).
¥ Accounting requirements Sample underestimates
index (.58) external control of .
- e schools and their
Information on {pfornntion on T
teacher performance(.78) teacher performance. -
DISTRICT ENROLLMENT Ratio board influence Sample underestimates
. (HIGHER POR RESPONDENTS) in dqcision making(-.T1) board influence in

decision making and
Ratio faculty influence o o . mates e

in decision making(.66). faculty influence.

Ratio external control Sample underestimates
s of budget decisions(~.70)external control
of budget decisions.

Q
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. ASSESSIRNTS OF BIAS ASSOCIATED VITE SURVEY RESPOKSS PATTERNS
| | PRIMARY SCHOOLS OMLY ( )

SECIOR  TFEATURES DISTINGEISEING ‘ . ' e
RESPONDENTS \ ! -
‘ QORRELATES ZEYERRED BIAS®
.
. ' /
NON-RELIGIOUS SCHOOL ENROLLMENT ', | Climate Index (.62) Sanple overestimates
PRIVATE  (HIGHER FOR RESPONDENTS)  Organidation emphasis oversll eupport, both
' ?n 1r)ltorna1 support internal and external.
«56 ‘
Organization emphasis on
external support (.57)
‘( .," / ] ) ] ‘
| b Student selection Slnplo overestimates use of
i scademic oriteria (.60) academic oriteria for
i student admission and
‘ Instructional oontrol reliance on student
* .__through student dismissal.
N 7 digmissal (.61).
DISTRICT ENROLLMENT Extent dinstructional - Sample underestinates extent
(HIGHER FOR nssponngm'rs) control (-.51) of instructional control
P especially monitoring of
S tudent progress (-.57). student progress. _
monitoring .
/e *
]
.
¢
<9

]

*Parenthesis ( ) indicate that the irferred bias is probhbly incorrect, since
bm in the opposite direction is suggested by gnothel; feature distinguishing
the ‘respondents from non-respondents. '

»
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APPEIDIX II ' 34

- )
DATA PREPARATION WORK »

The preparstion of the data for analysis included correcting classificstion
errors, identifying snd correcting {d aumbers on the survey files snd

the vsrious external dats source files, correcting coding errors, finding
sdditional information to replace missing data, and identifying kaypunch
errors.

In order to esse the reporting burden on schools, information which was
believed to be svailable from ¢xternsl sourcea was not asked on ths surveys.
This resulted in three different survey forms for the public, private and
Cstholic schools. External sources of informstion used were the public School .
Information Form, private school affidavits, and asurvey forms frow the San
Frencisco, San Jose snd Oakland dioceses. . These form .the SIF, privste affi-
dsvit, snd Catholic Hardcopy files respectively. The diocesan surveys were

in three different formats. {nformstion asked was not consistent scross
forms, reducing the number of variables available for analysis.

' g;gugggggcgion ' .

The schools on the survey, SIF, privato affidavit and Catholic hardcopy
files were compared to the 1981 California Directory gf Public Schools, the
1981 Cslifornia Privste School Diregtory (which includes Catholic schools)
and the 1982 Catholic Directory. Information for one Catholic school was
added to the Catholic Hardcopy file. Pour public schools were added to the
SIF file. Fifteen non-Bay Area schqols were deletsd from the private sffi-
davit file. Three schools were transferred from the private affidavit file

to the Cathoiic hardcopy file. As s result, the files contain the population
of schools in the six county Bay Arss.

-

It was decided to eliminate vocstional, continuation and handicspped schools
from this project, assuming that their school organizstion would be atypical.
This resulted in a loss of 51 schools from the SIF file and s dooll from
the public survey file. -

The Catholic schools were divided between the Catholic and private files,
according to their organization. Diocesan and parochial schools were classi-
fied in the Catholic file, since they are part of s diocesan school system.
Although it is not as tightly coupled as the public school system, the

diocese provides support services and assisbance to the parochial and diocesan
schools as well as formulating policies and guidelines. While individual schools
are more free then comparable public lchooll to differ from diocesan policy,

the existence of policies provides more localiséd. ho ity than the Catholic
private schools have. The schools classifjed ss private Mchools in the 1982
Catholic Directory were classified into the private file. \Eight schools in

the survey were found to be misclsssified according to t criteria. Four
were transferred from the private to the Catholic file ard four were trans-
ferred the other directiod§ One’ parochial school returned both a privste and

a Catholic survey; it was eliminated from the privste survey file.

Our project redefined the grade level variable used to clesssify schools as
elementary or secondary. Since it was unclear whether middle schools would
follow elementary or secondary patterns of organizstion, they were excluded
from either classification. Elementary schools vere defined as any combi-
nation of grades K through 9 with no grede over 9, with the exception of middle
schools containing only some or all of grades 7 through 9. ScNbols that included
a combination of grsdes 7 through 12 but no grade lees than 7 were defined

» as secondary, with middle schools again excluded. Schools that included
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grades 10 or above and grades 6 or below vere classified as combined «leman-
tary/secondary.

File Merging : . (:

Most of the problema in merging the survey filee with the appropriate ex-
ternal file came from mismatched ID numbers. The use of tapea from external
sources resulted in the lack of a common ID number for schools returning
private and public surveys. A bridging file of ID numbars vas constructed.
Confusion over conatruction of IFG ID numbers’ resulted in a difference between
the eurvey and bridging ID numbera for 30 public, 18 private and tvelve Catholic
schools. In addition, six schools on the Catholic survey or Catholic hard-
copy files had mismatched ID numbera, mainly from keypunch errora.

Three schools on the private affidavit and bridging files had common school
nacee and cities, but differing ID numbers. Grade spans in the aurvey and
affidavit files were compared. The two schools which had the same grade apan
{n both filea had the ID on the bridging file changed. The school that had
differing grade spana was eliminated from the affidavit fila_and ainimal infor-
mation was added from the Californis Private School Dirsctory. Private

schools with multiple campuses vere listed separately om the .affidavit file
but singularly on the survey file. The multiple 'listings on the affidavit

file were eliminated to match the survey. Y

Coding

Many items on the survey were dichotomous items vhere the respondent checked
an item if it was relevant and left it blank if it was not. When” these items
were keypunched, blanka were recorded as missing data. This waas corrected
for variables representing admisaions criteria, areas of achool emphasis,
practices contributing to school succeas, teacher hiring criteria, and data
collection practices and requirements. If all items within a group were
unchecked, then the items remained coded as q*lning information. Otherwise,
they were coded as ni;:tclovnnt. ‘ w ~

Missing Variables

Some missing data (e.g. grade spans, enrollments, staffing variables) were
replaced either from other sources or from calculatigna based on available
data. Other data were supplied based on logical deductiona from available
ata. For example, some schools reported being accredited by a particular
accrediting agency but did not report being accredited,
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N\ A
CODING DECISIONS . y

1. All files

] ~
A. Dichotomous variables

The following were coded as missing if items were not checked. If all
items vithin a group were unchecked, e assumed that that group of
items vas skipped and coded items in that group as wissing. Othervise,
unc?osk.d items were coded to gero vhile checked items remained coded
to '1°. '

- l. Admissions criteria V68 - V78 u‘é’
2. Areas of school emphasis V82-v90 »

3. Practices contributing to school euccess V91-V10}

4. Teacher hiring criteria V103-V114 ,

S. Data collection practices and roqu{rcn-ntn V151 - V168

B. Influence vafiables ~

L}
Schools did jnot always indicate the influence of all groups for a \\\
given policy. This pattern did not appear to be random, but seemed to
indicate no influence. Therefore, missing ratings were coded to the
lowest influence category unless the ratings for all groups were missing
for a specific policy.

C. Data collection variables

that they collected, it. Since they did not report collecting any
required data, information reported as being required to be collected |
was coded in the raw data as being collected. (See the Gilliland
sumnary for identification of specific schools). r

9
‘ Several schools reported that data was required to be collected, but not @ '

D. Accreditation

1f¥schools reported be1n2 nccredi;ﬂﬂ/ﬁy a specific ageucy but did not
indicate that they were &ccredited, the raw data was changed to reflect their
accreditation. (Again, see the Gilliland summary for specific schools)

E. Definitier of gra level variable

Since our study/was concerned with school organization, ve separated

elementary and pecondary schools. Elementary was defined as any combi-

nation of grades K through 9 with no grade over 9, with the exception

of middle schools containing some or all of grades 7 through 9 alone.

Schools that included a combination of grades 7 through 12 but no grade less than
7 were defined as secondary, with migdle schools again excluded. Schools -
that included grades 10 or above and grades 6 or below were qlnnnified as
combined elementary/secondary.

F. Missing data and keypunch errors
. .

Some missing data was added in by the Scott subproject through calculations
from other data and from external sources. In addition, some keypunch
errors vere identified. (Note: Several wmulti-digit keypunch errors .
vere foﬁgd, waking it unlikely that the keypunching was verified when it was
punched). See Gilliland summary for details.
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Q q: c.' 1D numbers

The second digit in the idousbqrs of 30 public schoole, 18 privste
schools and 12 Catholic schools wers changed to match idnumbers on the
bridging file.

11. Publ schools

et

A. Elimination of vocational, continuation and handicapped schools

~Ny 51 specialised schools wers éliminated from the fils of all public schools
and 6 schools wvere eliminated from the survey file. The idnumbers
of those eliminated from the survey were: 10339, 10540, 10342, 10533,
10566, and 10043. The rationale was that their organization was not
likely to be typical.
14
B. Schools added to general file

Cdsco Cdsdist Cdssch . Totenr Crade GCrdspan ﬁchnon
1 61239 6094734 133 1 K+6 | Arts School, Oskland
38 68478 6072037 . 503 i K-3 Paul Revere Annex, S?
43 69401 433472 1968 2 9-12 | Leigh High, 8J
43 69666 6060099 1069 . 1-9 Harte Jr. Hi, 8J

C. Added information on schools in survey:

Schoolid GCrdspan Grade Totenr Schnam -

10148 912 2 1442 Santa Clara Hi
10149 912 2 1547 Santa Clare H.S.
10232 78 . 700 Bucheer Jr. Hi, SJ

II1. Private Schools

/

A. Elimination of parochial and diocesan schools
. 1}

All parochial and diocesan schools were originally on the private

affadavit fiie and vere eliminated. Four parochial schools -
were transferred to the Catholic survey file from the private survey
file: ’

Schoolid Schname

20111 St. Anthony's Elementary
20114 Sacred Heart Grammar, SF
20164, St. Francis Cabrini

30226 St. Elizabeth'e , Oakland

® .
20037 on the Catholic file

4
B. Elimination of duplicate school
< ~.

St. Leonard's, Fremont (schoglid #30222 on private file) wvas
eliminated. 1t returned both the private andéCatholic surveys. Since it is
a parochial school, it was retained in the Catholic school file.

C. Elimination of non-Bay Area schools

‘ Fifteen non- Bay area schools ware eliminated from the private survey file:

?
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30202,
01221,

F.

30203, 30207, 30210, 30220, 0227, 0228, 30206, 0212, 30216, 30217,
30209, 30223, and Y0218,

Additibu of privats schools to survey fils
Four schools were transfsrred from the Catholic file

20056 Salesian #.8., Richsond

20092 Ismaculate Concsption Acadeny, SF
20177 st. Francis H.8., MV

20002 8c¢. Joseph's Notre Dame H.S.

Schools with same name, differsnt CDS numbers

Three schools had the sams name but different (DS numbere on the survey
and affidavit files. Crsde spana were check¢d. Two echools had the
same grads span on both fidles: UIr. Am. ll;ﬁl:u.l, sr
Sunnyvale.Christian High, MV
The CDS number on ths survey fils waas changed to match that on ths sffidavit
file for these achools.

One school had different grade epanai San Joee Christian, Campbell.
The informstion on the private sffidavit file vas dropped, and

sinimal information from the Californig Private School Diregtory

vas sdded.

Dropping and adding schools from the affidavit file

Thres schools were droppsd from the affidavit fils:

CDSSCH Sc n

6913131 Redwood Christian School - Redwood Campua, Castro Vlll‘Y
6995450 Redwood Christisn School - Crossroads Campus, Castro Valley
4340105 San Jose Christian, Campbell

The Redwood Christian Schools are two campuses of a school returning a single
survey. The San Jose Christian School had changed grade lsvels from 6-12
to K-12,

Minimal information was added on schools in the survey file but missing
from the affidavit file.

Cdssch Sch d Crdspan Grade Totenr Relig Schnam, Cicy

140376 30011 K-12 3 1102 2 Redwood Chrietian,
Castro Valley

6972832 30032 K-8 1 126 ° 2 Redeemer Luth, Oakland

4340105 30141 K-12 3 206 2 San Joee Christ., Camy

508 | Pinewood Pvt. Schl.
of Los Altos

—

6979413 30155 K-8
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Addition of missing data

. Schoolid Tﬁegg; Grdspagp Gﬂgde Schnan

30139 86 - True Learning Ctr.,RWC

30011 1102 K-12 3 Redwood Christian, Castro Valley
30032 126 K-8 1 Redeemer Luth., Oakland

30113 396 K~-12 3 Fr. Am, Bilingual

30141 206 K-12 3 San Jose Christian, Campbell
30155 508 K-8 1 Pinewood Pvt. Schl. of Los Altos
30178 485 K-12 3 Sunnyvale Christian Hi

IV. Catholic Schools

A.

B.

C.

»,

Elimination of private schools’

Four private schools (according the The Catholic Directory, 1982)
from the survey file (20056, 20092, 20177 and 20002) and 29.from
the Catholic hardcopy file were ¥1iminated. - e

Transfer of parachial schools from private fil??
Four schools were transferred from the private survey file:

20111 St. Anthony's Elem .
20114 sacred Heart Grammar, SF

20164 St. Francis Cabrini

20037 St. Elizabeth's Oakland

i

Three schools were transfgrred from the private affidavit file:

Cdssch grade Schnam

6979389 1 St. Elizabeth Seton Catholic Community,PA

6979470 1 St. Elizabeth Seton Catholic Community, PA

4340642 1 St. Lawrence Elem. -

Addition of school

One school was added to the general file: A

Schoolid Cdsco Cdsdist - Cdssch totenr grade schnam

020194 38 68478 6981278 566 1 Holy Name Elem., SF

Correction of ID numbers:

Schoolid Cdssch TO Schoolid Cdsco &
20110 | : 38 ke
. | 6978928 ' 20150 )

20138 - | 41 ,

3845245 20088

6978928 20026

6981568 20113

s
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E. Addition of missing data .

Schoolld Totenr Schnam

:

20183 291 St. Joseph's ,
20170 1093 Archbighop Mitty High School
20039 996 Bishop 0'Dowm High School

VY, .
«.L;./ \







