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_tro..o - .Zon

The development of the . ntr i - -~ “2rview focused arovnd thrzs
<2 e - - - . N . ’ - .
corcerns: arenas for decisicr -aal ing wheo - za: decisions and wh is /
coverned by them. ‘We wanted = be ab.. z: . relatively detailed evidernce
ibe
conczrning issugs about whici -<iszior oL > recurrentl, an: deliber-
. _ A ’
ately, Each such issue, inde: -ach z.. .< - .z=ze about the issv:, was -
. 10 L . -
ccenceptualiz d_as;having a pert:rcular Tvra LIty structure or, %é we
: /e
./
h¢”e preferred to call it, cont--1 st ir .at 1s, the concept o
) * . * '/ -
‘control structure centered arcu. . the Turior i : one could identify/ “or any
issue about which a decision ha oseer .. . .- .ade the-décésion ¢r tad input
. PN : -
to it (the INPUl"populaglon) anc who © .. s -2 rned by it (the O TPUT popu-

latlon) Thls is'a structural ——ientziziz WhI T deals with the/boundarles of

;
> /

control in decision~making, anc =idests s mors namic aspects?surrounding
. " . /. -

decision processes themselves = the : rurs of ompliance. 3/ :
- We wanted the instrumer-c all flexi. _Zty in the specification’

-

.5 D oe . . . ) . ' L .
of evidence about decision is-—.. ir - :zh schcal and in the designation of

- -~

the nature of the INPUT and C.7 °T pop—lations.. This requifed a substantial

EX

level of detail for both the sior issues and the populations. The set
of issues’Would have to be su:Zfc—2nt.v discrete to permit us to assess g

whether felationships existed -- =en types of-decisions and type of control.
S . Y

strucutre. It was also crucial t: .t we be atle to 1dent1fy a Jarlety of

types of control- structures that r:- AT arlse and evolve, in partlcular by

virtue of dnitizatiqn\_,For7exa“plsv ;n‘those s:hools which_adopﬁed units,

=

". ; : y - ) - N el - r~ ) -
we expected new INPUT and QUTPUT pop._.ations to appear in the form of unit

luaderé‘individually and collectively. We also wanted to be able to assess

3 - . R N

e B ,

RN . . . ) a
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g
simultaneous -.:nge in the relative ¢ pro- sence of to “Terent contrc.
structure ty. with respect to decisi. ‘ - ‘ne type gaine
prominence, ¢ collegial decisi. 1-ma: , which or -~ -zveral woulc
. : a «{y{
. - - . X T .
. show atrophy  :h respect to a p- ‘= .= issue? Thi_ r: red an invsatory
v i i
of individual s-d groups in and - zne school Wi n- —=tially would
. be involved i- dec151on—making e -~ governed in sof - “=shion by that
- cecision. Qur instrument, therc~ . :ad to be amenzble :c detecting
. o ! ' ) L .
different types of control stru te  -=te myriad of ¢2zzlied evidence
-about each deczsion issue. , ¢
) We identified seven gener  are: s for which we ¢ . identify issues
about which d¢ sions would be .2 in the schools., T = were:
1. Curriculum scope and _ _an:. o
. - - 2. Instructiondl materiz
3. Methcds of instructic-.
4.A Mctb >ds of reporting =tudent evaluations
- 5. Msth>ds of responding to student misbehavior ) \\\;}
E I ) P 6 .
6. Grouning of students °
¥ . .
. 7. . Hiring practices .
o " Issues were framed under each; because we wanted relatively detailed evi- '
T < . ‘dence concerning these issues, for each we identified an inventory of topics
& - . ’ -
. each of whi h itself was a potential sub-issue dbout which a decision céuld have

-_béen made at some point{ For example, under currlculum scope and balance

-4

rone +issue was ''the decxslon to teach the subjects taugnt in the last four

v weeks.”r“However,'the real details of this issue could be obtained by

ERIC © . - B U S
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addressxrﬂ the issue to each spec1f1c subject the teacher taught that is,

if s/he ‘taught nath a dec151on Had apparently been made that s/he would

)

. 1 L‘ B N\
teach that spec1f1c éubJect - \ ' o . s
. A . r,\
For'l§;?same arena there were thres ::her~dec151on issues which could
" ) AN

bo @diressed to each 1nd1vldual subject in a like _manner, - These issues™
sone=tm.ad decisions about '“"t the ‘teacher »as asked snec1f1cally not to
teaci. gecisions to present-particular lessons for the subjects taught, and

d=cisions contexnlng the scheduling in the currlculum of each subJect taught.

""i

\
%» fore, under currlculum’scqpe and balance we had a list of 25 subjects,
CR

.4 ®

each™ constltutlng a potent1a1 topic for or plece of evidence about each of

the four decision issues. L x

"

The same kind of thing was done for each of the other arenas. A set-
of issues concerning decision making was identified; wherever applicable, . a

list of-topics/pigces of evidence was made to which each or mhgt-of the
issues could bevindividually ;ddressed. It became apparent that our best
means of obtaihing this data was through intensive, detailed interviews

with knowledgeéble informahtétin-each school whe would describe the specifics
of decision making in a variety ofvareés. The only viable alEeInatlvt for

-getting such detalled 1nformit10n, that of statlonlng observers in the schools

o

to make -first- hand documentatlons of the dec151on nrocesses, was beyond the

.

mans of the project.

The, project staff launched a six-month-effort to develop -an appropriate
- ) . T . .-. :-"’ ) E ' .
interview schedule and recording forﬁg Several trlal forms were produced,
K4
fleld tested wlth local’ 11fbrmants, and the responses reduced to the requlslte

indicators of control structure as a test of their ult1mat° ut111ty Proce—
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dures for training ihterviewers,were,also = Z out.  The final.form of the
so-carled control structure interview and -.: -:les for date reduction and .
index construction are presehted in this TerITT,
| dThe interview procedure was broken Zzwn into two steps., The first

. . ! H ’ .
was concerned with identifying the indivi iual. pieces.of evidence addressed

by esach issue., Suffice it to Say heres thz:t the interviewee waé sent a self-

s '
-

administered questionnzire which was desizssd to tap this information. A

more detailed description of the format o< this questionnaire can be found

. . b
in Packard, et al (1976). .

The instrument was administered tc principals and to a sample of

-
.

3 * L3 i .
"informed" teachers in each schooly/{The interview with the principal,

. whose position provides proximity to decisions from which teachers are

_typically removed, differed from that with teachers only insofar as slight

modifications of wording were required to direct him/her to cohsider

decision making from the teachers' rather than the administrators"perspee—

. tive. In addltlon, pr1nc1pals were probed about the area of hiring practlces.

Nin ormants were deflned as teachers who- are 11ke1y to know who makes vhat '

‘\

'decisions by virtue of their experience; positinn, tenure, and prestige in

the school. - PEEEE
For the firefJWave_of détg collection~a sample-of informants was drawﬁ
randon]y so that no more than nine teachers and the principal were 1nter—

viewed in each school, This approach was followed due to the lack of 1nformat10n

“

o
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" which would identify "best" informants, On subsequent data collections , |
fdllbwing acquisitioh of a great deal »f information about each of the members

of every faculty, a smaller number of teachers was selected 1argeiy from the
: _ Le: _

original sample who best fit the informant criteria,

Information Coilscted in the Interview

EY

The‘Preaath of potential informaticn obtained in the setféadministered

Questionnairelfollows with a separate description of the issﬁes and pieces
of evidence comprising'each decision arena, Note that the decision issues
are framed as questlons, wh1ch is the form in which they were presented to
the respondents h

e Ecch questlon llsted under Dec1S1on Issues defines the nature of the
issue about whlch a deC1510n had been made regardlng each.relevant p1ece of
eyidence that the respondent méntidns:y Each piece qf evidence indicated
represents a separate decision under.the respectzve issue, 4 i

¢

“Curriculum Scope and Curriculum Balap:e

T

Decision Issues

. 1. What subjects have you taught in the last‘four weeks?
2. At this time ‘are there any subjects whlch you are expllcltly asked
'not to teach to the ch11dren you teach?

Responses fbr ‘each Subject in List:

. . ) . i
1. Yes, asked not to teach oL : , !
2. 'No, not asked not to teach : . ' \
3, Don't know. : ' ' i

‘,Respondent could also indicate if there were no subJects at’ hll ;
- that s/he were instrutted not to teach--this allowed the inter-
A ' viewer to shortcut the 1nterv1ew by not going through each SULJeCt

1nd1v1dua11y »
. a

. . ’ ' .
. R : S 8 x : . .
3 - . . . X .
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. 3, The lessons which you present for each subjsct you teach,

’
i

-4, The scheduling of each subject you teach.

Evidence: Subject Areas

01--Spelling
02--Reading
§3--Other language arts
O’—-CO”DL”“ language
Oa——dath°wat1cs
06--Social studies
07--Science’

08--U.S: histbory
09--World history
10--Geography

[f;e}

l11--Health
12--Art
13--Music

14--Physical education

Instructional Materials .~

“

Decision Issues

Sitew

16--Othexr

17--Religion ‘
18-<Crafts (weaving, ceramlcs)
19--Drama

20--Values

?1—-Handwr1t1ng penmanshlp
22--Drug education
23--Phonics 2

24-~Career education
25--Manual arts (woodworking)

26--Honte ec. (Jew1ng, cooking, nutrltlon)
27--Citizenship”

1. What materials -are-usually in the school?

)

2. What materials have you -used in , the last four weeks?

3. What materials have you been asked not to use?

7

Evidence: Materials

01--Textbooks
02--Workbooks
03--Other books :
04--Programmed materials
05--Audio-visual equipment
©06--Audio-visual materials,
. (films, etc.)
. 07--Construction 'supplies. ~
- (used’ up during use)
08--Construction tools
09--Games and puzzles.
10--Language labs
11--Laboratory equipment

3

N
. "12-=Sports "equipmerit

.13-~0ther : '
14-~-0ffice &quipment - .
15--0ffice supplies

-. 16--Diagnostic tests

17--Reading labs, -~ - . =
18--Math labs, T '
19--Magazines and newspapers:
20--Instructional kits-

.. 21--Homemade supplies. made by

teacher and/or student



Methods of Instruction

Decision Issues

1. What methods of instruction are used in the school?

2. For which methods of instructden is use restricted?

Evidence: Hethcds

L%

. /
.0l--Lecture to class o 14--Projects: 1nd1v1dua1 or grouv
.02--Recitation by.jpupils’ . 15--Other
03--Grou discussion ' 16--Peex nelplng peer
04--Question & answer period - 17--Tutors
! " 05--Field trip 18--Dramatics (role playlnn)
-' ' 06--Audio-visual presentation 19--Small group instruction
07--Programmed learnine ™ '20--Teacher aides
i 08--Use”of outside 4+ xons, ’ 21--Learning centers
¢ : ' speakers 22--Team teachlnv
¥ . . 09--Laboratory 1: 7.
10-~Individual ;720 oo

.

11--Performance contra=’ -«
12--Games or contests
13--Indepeadent study

9]

[y

’

Methnds of Reporting Student Evaluations

Decision Issues

1. What methods of reporting are used in the school?
€ P . ) . -

~

2. How frequehtly is each method mentionhed used?

PR ‘v
’

'Evidence: Methods of Reporting

01——Regu1ar ‘Teport card sent to - parents : - - .

v 02--Special note sent to ‘parents. : '
A " 03--Regular personal conféeremce with parents
e ‘ - 04--Special personal conference with parents

"Oa—-Telephone conference with parents :
N - ° .06--Other method of reporting : .
1\ . 07--Work or examples sent: liome ' o .
’ ’ 08--Spec1a1 Pr :upplementar) progress reportq '

°
P
3
Hrh

._\u*\

. . N ‘
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N o o - . e . \\
el theed L T . - bR




«  09--Written narrative P .

; . 10--Pupil progress check lists

«# 11--Test) results reported

t 12--Informal (unscheduled) contacts with parents
' 13-‘Parents observe classroom

f
>
N

Methods of nesoondlng to Student Mlsb havior . r//¢

[

2ecision Issues

1. Whichways were %ised in the last week to respond to student misbehavior?
; o , o
. i - ¢
2. Which ways were you asked not to ude?

o

Evidence: Methods of Responding

Bn
01~-N1thdraw1ng privileges from pupll

'02-+Scolding pupil,either privately or in front-of class
.03--Sending note to parent(s), include telephone parents:
O4-—Ind1v1dua11y counseling pupil .
05--Arranging a conferénce with parents. '.’
06+-Sending pupil from class: sending to counselor, prlnclpal hallway, etc
07--Detaining pupil: after school
08--Detaining pupil: during recess, lunch
09--Requiring extra work 4 .
10--Spanking pupil (on hand, cheek, bottom, etc ) . e
11-~Using other physical punlshment. push-ups, etc.
» 12--Giving unsatisfdctory conduct grades L
13--Pun15h1ng group as a whole e }
14~—Separat1ng Pupil from class e.g., having pupil sit or stand -
in corner.
15--Threatening to use any of the above
16--Other response ~  /
17--Rewarding p051t1ve/behaV1or

18--Embarrassing, humiliating . . .
o -19-~Ignoring -
o : 20--Behavior modﬂflcatlon spec1f*ca11y mentioned. extreme
u 21--Othex phy51ca1 punishrent--extreme restraints or abuse

-22--Unsupervised isolation of student
23--Not giving special privileges

<

,'*[ .




Grouping of Students

Some -evidence was gathered from teacher informants, other from principals,

< Ny

Teaclier Evidence

’

T - 1. During the last four weeks, how many. di‘ferent groups of children
iave vou tavght? ' S :

AN K

2. For each group of children, do thes children in that -groap have
any special characreristics which distinguish them from other
children in the same grade, such as ‘ability, sex, interest, etc,?
Response: For each group menticiicd, the teacher answers either

. "'yes' or '"mno." ,Eachigroup” then, represents a piece of evidence

about which a "yes" or '"no' decision was made with respect to

+ .. grouping by special characteristics.
3. How many childrqﬂ were in each group? l o
4. What grade(s) were included in each group?

+ 5. In which.groupé, if any, did.subgrouping occur? B

w

Principal Evidence

3 . - v - B
: : 1. In this school are all classes based on age only, or are some
based on other characteristics as well?

Response: Principal either (1) age only or (2) other characteris-
] . tics as well. If #2 is ind%cated, then the following question is
[ also asked. ( - ' :

"

2. How many classes are based on other characteristics as well?

o

Qo . ' o ‘ .

T 12
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& 'Hiring Practices P
Pr1nc1pals were’ asked beparate questlons about hlrlng prcctlces used
) [
for permanent teachers, teacher- aldes, and teacher subﬁtltutes
+ - Delision Issues - ' : S e A -
' 1. ﬁow any (a) 3_;za:ent teach s,'Lb) eacher aideé.are /h your school{
2. What zre the recduire neats to be qlred as a (a) p_rmanent teacher )
“or (b) teacher subst1tu1e9 A max1mum of four requlrements was requesﬁed
. ) “4 . , - '
L. ! . W ¢ ) . ) ! . (. u.
Ev1denCe . NN SN :
- ) T S
T ) “00-—None (no 2nd/3rd/4th requlrerrent)~ o e
i S ,Ol——Cert1f1cat10n (proféssional cert1f1cat10n state certification) . ’
‘ e ‘ .~02—-State Board of Education requ1rements_ ' ) R coT
. - . 3~—County requirements’. ©E e "
"~ » +04--Board of Education approval (city-wide substltute llst) _ o .
- " . -05--Two years. college (64 semester hours) ) ] S
06--Coliege degree o a o o . T
© 07=-Classzoom experience’ : R _ . / ;
* 08--Adequate training - . ' '
. 09--Sat15factory college reoord ‘ )
L ~ 10--Recommendations - - _ >~ -
f o 11--Personal interview o
- "~ 12--Health examination . e e T R S
S .:13--Cert1f1cat10n in. speclallzed field - - - L /
’ - 14--Other - . " o o '
’g' . B - . ?; = R ‘ » " . : >
. - o‘ 3 4
N '-'Decision'~I-SSlle . ... : ' ‘,': R . | . ‘- “ , o . | : ’ U . - :
’ . s v : D . . : : . » R
3, What are the. requlrements to be h1red as a teacher a1de7 A maxi- - .
-mum of four reqdlrements was requested .
Evideﬁce T — L T IR oo .
" 00--No teachers a1des (no 2nd/3rd/4th requlrement) . R - |
: .~ 0l--No requirements " o PR S IR
- E 02--h1gh school graduate : Do o .
’ ‘(": et \ ' ‘ ' ) - ‘
ot . Yo .
kS ) h“ ' : 4 . . . . . <. -~ 1
O ' i T - , PR

- .
' . : .
" - . R . RN .. E
B T P “ : oy ) . s e A - . #
% . . D . .. - . N . i ! i

L ' . 19 - N
0 o




\ L
YA N 4
f\\ : . N ‘ oo
& S
- 4 T oo-11- . S
) . . - AR ’ R4
03--Seme college ° ) ' f’N, < : . _
04 -. Collcve -degree or equlvalency ‘ A . s '
. 05--Aide training courses- N : T .
‘ 06-~County rsquirements .T‘-"’“-" LT e R
07--Federal Title I guidelines - - . ' " * . .«
08--State requirements - ,- TN R SR .
09--}ocal residency ~ ~ . /‘»EG'“ o o R :
10——Exper1ence working with chlldren ’ﬂ‘ S 4 _
"1}--Other experience -~ ;i_,"' e .o ’
12--Typing skill. ST ;;~v$‘+35 A ,
~13--Healt: examinatiorn ! e s R
14--Other -v IR s
e . . o . . 7
- - . . 5
Declslon Issve _ e T
&, What ocher characterlstlcs are sought 1n\h1r1ng (a) P anent .
"- - » teachers and (b) teacher a1des9 A max1mum of. four cnaracterls— L
o tlcs requested N R sl _gé',i o : “;
. P . st . R, '
Evidence . = v . 0-,”§\ A o
L N . . - N : S B - e ¢ - .
00--None" (no 2nd/3rd/4th characteristlc) - -
* ° 0l--Academic record (college grades, good - schoLastlc record) .
02--Téaching: experience * S e P
" 03--Advanced degree (M.A. preferred) ' I
04-fRac1a1 ‘(must abide by rac1a1 quota) S Jo
‘ OS-—Good recommendations -~ SRR R e
W 06--Interest in children, (de51re to. work w1th chlldren, concern“for
. . children, child centered) . .-
07-—Professronal dedlcatlonncbellef in value of educatlon)
. 08--Intellectual. 1nterest5r(scholarshlp,,knowledge)
s 09--Creativity RS
10--Flexibility. (adaptable to' change, W1111ngness to try new 1deas)
~ 11--Open-mindedness ' (freedom’ from bias) - -
“12--Ability to work with-children <, '
. .13--Ability to control (firm but klnd (disciplinarian) L .
©» - 14--Ability to work with- ofthers . (congenlallty, coopératlve) :./0
15-~Personality, non-specific ' | . o
16--Well-adjusted, mentally stable e o . T
.+ 17--Humane, humanistic . R o ‘ T
"18-~Character (good moral character, Chrlstlan pr1nc1p1es)
19--Health | p oo - N |
20--Appearance T e < ' . P—
1--Other N R ‘ ' .
/ ) - - N
- . ) \ \

4
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* SPECIFIC.TIONS OF INPQT POPULATION AND OUTPUT 'POPULATI N

4

decision-making in each piece. ~

1

L P

4

1.. 'Where were the
" of evidence? .

‘Vie furnished a

ist
the 3
. was made. e ' .
0--No answer N ’

l——Out51de your local “school

7—&W1th1n administration of your own school

«'3-Within- “your, teachlug staff
_’< 4--With yourself "
-“’5—-Don’t knoR . L
6~-W1th non- teachlng staff
L 7--2 and 3 ) . N
8-<1 dnd-2’ - S
9--1, 2 and 3 E v

>,

"For example, who dec1ded that the teachers Wou1d>use the lectUre
. - “method in the. classroom, who dec1ded that phonlcs would not be

. ‘taught?

@

”~

f2; Who made the dec131on about the bit of ev1dence?

. ) ' 13 . : : . . . ‘ . ° .
“.The interviewee was probed about three population aspectsirelated to

o

L

3

3

1
respondent cou d~not plnpolnt spec%flcaily where the dec151on

o

Responses to thls question 1dent1f1ed the igput¥populatlon for '

.
- .. e

3

i

a dec151cn about*the b1t of eV1dence under consideration, .

means of crosschecklng

f“S Nho was governed by the dec151on7
: Respcnses to this 1dent1f1ed the output Dopulatlon Zor a deC151on*
N about the bit_ of ev1dence under con51de-atlon.
-“Note.- Questlon tt was originally used as 'z
¢ _Tesponses-to ‘uestions #2, ‘e.g., if the = espondent said the decision
_ 'was made. .outside the school and then responded to question #2 with
"members. of the. staff " the interviewer would be alert to an 1ncon- g
- 51stency and probe the‘lncompatlhle responses, : ‘
. The Re§pOnse Categorlee'were_the same for the Input apd OutEut_
populations: ;

. Do K ' ' b

*“%§~a;,;§

decisions made pertaining to each particular.bit
N o : S

Pl



—

1—»Educationhpersonnel outside your school; i. e., Federal 0fflC1alS,

~ - state legislators, state.educatien oftlclals, district school ". P
’ superintendent; district -school board, other teachers -in dlstrlct ”
or state but outside local school. ‘ B
) 2--Your school pr1nc1pa1 . - : ) .
: . 3--All teachers in your school
o - ‘4--Some "teachers in your school
5--Self (individual teacher on Erincipal's form as coded as 16)
6---Other -

-7--Don't know - - o ' -
¥ No answer (ouestlonnalre bla nk) >

If the-resoonse to either 11Dut or outout populatlon questlons wvas-

»

"some teachers 1n your school " the 1nterv1ewer probed further to 1denf1fy : .

’-Q

the nature of team 1nvolvement in - the dec1s1on.
c—-vQ:' - S e ”~

Team Involvement/donlnvolvement Response Gategorles

Team Involvement _;'“‘ R

1=-Entire team _ . =~ = 77 .0 : . C

> 2==Team leader - _ : e T SR .

. 3--Other part of team . ., - o o . :

. 4--1IC (Instructioral Improvement Commlttee-—nade -up of all-+team - |
' leaders) : . .

" No Téam Inqolvement S R ’
- 5--Teachers’ of a given grade—-l e., "all 4th grade teachers"
. 6—-Teachers of a given subject~—1 e., "all. science teachers'
. 9--Code-” 4 circled .on form but  none of the above .codes apply
A ,O-—Populatlon for this deC1510n does not 1nc1ude "some teachers "_

. code 4 not circled on form.ﬁ : . . o .

.
"
»

o Note Codes 1-4. have prlorlty over codes 5. and 6, e. g "entlre , .
' -v4th grade team'" coded "M, mot M5U. o . o

- . o

If the response to e1ther 1nput/output populatlons questlons was "other"

<or 1f ‘the response to e1ther was "some teachers in. your school” but none of

o

. the. team 1nvolvement alternatlves applled then the 1nterV1ewer probed about

Lo o
' .

\

addltlonal p0551b111t1es. 5. "", s

¢ -avAdditionaliSpecification of "some teachers" and "other'--Response Alternativés

L 4, . o : . . °

‘
~ - ‘

- © - l--Insidé school committee b
' S n .2--Outside school.committee ' : b o
: o o-—Unde51gnated committee (unable to determlne whehter 1n51de or "4
~ / o : out51de school) o S o - S

B 3
’ . 4 o e
PR . - N . . 4 B i
° .
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4--Specialist(s)* :

5--Inside school committee plus specialist(s)

6--Outside: school.,committee plus’ spec1a11st(s) o
7--Undesignated committee. plus specialist(s) :
0--Above codes do not apply for this populatlon but do apply for -
' one or.more populatlons 1nvolved in ‘one»or more declsxons for

this committee . e

* Blark--No add1t10na1 speCrflcatlon of "some teachers”'or_Wother" -

~?Includes L1brar1an, Psychol gist, Counselor, School Nurse, and
alsd special teachers suchi'as Art, Music and Phys. Ed. teachers
wnen tney serve Jin adylsor} cap ac1ty to classroom teachers.

‘~

:of the: more detalled 1nformat10n collected in Step 2 of the 1nterv1ew and .a

:f potent1ta1 tie to other varlables 1n the MITT. study The f1nal 2 questlons

Present Perceptions and Preferences About.Governance - : . » : - 7
",::"--_ . . ' s o ) o ’ ’

.~ R
<«

These questlons were de51gned to tap’ some general 1mpres51ons about who makes

v pam

declslons in general task areas and who the respondent would prefer to see naklngthose

'»declslons. These were essentla‘ly deslﬂneo as a gross check agarnst some»

- -

4

w

“were an attempt to tap potentlal react1V1ty of our . interview. .

. P
L ,In the follow1ng$pr\sentat10n, A,and B are stems to questlons to be ‘
'completed wlth eaoh of the number phrases. . o RIS e

A.‘ WhO'makes the dec1s1ons moStwoften about-" .o B S .

B..fWho ‘would you prefer to make the deCuS‘OnS most often'about - ?:»{%: e
C A ) . L
‘.I. What~ subJects you teach or what subJects are’ taught in the school? '
2. How often you teach each subJect or how often each subJect is’ 1""‘
taught in the school9 - o v A -
. . . - ’ ,
.3, What: teachlng materlals you use or what teachlng materlals are K
Vo »,used in the school? "'\ - o . :

- . S . I
i T

4. What teachlng methods you use or what leachlng methods are
used in the school?

) . . -
o 5. How you report your evaantlon of ‘students or how teachers' T
- ' evaluatlons are reported in the school° o

-

. . , : > : : ) ) LN
o e -
’ “w o~ R ¢ " . T . D -




» ! N
- - N
.
- N ,
. 5l
. v
. y R
Al
. ¢
o . - <t . ‘ ] “
7. : .
| - o ~15-
A ‘ .
e - s L 1
e N
e . 4

6. How you respond t:i misbehavior ox how Leachers reﬁpond to mis-

< " R benav1or,1n the school? | R .
T P - ) N . .

7. What grades and kinds of students you teacher or what grades

' - 1 ' and kinds of students each teachers teaches in the school?
. o, ' 8. The hirlng of teachers? ' ’
n23pOns¢ Categories .
1--0thers .
e 2--S8l1f ~ _ o .
3--Both S , ' _ P K
4--No answer . ' ® Co .
¢ C1-C4. To. what extent do declslons made by . . -F
1. The" Dlstr‘Ct Scher? Board, . " = L
2. ' Other eduoatlonf cicials outs1de the local school e LT
‘ ‘3.7 Teacheys in thi: -shozl . . . : T
- 4: Yourself. . .. A T e B P '
v . 2lfsct your teacnlng oY teachlng in thls school’
- - Ré‘spohse Categoriés : . R ‘;.-/': T R
1. Toe much . o - L. " T
i 2. .Just'right . .o . L )
- d 3. Not enough. oL o o N
. _ - 4. No answer _ R = : T A
} -~ Do In- general how do you. feel about hho makes dec1sions whxch affect
' your teachlng or teaching in your school? L . o
! - < : ¢ ! - '. .
LT - Response’ Categorles- - - 5 - T e,
5o - - .. .0, No answer s ; s ,
= L 1. Very satisfied o ] . ’ -
2. .Somewhat satisfied - : . o R .-
X 3. Neither satisfied or- dlSS&tlSF‘ed S ’ ' .o
o P . 4. Somewhat dissatisfied L . BT
5. Very dlssatlsfled T o -, S,
. E. JWhat change\ woluld' make you more satrsfled w1th who makes these '
- <% decisions? o : : . -
, .+ 1. The individu 1 teacher should have rnore part, power, say, .
influence in dec151on naklng Elther 1n general or in specific'
s .Aareas., :
: ‘2, _ Teachers as a group shou}d have move-part, power, say, influence
. . "in decision making, Either in general-or in specific areas., . :
' < o + E¢ ther all teachers, or the team, or other sub- group of teachers. .
; e ] . . .. . : .

RIC L I8 e

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: - . o . . ¢
o, . [ A . .
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3. The teacher or teachers and thz pr1nc1pa1 or adnlnlstratlor
should share more deciszon mdking power, should work togethe:r
more, should comnunlcate more.,

4. The school board, state*ooards or other outside educatlon body,
and the 1nd1v1dua1 schoci admlnlstratlon and/or teachers sbould

o . share more declslon making powexr-

. - 5. Outside personnel should be more informed about needs, activi-

' . ‘ties at the individual «classroom or school.
- } - 6. Teacher or teachers could use more help, supervision from the
. : . acministraticn or from outside. .o L i
» T 7. a2 changes would improve satis f action. T o
. .~ 8. Other : . e _ I
T ST ‘59;: Yo Iswer : - : S )
S " . O, Inapp11cab1e-—responds to quest_on D with a ”very satlsfled"

. o or "no’ answer" .

_ , ) . : : . o -

" : ) o F.. As a result of thrs 1nterv1ew, have your 1deas changed about how

: those decisions whlch affec your teachlng are made, or “have- they

. ca © .Temained the same? S e 5"
- 1. 'Changed . “o o v
. 3 2.. Sa}ne . x,.-;, - :. ) . . . . o, ' . @
. -9, No answer' L . N R .
\ K o
2] M “ 5 ) . ~ . e N » .
... -G 'In what way have they changed" o . L e :
E ; (Verbatlm responsewasrecorded : _ N 9
" . .‘ 4 ’ e ) .
.- . [T . ) - . L - . . ~ S e .‘_’ o,
o, P Thls all +hen, : constltuted the .source. of " "raw- data for a slngle respon-
? . ! -
‘ P Sow a8y .
Ve ) denf Our tgik was to develop 1nd1ces by whrch ‘we could characterlze declsron-
g ;'i". maklng'ln'each schodl w1th respect ‘to the dec srons covered 1n'the 1nterv1ew C

P . *Our efrorts led to creatlnn of Control Structure Ind1ces for each school e

’ ’ Vo

. . ) D |

Qperat onallzatlon of COntrol Structure _" . t:_ k : )
} . m—""" e, e . - ¥ » . ) -
N Before golng on, we must dlStlngUlSh between the control structure .g e
) . ) . E . .
of a de0151on and that of a schooL. We formulated the types of control o
. 3 -
. ‘gstructures on the ba51s of the 1nterface between Input and Output populatlons =



@

whenever a dccision was made. In this respect, the,invut population is (are)
g .
the decision maker(s), the-. Cutput population consists:of those whose behaV1ors
| .
-~ " Tare 1mp11cated by the d°ClSlOH made by the Input’ populat:on. By comblnlng

the responses 1nd1cat1ng who constitutes each of these—populatlons for each

plece of ev1dence we could deflne the type of control structure. Our con-
cept.of structure here 1s,cast in terms_of cyoes of control, and for any

paILlCUlaI declslon, th=se tfpes are defined by who makes the deC1slon and

B ,‘ . who' is affected by 1t. For any school a11 dec151ons of - klnd such ‘as:

all classroom-related dec151ons; will be dlstrlhuted among these partlcular
types of control structures.k Those falllng under a ”ertaln type 1mp11cate o

! . i
- PN

the ex1stence of that same type of control structure 1n the school FO?J."

o
C

example,“those dec1slons made by a group of teachers and affectlng that ‘same

1 . 1

o ?f _' -entire group of teachers have a Colleglal Control struqture in, the: school
if 40/ of all. dassroom related dec1510ns are made th1s Way tden the Colleglal
Cnntrol %tructure Index for that school is 40 : 0ver alr dec151ons we can "

calculate the proportlon that 1mp11cate each other type of control struc& R

- ’

. - ture The complex1t1es of arrlvlng at these proportlons, whlch constltute'n
e our . school 1eve1 1nd1ces of control structures, follow below
- Ou1 dep1ct10n of declslon~mak1ng in a school thlS way is unlque It > .

dllOWu us the capablllty of descrlbing schools wh1ch dlffer by governance -

n

'structure in subtle ways. Deflnltlon via Input’ and Output populatlons - o

- o dlrectly taps the status of centrallzatlon decentrallzatlon Anf ‘a school

And,,the 1nd1ces are. amenable to 1dent1fy1ng change over time 1n school

governance practlces on several 1ndependent¢vectors.

e N
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schuols adopting vhit'formation mere erpected to increase in group:decisionJ
mafing and decrease in teacher discretion. ’ v
| The types of control structures were initially 1dent1f1ed in an earller
monograph (Packard, et al, 1976) as flve dec1slon types. Colbglal “Leader
. Determined; Shared, Removed, Teacher.Dlscretlon We abandoned that 1n1t1al
distinction,in oart‘ re%ormulated some of th e types, and dlsaggregated some '

of the data, so thac we Had .2 total of n1ne types‘ These are presented in .

.
[

;'Table 1.,

& ’ J

In the symbolln representation accompanylng the breakdown of Control

Structure below, each uppefpcase 1etter represents -2 menber of the Output

-

T p* ‘populatlon-—for our purposes, Output members are always and almost exc1u51vely

teachers, each lower-case letter represents a non-member of the Output popu— L

latlonu-p represents prlnc1pal, o, represents some other nonteacher, t 1s a
‘\ N . . o . . . . . !
© ° teacher. T o :
o " i B Table“l:'uTXpes of.Control°§tructure N
% 1@1“ Dlsavqrecated P Input Agéregatedj
- . Collegial” 7 LABGD Collegial (Type C)
: : ‘LEADER/DETERMINED SHARED—- : . s A b

pr1nc1pa1 bounded disérétion” . ° pA o

. SHARED——teachers only ;5 . - ";5 tAB

o ki .‘41 _. /SHARED—-prlnclpal & teachers ;‘_‘“¥{pAB,f ylshared (Type S)
. SHARED--teachers § nonteachers ;- _ oAB’ ’ o "‘
I B REMOVEDafprlnclpal 1nput” . . p}; . ABCD) - Pfinéipal,(Type é),m
oS R S .- . 4 PE. . ABGDJ S 2 ‘
.f;z.',/‘ N REMOVED——non teacher 1nput o )  ABCD: Y- R
Coee . S _ ot i ABCD . Outside (Type 0)
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o

A colleglally ~made declslon is one for which all members of the. output o

population are members of the input p0pulatlon; In a leader-determined

- i, ‘ ' decislon, one teacher constitutes the input population; s/he and other teachers

T

constitute the output population. The leader-deternined decision departs

importantly from the collegial variety. Here some but not all output popu-

-

lationwmembers~fomprise'the input populaticn. ‘'The only other restriction’

. : g .
placed on the leader determined decision fs7that the'output population must
have’ at least two-members. - Otherwise the absolute size of either population

e ~'1s 1rreleVant The 1nput 51de must have at least one fewer menber than the )

. + -
-~ I

_qoutput-51de.. (Ulth large populatlons, four or more members, the d1st1nctlon

a

oo s between leader determlned and colleglal.deC151ons may seem-rather arbltrary,
Thls case d1d ‘not occur frequently enough to" warrant concern. ) -
. Lo ; - C )

s R For- shared declslons teachers ‘are 1nvolved in maklng the dec1s1on.

The shared declslon is dlStlnCt from thetho prlor types in that a- non-member

u N , <

of the output populatlon perﬁaps the school prlnC1pal or’ counselor, is also i-\

P

deplcted as a member of ‘the 1nput populatlon (The codes al: A and aABQDEF ABCDEF :

L are also c1a551f1ed as shared declslons. In the latter example, once aoaln

. i
- i - h

' the dlstlnctlon between the colleglal and shared dec351on mlght seem rather .

o

arbltrary We think not. Even at such a f1ne level of dlscrlmlnatlon the.

s .
of

d1fferences in- 1nput populatlons ‘between the two types constltute an 1mportant

an
1%

d1fference in governance)
: There are. four types of shared dec151ons. (13 "bounded dlscretlon"
in which -the pr1nc1pal and a s1ngle teacher made a declslon which affectm“

Vs . : 3 5 .
, . L . e net K , o
. ' . o . '- . . % . ~
L v 1 .. . . . . RN

<
N
g
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

A

‘ control structure applylng to the deC1510n about each partlcular p1ece of . -

@

€

that teacher,.(z)"teachers only" in which one teacher hclps make a decision

for and~with other teachers’but s/he is=not affected by it, (3} "teachers

anu pr1nC1pa1" Wthh is the same as bounded discretion except more than one

teacher is 1nvolved in mﬂklng the decision and is affected by it, and (4)

’ o

""teachers and nonteachers” which is the same as teachers and principal

extept principal is replaced by a nonteacher such as the librarian or a
central officehperson.

Wlth removed decleons no person in the Outnut populatlon is in the

Input populaulon. There are two types. {1) "prlnclpal“ in whlch the;r'

pr1nc1pa1 is a member of thexlnput populatlon but not, necessarlly the splef

u

wember, and ) ”others" which.is the same as above but the pr1nc1pa1 1S_ﬁv'.' Rl

replaced by Someone.who is a. nonteacher. o - ' -

L - Te

A\dlscretlonarz dec151o ‘0ccurs 1faa smngle\teacher constltutes the input.
v . . I .

and~output populatlon. L1tera11y, a dec1 1on made..at the\teacher's dlscre—"
tlon has no control structure 51nce 1t 1mp11es someone, in. addltlon to or . y

T . . .
P

exclu51ve of the teacher, 1s a member of the 1nput populatlon,
The data from all respondents were f1rst output 1n a matrlx, across ~ o

’ N 4« "

the tog, were Ilsted nlne types of contfni structures, down “the s1de were

Y B ol

- \ - 5 . - ¢

-the ev1dence p1eces for each task- area.; Entries Were frequency of respon— v

“ 4 M

dents, across exper1menta1 and control schools, reportlng the type of -the . ‘.

-/ - -

[N . v I .

evldence. Total frequenc1es of responses appeared in the margln, and an o
I !
accompanylng table presented the percentage of respondents reportlng ‘that’
I ot

a declslon about a Dlece of ev1dence had a part1cu1ar control structure

5 .
. .
s ; . Rt
¢ . . i . B e . s , .
: - i
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S slightly different“sample than 2t the other waves, '

%

m/a lot of instability was taking place in the schools.

.'collealallty d1d not 51gn1f1cantly dlstort the meanlng of colleglal deC151on—

]

i . We had decided to use wave

3 data,

Welalso_assumed that T3

‘Data at Tl was collected on a

/responses would be more stable and realistjc than' those at'TZ,vat.which‘time-

[~

/. " PRased orn

ture into five categorles, sllghtly d1

reports.

ed?encles,

o

ent from those used in our 1nrt1al '

’

: \
. ’ A )
:
<

’

we recomblned the nine types of controlﬂstruc—
. [ °

bOunded dlscretlon, the 1nc1dence of reports about theolatter two occurrlng

-

because they contalned 1nformatlon about teacher 1hVolvement 1n declslon-

maklng

2

tapplnp some aspect of team—level declslon maklng

'dlscretlon cateoory was more problematlc,

-(,

hE

v

<

prlmarlly we wanted our shared ‘[

v

s

Furthermore, the leader determlned category was thought to be :

The,prlnclpal bounded

-

-
r

typed to reflect 1nvolvement of more than a s1ngle teacher, whlch thlS

3

category does not;

IS

. F . .. . _n ¢ . ‘. .
% 1t was arbltrarywand open to dlspute;‘

R

dowever, the frequency wrth wh1ch

thls catecory was ment1oned was sufflclently low that 1ts 1nc1u51on under

(: “

'.maklno reflected in the category

‘'

. .’

-
Vo

¢

-

[

o

R
e

“was low but we dec1ded to retaln both rather than ellmlnate them altogether

It obv19usly,f1t nowhererelsef the declslon to 1ncldde

v

e comblned colleglal w1tn leader determlned and\pﬁarede~pr1nc1pal
/ ,

B

1

¢

. teachers and- nonteachers~-compr1scu uur de51gnatlon of shared coqtrol

structure.

1nput populatlon and the output populatlon. ~

W

B

v

-

"t

in each case more than a 51ngle teacher const1tutes part of the

The three 1ema1n1ng shared types--teachers only, prlnclpal and teachers,

~ . ad

7a
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\

o - . The removed category remained split, The primary reason°for doing- this
4 I . - .

was to distinguish principal involvement as a significant decision maker

. from someone slse who is also a nonteacher. Hence, we had the two types

i

rewoved——pr1nc1pal and removed--other, which® ‘hereafter we slmply call Er1n01na1

i f
.

\\ *" - and other. Fvnally the teacher dlscret101 rype was lefteintact. The same
M \\ W : i . .
- Y 7 kind of matrix array-described above was produced with these five types of

" R il ' .
LN control structure rather than the nine, ‘ ' |
o Y A .- Y

T .. .t . Aggregation of Evidence . S o
._' . ...“ . ) . : - 3 R , PR X : R \/ f - ) . . - ,\.. -

. D ' . . o . . ) -,

» . Defining Decision Issues ~ . I R
. " . K . '-“ N ¢ . : .

Our next JOb was to- comolne the ev1dence about declslon issues into

3 ,< .

;'*' - sen51ble grouplngs each of whlch would reflect a component of the 1n§truc—

¢ o -

A tlonal program about wh1ch declslon would be made.f Each of these grouplngs

"~

would be an aggregate of partlcular p1eces of” ev1dence re1at1ng to a certa1n

e, L 3 )

dec1s1on toplc and could‘eachtbe characterlzled as hav1ng a partlcular

“

N P Sl -

. Control Structure. ) S . .

N
o . , . B : : LT
oo In the constructlon of the, 1nterv1ew, we had already 1dent*f1ed some

v
b

broad grouplngs whlch we called"Dec151on Areas, along’ w1th Deaningful>8ub—-

,

_grouplngs of 1ssues whlch were'refleCted in'the:questions asked within ‘each

- Y

'N ' _';Decislon-hrea.‘ For example, ”What subJects are taught in the school”” and
a ; "Hhat subJects have you been asked_not. to teach”” areytwo different sub- “
:. d ‘-N : groupingsxunder'the task area curriculum scopq andcbalance._ Tn total therel
o ‘“ : were lg"of these: «four under‘curriculuﬁ scope and balance3hthreehunder_

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




1nstruct10nal materlals, two under methods of 1nstruction, ‘two under nethods
! -

y .
of reporting student evaluations, two under methods of responding to student

.o

misbehavior, and five under grouping of students,

«We immediately eliminzted from consideration those issues which
speCi Fically address d what teachers were asked/instructed not to‘do or
use. In suech cases, it was p0551b1e for the control structure to ‘be of

the discretion type. Hence, the p0551b111ty for change in control structure‘

_over the range of tfpes was~constrained .We‘also'elinimated'an issue based

AN

\ oo. :
on the question inder- groupinc of studentsJ "In which groups. did subgrouping O

occur’" - R e '-. s R

s -

For‘each7of»the remaining'issues, we examined the total frequency‘of'

«©
« w

R : responses each piece of ev1dence received across all five types of control

\\ ¢ o

g . structures. We reasoned that a, lou frequency 1ndacated ‘the piece Ox‘°V1denCé

©

e

was something that dld not occur in all schools. In order for our -eventual, -

v
2

1ndex to be applicable to our st mple 1t was neqessary that the cVidence

.

pieces comprising each grouping reflect something we were reasonably sure.

4 3 M
(N " ;

ex1sted¢in eachwschool. For example, drama and religion were subJects

’:‘ v

mentioned W1th such low frequencies that we dropped them from con51deration
. Y h]

“in any - of the rema1n1ng issues under curriculum scope and balance.”

e T We examined the remaining pieces of eV1dence in each Dec151on Area to .

i
.« e .

~ deteruire 1f we could group them according to ‘more meaninnful homogeneous

vclusters'than We-presently,had. Curriculum scope and balance was broken out

' .
o, '

into core . -and peripheral subJects, those under 1nstructional materials were

i [

,‘.“. separated inio textbooks and materials, f1eld trips were distingu1shed from

ok s e .. . .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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other methods under methods of instruction used, nethods of reporting student
' i . ‘ - L . ‘.‘,‘,\ . . -
~evaluations was broken out by.standard and supplemental methods; the grouping

‘for the Ngmber of Kids Taught under groupln of studénts was separated into‘

two subgruuplngs——one based on the presence of only one group of klds, another

based on more,than one. With these aggregated sets of ev1dence, we now had”

21 issues. |

, |
. Once these were formed, there occurred one more task in eliminating

. h N Ty .
possible contaminating pieces of evidence within each.\ Generally, all bits of

a

eﬁidence falling under a certain grouping at T3 would show the same dis-
tribution of responses across the types of control struétures,'énd this was
expected as 1nd1cat1ve of the 1ntegr1ty of our grouplng of ev1dence. If all

.~ pieces ‘of eV1dence were relatlng to the same grouplng concept then we would

-5
expect the domlnant control structufe{s}/for each to be the ‘'same. In some

cases we found thls not to be so and such pieces of ev1dence were: e11m1nated

Theee grouplngs are llsted in Table 2 : o

bt
- e [

‘ay . s - J o~

3 . N :
- Preliminary Control Structure, School Scores for Declslon Issues
. - ¢

- ‘ » = For- each grouplng we calculated school §cores for. vach type of control

structure. To do this, the frequenrles for each type f1rst were summed over
k] &

rtne bits o% ev1dence const1tut1ng the grouprng,the ‘n's were muc

smaller

each wave, therefore, we .were able to produce a dlstrlbutlon o med fre-
quencies,across the five types of control'structure ..* These wey;ﬁﬁgen con-
) verted to percentages usxnv the totaL sum of the fcequencles // N N
o . pRt . . A ! 4
! .
- . . (\ ‘
. \ .
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) o - g ¢ ) —
.This procedure created ipsative scores. That is, ;hejsuﬁ -of the

: peréehts acrossithe.fivé types add to 100%; a change in one should be

-

-~

refledéff/byva change in oﬁe or more of the qthers. This dqpendency

' offered us the possibility of examining where changes in one type of control

‘T-fXStfucture cf a grouping.woﬁld get offsét bﬁ changes iniaﬁother type.

: : . - [ ~ .
However, it also wmeant. we had to exercise caution in interpreting change _

in any one type of cohtrqi structure because of its dependence upon what

N
- S0 ’ R i . I N .
happened to one or more of the other types. T R .
TABLE 2: ALIST OF DECISION'AREAS °~ -~ . - .

1 Subjects.Téhght--regdlaf/core

2 Subjécts Taught:~sppciél/pe&ipﬁérél
3 Lessons-;éegplar/core subiééts.’

4 Lessons--sfeciél/peripberal Subj%§€§_‘_' C.
5 15chedﬁlihg——re;;iai/coreJéubje;ts neT

L onn

6 Séhedﬁlef-special/periphefai SUbjécts
\ : ’ - .

. N - e X

7 Materials usually in school--diher than texts 4

c -

8 Materials usually in ‘school--tektbooks ’
9° Materials used in -last four weeks--other than texts
: . { ,

. - Q&

ur weeks--textbooks

10 Materials ﬁsed in last

. ' >
11 Methods of'inst;uctioﬁ useéd--not field trip '
12 Methods of instruction used%-field.trip’
13 Methods of reporting pupil evaluations--standard @ )
14 Methods ‘of reporting pupil pvaluations-—supplemental' .
- e o~ . . B

L
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- e

VN

>
\ & -

15 Frequency of use of methods of rcportlng pupil evaluations--standard
.16 Frequency of use of meﬁhdds of reporting pupiI evaluations—-supplemental_
17 Ways ‘used in last week to respond to misbehavior

18 Group1ng~~based on kids' spec1a1 chalacterlstlcs ‘ ., . ¢

»'/. . K

19 Grcuplng-—based on numbér of kids (sxnwle groun) ..

20 Grouping--bised onxumbe* of kids (2-5gr oups)
ZfﬁGrouping—-based on grades (single or,multi-group)

-
-

Grouping Decision Issues -

‘Decision Issue Profiles 2

[

.Foriinitiai“analyeis purposes,’ we wanted to.further groub these 21

-decision issues. In the formatlve stages of development of the contxol .
structure 1nterV1ew, an a Brlorl categorlzatlon had been made of the more

general grouplngs, on the basis of face va11d1ty, each grouplng had been ¢

de51gnatAd as. deallng w1th an area of decision making normally about elther

classroom affairs or about school-wide affairs. However, we now de51red

KN
.

. a means of categorlzlng our newly formed yrouplngs in a more systematlc

[y

faehlon .than Iace va11d1ty E

Qur'’ task was- to determlne if the 21 decision areas c1ustered into a'

“

few dlscreee and meanlngful categorles. If they did then we would aggregate
percentages across the dec1510n areas that fell under each broader category.
the aggregated percentagee for each type of control structure would then

characterize to these broad decision areas.

~

-
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o

q

The resulting clusters had to be representative of our sample of
o schools. It was therefore logical to inClude’information from all our
o A X .
. - ; ! ' . it ’17 -
; . experimentals and controls and to use the T3 data agaln. In addltlon, g

-

- our characterization of each decision issue for, thls purpose had to pre-

serve as'much relevant information as pos51b1e about the nature of the

a

five control structures. The most . senslble solutlon was to deplct each

L

issuve by a profile showing the frequencies with which each of‘the f1ve

types of control structures occur. . Thus, we ended up with 21'profi1es g
each showing the frequenc1es of respondents in all schools reporting each
2 . type of control structure for each partlcular decision 1ssue.
~Our problem, then, evolved into one of determining how to cluster
" the assues in terms of their profiles; hut any such kind of profile analysis
first‘required some type of measure of sinilarity between pairs of pro-
files. Inm order'to select an appropriate.neasure/index of sfﬁ??i?ff& we
had to determlne the relevance of three characterlstlcs of proflles--level
“dlsperslon; and shape. Vunnally (1967) points out that the naturé-of the
index will dlffég dependlng upon whlch are consrdered 1mportant in deter-

mining the s1m11ar1ty or difference between any pa1r of proflles We

- . T

wanted to compare prof11es on the ba51s of which control structures the

£

~
majority(of respondents indicated characterized each one. -t

Similarity in the average frequency across the five control structure

types (i.e. sihilarity in the levels of profiles)'offered us little inter-

oA

, pretive power, We were not interested to know if the frequencies for the

‘control structures were generally about the same size for one decision area

‘ . 2
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“ . -~

‘compare to another—-that merely indicateé~something more about the incidence’ '

N . v . . .

of issues in those declslon areas than about the1r control ‘structures.

" Nor were 51m1lar1t1es 1n how W1dely those frequencles d1verged from the

average (. e. s1m11ar1t1es in- the dlsBer51ons of proflles) crucial to our

interests; we ware not conmlnced aoou* the relevance of. knowing' that deC151on

T

areas were /ovr were'not~simr1ar in tnelr marlatlon across the control structure.
Slmrlarlty jn the shapes of the proflles, however, d1d seem to be rele-

vant; that is, regardless of dlfferences ‘or likenesses 1n levels and dis-

- : persions, for wh1ch types of control structures the hlgh and low frequencles

occurred was.meanlngful. S1m11ar1ty in shape 1n-th1s respect is cohcerned
. . ' . K"

4

with the similarity in the rank order of the frequencies'for contrel struc-
ture types for- any two declslon areas belng compared. .

Consequently we settled upon usrng correlations between prof1les because
!

-~ they are measures-which are sensitive to differences to s1m11ar1t1es in form/

shape but which sta;dardiie“the~level and dispersion io all profiles com-
pared (and thereby 1gno e d1fferences of S1m11ar1t1es in those- features)

. T \ £

We were aware that a problem existed in the fact that a correlatlon between

P

§ any two proflles would be based on an n of only 5. ThlS 1ed us to search
. ) N -
| 7 for a clusterlng technlque that would not be overly r1gorous 1n 1ts assump-

tlons about the propertles of the slmllar1ty data it” uses. o T

| . . . . . " - - £

“ . '. ° . LI

Cluster1ng Prof11es. Multidimensional Scaling . . e

Nunnally . (1967) dlscussed three methods for clﬂster1ng proflles. One 1s

0

N . "0 See Appendix A: Profile Similarity .

-
- . cy
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discriminatory analysis, a -procedure Which'attempts to discriminate between

< »a
¢

' *a priori, de51gnated groups on the basis of the1r proflles on a Varlety of

-varlabTes. We were not conv1nced the declslon areas should'be clustered

" 17
e

inte a School vs. Classroom d1chotomy at face Value, 1ndeed we Suspected
more relevant grouplng crxterla would be on more ddmen51ons than one and. the
1zful’ clustering into ﬁ re groups than two. At thls p01nt in the i
,na1351sAwe were not.prepared to specltx cquldentlyu;ucﬁ grouplngs of the

. g , .
areas. ' _ - ’ I o e
We toyed with Factor AnaIysls, another(xENunnﬂJq*% suogestlons, but

Lt > ©
'the nature-of our correlatlonal data made us leery of the appllcablllty of

‘the technique’ from the start. Once we did attempt an actual factor ana1y51s'

2

- . . : A . . s -
using‘SPSS (Statistical Package fo% the‘Social Sciences),but the run aborted

because the inverse of the matrlx could not be computed. =~ = .

. Al %

J .
We decided to use Nunnally S 1ast suggestlon, Multldlmen51ona1 Scallng

The general multldlmen51onal scallng procedure generates a spat1a1 repre-
'sentatlon in x dlmen31ons of the relatlonshlp among objects; in thls case,

an object is a profile for a deci51on area, The method prov1des one Wlth.

o

a small number of dimensions needed to account for the dmilarities among

<

the profiles aﬁd coordinates of each profile on each-dimension{ The set

7
-of coordinates 1ocate ‘the proflles w1th/ respect to one another;:that is,

each proflle is represented as a polnt, 51m11ar proflles are close together,

. and dissimilar ones are far apart.

"Although the basis data input to the multidimensional scaling was corre- °

v e

LS

. lational, the particular program we used is a nonmetric method that

accepts metric data;: however, in its treatment of that metric data it does
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not subject 1t to rlﬂorous metric assumptlons about the nature of the

: relatlonshlp between the index of. s1m11ar1ty (correlatlon) ‘and actual-®

51m11ar1ty, nor«about there being a normal distrihution of”such‘correlations

in the population.“ o Coe : - ‘ ot A L
e oL L A
Our similarity ind' were correlatlons between proflles “We -

- {3 ~

ealized that one problem ith this was that, each was based on an n of only °

I

5. We used tne WIVISSA I(W) mult d’renSﬂon al scallng program nhlch is
based upon works of Guttman (1908) and L1ngoes (1965 1966, 1967 1968, 1971)and

Roskam (1970) (Thc authors note it is equlvalent to SSA~1 and’ replaces SSAR 16 MSA-

Input was the correlations among the 21 declslon-areas presented in
v . '-L‘
Table 3. The numbem refer to tho decision areas in Table 2, _Ne limited

- the maximum number of d1menslons to three and requested the;program to

i
™

- . mifimize Kruskal's Stress.* . : . ' C j - :

: ' ' . Figure 1 depicts the final configuration in two dimensions. The
Lo . 5 K - . . . ) ¥

coordinates for the 21 decision areas are in Table 4, As can be seen, the

a

conflguratlon had a Stress value of 05, A solution was also-generated

v

for three d1menslons with a Stress of 01 no solutlon was generated in one
i .

‘} | "‘_-dlmensionf Wlth a low Stress value of. OS the solution j 1n two d1men51ons

a ]

‘was ‘the most approprlate to use. Flgure 2 dep1cts prototype proflles for the three -

v

grouplncs in Flgure 1; the Areas are descrlbcd further in the fOlloWln“ text.

2 - "5 ' i
Normally, the output configuration of a mu1t1 dlmen51onal scallng T

3

program ls not 1mmed1ate1y meanlngful and further analyses are often 1n
order to interpret the results° Often transformatlons such as axis rotatlon o
are applled but other approaches were more’ amenable to cur data. Subkoviak o

P See Appendix:B;_;Hultidimensional Scaling. :

. +

- T
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TABLE 4 . o ;

" MULTIDIMENSIONAL SCALING FOR CONTROL STRUCTURE DECISION AREAS--TIME 3

GUTTMAN- LINGOES' SMALLEST SPACE COORDINATES FOR M = 2 (SEMI-STRONG MONOTONICITY)

DIMENSION , 1 .2
VARIABLE o I ' .
. 60.112 ~ 100,000 .121.384
2 “ _46.610° -98.746 112,372
3 “-94.541 " 29,634 78.736
4 ~91.617 - -7.923 . 75.740
5 -89.264 2,433 73,759
6 -89.310 -13.752 . :© 73.866
7 45,256 89.270 112.699
8 .90.914 ~56.567 : 118.464
"9 -97.445 -11.897 - 81.785
10 o ©-95,326 -16.271 80,149
11 - - -97.813 © - -13.805 . 82.326 )
12 o -97.547 -0.335 81.782
13 ) _ 78.610 - +~87.420 125.167
14 : ' -100.000 - '-18.110 °> 85,088 . -
15 : 67.402 - -93.236 121,084 - ek
16 o - -97.264 - -15.581 81.981 :
7 - . -98.724 ~16.790 . 83.586
18 - 39,229 100,000 118,937
19 - "7 . 85,046 - 36,128 . 109,165
20 . +54.,471 . 86.348 .. 115,623
21 © - 85,901 55.898 118.238

UUTTMAN-LINGOES' COEFFIGIENT OF ALIENATION = 0.06070 in 50 ITERATIONS.
KRUSKAL'S 'STRESS = 0.04842 . o

G-L's PHIFOR LOCAL MONOTONICITY = 0.00149 . o B 2
Rl v
) : | - o
AT ; ‘o - Co
¢ ’_/
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4

{1975) notas that the basic approach to making the configuration inteipret-;:

able is to bring to bear a variety of 1nformat10n about peftlnent'propertles.

He descrlbes two approaches internal and external»analysqs.

In internal analyses, onaattempts'fo.maké some sense of the grduﬁings
at face value based on knowledée of the properties of therqecisiaﬁ’areas——
what do the areas  ang%ng'together“have in common and how do they differ
ffom other clustens? In external anzlysis, one prings'to ﬁear somé eftefnal

o

- information about the groupings to determine if the  clusters behave/relate

-

to other variables according‘td expectations. Much of the data to follow - 7

L. -
L@

was drawn fr-m several working papers written by W.W. Charters; these are

Y

listed in the references.
LN . . . D .
. N

Internal Analysis: * Post-Multidimensional_Scaling Final Clustering . . -

For our internal apalysis, we examined the three general clusters

that.appéareaa.in the final'configuration ‘and” attempted to assess proper-

o

ties cemmon to the dec151on areas within a cluster and the ‘differences:
f_}l . . ' :(‘""‘/I

. '-betweeﬁ aiusters. We did re-classify one des751on area into another custer-~ |

t .

#7, Supplementary Materials <in the School was clustered with the decision =~

o u

areas which oenerally relatdd to instructional orcanlzatlon.q 0therw1se the

: 1
) clusf//suzére kept intact.,

L > X \ . \?
Rt . ' S .

-
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Llusters o . . . o

Area 1: Instructlonal Processes 1ssues

Dec151on Area . . (
. Lessons for Core Subjects : ‘

=2+

3 ,
4 Lessons for Peripheral .Subjects v
5 Scheduling for Core Subjects :
6 Scheduling for Peripheral Subjects . ) S
7 Supplementary Materials in School .
9 " Supplementary Mzterials used in last 4 weeks o .
10 Textbooks. used, in last 4 weeks = 4 ’ ' .
11 Method; of instruction o -t
12 FieldtTips . o '
14. \supplementary Methods for reportang 'student evaluation
16 . Frequency of report:ng student’ evaluatlons _
17 Responses to student misbehavior - S ot
Area II: Deployment.Issues AR '
# °  Decision Area . -7 o
18 Grouping -on basis of spe01a1 characterlstlcs v

19 N of students in Group 1
20 N of students in other groups ' . : :
21 Age—gnade-grouping of students - . - "

»

e

Ar€a JII: Systemic (Dlstrlct Pollcx) Issues . ca

# Decision Area o & ’

1 Core subjects taught in school - I R

2 ', Peripherial subJects taught in school : : . ‘ {
g Textbooks in sSchool ' :

13 .. Standard methods of reportlng Student evaluatlons e R

15 uutandard mefhods of Treporting student evaluatlons.' frequency of use

s ) . - . : 3

Some of the dec151on issues were, recomblned and others dropped resulting

in a tota% of 13 rather than 21 dec151on areas, and these formed the ba51c
-decision areas from whlch school scoxes (percentages) Qere calculated
. . |
In Area I, the decision areas relatlng to the.;e;;p eral subJect areas~
were drcpped "ompletelfﬂ(#4 and #6) primarily due to thelr relatlvely low.?
frequenc1e5 compared to the core,subject areas. . F1e1dtr1p (#12) was com- l

>

bined with the other Hethods of Instructlon (#11) because thelr control _ ,



1
<

structure distributions were essentiaiiy'dihe. The decision areas‘re}at;ng
to Supplemenfai Reporting.Methods'(#l4).and the.Frequency of Use (#16) were

,comblned for thE same reason. This left eight d%21510n arcas comprising

- .

°

-Task Area I

R . R ) R - . o

In Area II\the ageggrade:grouping decision area (#21)‘was'splft,into
that applying to cases w1th single group and that for the more” than one-

groups (?—5). Then . tne age—' rade é;ouping.for the single—group case was ‘ .
combined with the decision area for the number of students in that group

.(#19), and the age- grade grouplng for several_groups was comblned W1th the
dec1s1on areas for thefnumber of.students in the‘several grouPs (#20) and

! e EY
grouping on‘eﬁgiﬁﬁsls of spec1a1 characterrstlcs (#18), whigh applied to ; o

& ~

single and multi- grouplng Thls gave two declslon areas ‘for Task Area 11,

'one deallng wath 1nstance§/of’a 51ng1e group excluslvely and the other
. o : ‘e 0 oy
deallng w1th multl-group characteristics. : : J%?
! N
In Area III standard reportlng methods (#13) and ‘their frequency of use (#15)

wers combined because thelrtnntrol structure d1str1but10ns were essentially
~ alike. Per1phera1 subJects tauOht in school (ﬁl) was dropped for the same

reason as in Area I. This 1eft three declslon areas compr1s1ng Area ITI, \

.

The f1na1 picture of the task areas, the dec1s1on areas’ compr1s1ng

them‘\and the p1eces of ev1dence comprlslng the deqlslon areas is presented

R i - .
\

fbelow. .
o Y ) ’ ‘
" Area I: Instructional Processes ‘Issues . . . ;
. Decision Area ' ‘ Evidence | '
.S ' 1. Lessons presented for éoré R Spelling, readlng, other LAg -
: subjects R Math,.soclal studies, science

4 [

[] ‘ 4
L . . . P . .

¢

,,.. ' | | s ‘4%2. - L |

»
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Area II;

/

Area III:

-
s

2. Scheduliné for core subjects

3. Supplementary materials in school

e

RV

4. Haterlals Lsed in last 4 weeks

5. Materials uged in last 4 “éi\s

6. Wethods of instruction .

LY

7. Supplementéz methods- of
reporting student evaluations
and frequency of use

. ?
‘8. -Responsés z;/yf§§:§>vior

V]

Dépioyment Issues , - e

Al.%4%ing1§ gfoup tabght—-number'of

students and age-grade_grouping

2. Multi -groups téught. group1n0
- by special charaqterlstlcs,
number of students and age-

. 3iﬁﬂe grouplyg_ \

\

\ »
"
\

Sfétemic‘(Districq_Policy) Issues

. . S :
1. Core subjects taugﬂt in school

1
1

43

¢

(same as #;)

‘Spelliﬁg, reading, other IA, )
math,

Workbooks, other books, pro-
grammsd raterials, AV equipment,
AV materlals, construction
materials, construction tools; ’
games’ and puzzles,——

) Textbooks

Usame as #3)

ﬂ“ .

Lecture, recitation, group dis-
cucalon, questlon-answer, AV

preséntation,  individual in-

struction, names/contests,' )
independent study, projects, -
small group instruction, pro-
grammed learning, field q;ép.

Special note, special Gonfer-
ence, telephone conference
Withdraw privilege, scolding
note to parents; cousneling, -
parent conference, send from
class, detain after school,
detain during recess, separate
from class, threaten with above

L

. : s

ot

special st., science T

t .o
. : -

v



) ~-35~
2. Materials used in school - Textbooks b
.\5. Standard methods of reporting Report cards, parent conference

student evaluations and fre-
quency of use

1

"+ Control Structure Scores on File:- Basic Data Analysis Scores

For each of thesn 13 decision areas, school scores at each wave were

calculated for each of the five types of control structures—-these were, .
~ A
expressed as percentages of the total frequenc1es° The sam of these. per-

y

%«_ﬁ'—s

centages across the f1ve4control structure types equalled.loo%. We also
“aggregated percentages across\the decision areas comprlslng each task area

"to get scores for each school for the three task areas by~wave f1na11y, we »
aogregated across the three task areas to form comp051te scores for ‘each type
of‘control structure. Thls, then, constltuted the nature ?ﬁethe control

structure 1nformat10n on file for, .- use, in subsequent analyses, -

-

NS . . .

‘E : External Analysis -

e

°

As a first part of our EXternal‘analysis' we examined the general
control structue dlstrlbutlons for these three areas.nghe graph comparlng

these areas over 27 schools--14 surV1V1ng experimentals\(through T5) ‘and 13

1 o

controls——and averaged over flve wives revealed distinctive dec1510n~mak1ng
,ﬁatterns characterizing each, Floure 3 L -compares the

Yy o ‘control structure dlstrlbutlons for the three areas averaged over all

.schools and waves to give a general p1cture of the1r d1st1nct1ue dec1s10n~

'maklnﬂ patterns. To the far right is the composite of the three areas,

N “ . a . . .
Y .
¢ . Lo \\\MJ -
. . . .
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Area I appeared to deal w1th classroom or 1nstructlona1 ‘process 1ssues
normally left to the d1scretlon -of 1nd1v1dual teachers, Area IT dealt with
more general school—w1de issues about organlzlng or deploylng students for
instruction and normally resolved by -the pr:nc1pa1 or the pr1nc1pal along

Wlth teachers. Area III dealt with broader district-wide or systemic-issues

<

normally resolved outside the school building or sometimes, depending upon
the degrees ‘of dlstrlct d centralizs 101, within the school by the principal
or the principai along with teachers. Obviously the aggregate conceals a .

great deal of variation between the areas. .
. _ @ N ‘ . S o
It was raasonable'to*expect that decisions made in Area III dealing

with d15tr1ct pollcy decision areas, not only be made predomlnantly by/

° /

'persons out51de the 5chool but” alSo be tied’ ~ to some enduring school

°

dlStrlCt cnaracterlstlcs It was further-p0551b1e ‘that the dec151ons made in
Areas I and II by persons outslde the school woud ‘also be t1ed to dlstrlct

characteristics, pnder the assumptlon the outside decision maker was some-

3

one in anthority at the district lefelx
Two differeﬁt'ANOYA‘s were run using district as the grouping yariabfe

"and the percent of decisions madedin thej_‘ ' Outside»type of‘control

E structure areraged over the five waves/aé the depenﬂent variable.n.One ANOVA’

was done using a comp051te score across the three task.areas and another

"was done for Area III onl£ We used ten d15tr1cts omlttlng those hav1ng

only one school 1n our aample andfone which had m1551ng or 1rrelevant data.

The results revealed a strong dlStrlct effect for the comp051te score (w = ,53)

[

'and a strongen’one in Area III (w = ,68). ' ' _ i
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We examined the data further to determine what district characteris-

tics may have accounted for the variation in the five-wave average percent
of district policy decisions made outside the school. Sincethis analysis

was correlational, . the findings are tentative due to the-small n

N

on which they were computed.

We looked at three district characteristics; per pupil expenditure
7 " ) * ' - . » .. ] 3 3 3
(district wealth), the number of administrative levels, and district size. -

The varlatlon in the.number of admlnlstratlve levels however, was too
-small to permlt a convincing systematlc analy51s. The variable took on'
values of only 2, 3, and 4 and just. one district reported 2. Per pupil
expendlttre revealed a substantlal correlatlon of - 53 with the percent
of pArea *II declslons made outside the school--the wealthier the dlStrlCt
the fewer the district Ppolicy deC1Slon made out51de the scheol . This~

‘ °__
relatlon3L4)1s plotted in Flgure 4,
. Ve hao three 1nd1cators of district %ize:.number of students, number of
elementary teachers, and number of elementary‘schools. We chose to use the
number of eleme ntary schools, convertlng the values to logs to help normallze

their dlstrlbutlon._ The ‘ZeTo- -order correlatlon with percent of Area 111

- decisions made outside the school was essentlally zero However, when we
renoved the effects of wealth from the percentage stores and correlated

the residual percentage scores w1th the number of elementary schools, the
6

resultlng seml—partlal correlatlon equalled - SO

"

-

In sum, both district wealth and-size appear to be inversely related’

to the average proportion of-Outside decisions in Area IIT.. The wealthier

km‘
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decentralizaton dimension of school districts.

38~ N

and the larger the district, the smaller the proportion of Qutside decisions

7

in that area where decisions_normally are settled outside the school. These

data could be interpreted as reflecting variations in the centralization—

/

-

LI

& . ./ NI R '
Because of the nature of the deciSion areas in Areas I and II, we

- /
/

spected that the scores for the :ooinant type of control structure in

I
each--Discretion in Area I and Coliegiality in Area II--would not differ

/

/

markedly by diStrict. WQ.essentially wantedvto~convince'ourselves that C-

l

these were a function of forces within schools rather than activities pecullar
/ e .

to districts. We ran one- way ANOVA's paralleling that in Area - IIT using

.

o / ' : :
~district as the grouping variable and percent of deCiSions mada collegially

. /
in Area I and at, the/teachers' discretion in Area . I, We found no

.

/.
district in either area (a slight nonSignificant one appeared in Area I;

F=1.85, d4df=9/16, p=.14, w2 = .28). This lentffurther credence to our
- | N » // . . . { - ,. . K

»

separation of Area/ 111 from Areas I and II. o T

" We wanted to further exami.ne the utility of the three areas by
H

° -

looking at the“effects of\unit organization on control.structures in each

, area; In order to ezamine trends in the experimental school it made sense.

to etamine those in control schools first The folIoWing.fioures present

the aggregated information: for experimentals and controls by each wave for

/.

-the three areas' - and the_cogposite (Figures 5~ 8)

By Virtue of our successive aggregation procedure in constructing

" these graphs, ‘the summed percentages over the five types of control struc-
- ture do not always equal 100%; where substantial departures occurre, the

graphs were adJusted so they would sum to 100%. Such cases are indicated . -

- by an asterisk. (For example, if the sum were lOS 5, the other percentages
" were multiplied by.the rociprocal of.105,} : :
. »

S ——

L
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Figure 7: CONROL STROCTURE
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4

The composxte suggests a regular increase in the proportlon of declslons

Rl

in whxcn the prlnclpal is involved; that 15, a comblnatlon of principal and

‘shared control structure types. The separate Areas give a different .
p1cture,‘however. The dominant type of control structure w1th1n each

area becomes more dominant hroLgh tlLe at the expense ofsthe other four

types, Discretion increases#n Area "I, Principal (and Shared) in Area

¢

I, and Outside in Area III. o
-:4We were unable to explain this control‘school bhenomenon. It may have

been_an instrumentation artifact respondent fatigue, shortcuts taken by |

intervievers, codlng errors, somethlng attrlbutable to outlier schools or to-

. novel chargcterlstlcs in a. feh schools, such as new principals sett11ng in '

\to the1r roles. ) e

.

We next compared the experimentals and controls at Tl, a point in
time prior to the formal establishment of units_ in the'innouétiVe schools.

The composite and each area separately revealed control structure dlffer-

.

~ences between experlmentals and controls. Both Collevlal and Dlscretlonary

decision making was\greater in the experimentals; declslon maklng by 1nd1—(

- . )

viduals outside ‘the- school, in addltlon to that 1mp11cat1ng the pr1nC1pa1

was‘greaterﬂin'the controls.. ) Co ' S . ' ’
[} \ '

A couple of p9551b1e explanatlons may account for these observatlon .

’

_One is- that tne schools where 4 high degree of Colleg1al and Dlscretlonary

declslon manlng existed beforenand may have been the only ones amenable to
. . v
o 1n§ta111ng this type of 1nnovatlon. Another is that the initial dec151on—

9

maklna act1v1ty to 1nstall the 1nnovat10n, about Hur-five months prioxr to .

\
. B . . . '
. : . . s 4 .
N . . ~ [N
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our Tl measures, plus preparatory "gearing up'" activities in the interim may

have altered the previously existing control structure, If this were true,
we would not expoct to see much dlfference betwecn exPeerentals and controls

in Area III since the preparatory act1v1t1es W1th1n experlmental schools

would not be expected to lnfluence the nature of declslon Paklng in matters

s

Y

of Zistrict policy. The c"‘” indeed suggests that the experlmental-control
di fferences in'this area were less pronounced, lending support to the

." . . "“ ' ' ’
latter explanation.

B

Now we can’examine the through t1me trends in the expeerental schools

The conp051te shows a clear increase in colleglal declslon maklng, con-

n

<

trasting sharply with the control- school trend this trend is most pronounced

in Area II and least in Area  III,

'

C0151der1ng Area II, the 1ncrease in colleglallty is more generally an

increase in the implicaton of’ teachers Jn'the declslon procsss (Collealallty
\1

plus Shared). It comes at the expense of Discretion, on the one hand, and

of decisions made by the Pr1nc1pal alone. An interesting and ‘meaningful

-

exceptlon occurs at T2 when the prlnclpal ‘either alone, or in the'Shared

mode, has big hand in' the. declslon orocess——perhaps to help get thlngs

h . . 4 %
undexr way. = . . o,

ve T A

‘The trends 1n Area I are much the same a- II, al tiough not as strong. -

<

Dlscrctlon suffers,tas does the Prlnclpal alone, 1n the face of increasing

>

'Colxegtallcy and Shared dec151ons, The“principalvdoes not enter big at T2, »
» , N : _ "

. -
- . )

though, as s/he did in Area II.- A 7; -

P

o, e &

-8
>

I
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. ]
Area III trends are not very clear in the experiméntal schools and

nust be deciphered by&examining the way they /éompare with control
. . ’“J‘ A s . )y .
school trends. One thing is clear: the experimental schools did not .
noticeably 7ain a favored -status in which they were buffered from district
_ . , : Shial
. .
policies and decisions, o
. . " . s e . . Pl
“Another piece of information rérvaining to. experimental-control
. : ‘ , - Bl - :
r‘ - - . > - /" : I" -
.o eiﬁ;erences in Areas I and "II exists in the gbsolute number of decisions
WL ' . 5
- per informant over time. Figure 9 shows significantly larger
. T e

numbers of decisions ber.infbrmant over time. The dttached graph shows

¢

[ _—

Aignificantly. larger numbers of decisions for experimentals than controls
b g : . N

at T3, T4 and TS in Area ,, 1I"but no differengés in Area I. A regression
. . ’ N - ’ «%

of T5 fféqyency on'a'dicﬁotomous variabi distinguishingquperimental fromH &-'

SN céntrol schoéls, and cdnfrolliﬁg first for the T1 fréquenay'cohfirmed'the

- ‘pﬁservafi;ﬁ (N = 27).> Thg data are:

N~ o 2

- ~ e : Beta R° " R® Change B ?
Task Area I o
R 7435 210 -~ o
4 ~gkecon . .212 255  ,045 1,428 - n.s.
Tagk Area (I .. | g N
\T, T 394 254 -- B | r
. : ! . - : ) . ) o
«' EXPCON . .326  .348 .094 7.465 p=,012-

-

T D)

S This indicates, aleng with our earlier analyses, that mnot oply did the

"pfoéortion of collegial decisions expand in the unitized schools, their
S a , S \

absolute. number increased even more. o
} . . 3 .
‘ L \ . b ] ]

- These preliminary analyses of the control structureé data suggested the

1

’ . ' T VN ' - N . . " . ‘
distinction' among the three domains had a useful implicatlon for later

© i

¢
r

, o 56
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analyses, Area -III reflected issues for which decision were predom- o

inantly imade at least by individuals othepfshan teachers and quite often

by persons outside the school altogether. It allows an examination of

degree:of centralization-decentraliZation in the district on matters nor-

mally implicating district pdlicy. o

»

Tne distinction ‘bet¥gen ATeas I and II also'allows us to pursue’

Y.

interesting possibilities; for example, thet the experimental schools took

one of two alternative directions in implementing the IGE/MUS model:

emphasiZing curriculum and 1égtructional change (the IGE part) or emphasizing
=

'."/ Jr

alteration in the organization of instréttion (the MUS part). In some

schools Colleviality may increase in Area I but not in II, while in other

r

schools, it may be the reVerse——an easily examined pOSSlblllty.

-

o T Several other preliminary analyses ggested that Jthe Collegial scores
B /J»‘("‘ .
in Areas I a&& IT. relate to outside Va;iSbles in about the sa@gﬁway/ This
is to,be expect espec1ally at T4 and TS5, where the two themselves are
highly corfplated The Within-wave correlations substantially and regularly
increase from Tl to lS. - - - .~
d g Wave B 't "I-II (Collegiality) . .
s B 1 ) 036
2 Ta o ’ . 138‘
3 ' i .49 _ "§
4 .61 ' '
S 071 . ’ *
s ~ ‘

Whethcr thlS is a phenonenon of the experimental sch0015 only we could not
¥

say If it is, it w0u1d suggest that the units gradually’cottbeir act

A
LU o

g
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together and extended control over both classroom-curriculum and instructional

nE organizgkeon areas.

\

This ﬁhenomenoﬁ suggested that, for some anelys%f $tudying the
N - .

. Collegial cohtxpl structure, Areas I and II be combined, In one such

analysis, the Céllegial scores for Areas I and II were averaged :for each
\ ; : A
school at Tl and Ti; Three regressisns were run for Areas I, II and
. \ N ! . ) .
. . A\ . oo,
their composite; T5 was the dependent variable, Tl was a covariate, and a

dichotomous variable diétinguiéhing experimentélstched 1) from controls

»

(coded 0) was the independent‘variabie. Interestlngly, unitization showed

a stronger. effect on .the combined Colleglallty sccre at TS than on the

scores for the two areas % separately. Beta welghts for the Iatter were

.664 and .662 respectlvely and .727 for the comp051te. This suggeatedthe

’

comp051te values glve a better fix on what happens “to Colleglallty as a

result of un1t organlzatlon than the two  areas separgtely.'

-




-d4-

References

Charters, W.W. "Grouping of Control Stfucture Ev1dences " MITT working
papexr, March 18, 1977. | Nn -

F Y X
"Control Structure Data " MITT working paper, May 5, 1977.

"More About the Control Structure Data." MITT working
paper, May 6, 1677. I

”Lont*ol Strtctu‘ : ilore Yet." MITT working paper, May 10,

1977. - e o
: "Two Bits More on Control Structure." MITT working paper,
,May 23, 1977. ' ‘ -
Guttman, L. "A General Nonmetrlc Technique for F1nd1ng the Smallest Coor-
’ .dinate Space for a Configuration of P01nts " Psychometrika, 1968, 33,
' 469-506. o S

L

‘Linvoes, J.C. "YAn- IBV 7090 Program for Guttman Llngoes Snallest Snace
Ana1y51s " I. Behavior Science, 1965, 10, 183-184.
"New Computer Developments 1n Pattern Ana1y51s and Nonmetric .
A Techniques."- 1In Uses of Computers in Psychologlcal Research, Gauthler—'
Vlllars, Parls, 1966, 1-22.

’.

‘ "An IBM—7090 Program for Guttman Llngoes umallest Space -
_,Analxsis " - Behavioral Sciences, 1966, 11, 322 .

o "An IBM- 7090 Program for Guttnan -Lingoes Multidimensional
Scalogram Analysls." Behav1ora1 Sc1ences, <1967, 12, 263-270.

' "The Multlvarlate Analy51s of Qualltatlve Data." Mult. .
Behav. Res., 1968, 3, 61 94 N , ®o
"Sdme Boundary Candltlons for a hbnotone Ana1y51s of Symmetrlc
Matrices." Psychometrika, 1971, 36, 195 205. .

ﬁingoes, J.C. and Roskam,  E. "A Mathematlcal and Emplrlcal Study .of ?&
Multidimensional Scaling Algorithms." Mich. Math. Psychol. P1og :
MPP, 1971, 1,.1-169. - ' '

Roskam; E. and Linoes, J.C "MINISSA-1: A Fortran IV (G) Program for the

Smallest Space Analysis ¢f Square Symmetric Matrices.'  Behav. Sci.,
1970, 15, 204-205.




P

) : ) -45-

Nunnally, J.C. ngphometric Theory. New dek: McGraw-Hill Bcok Company,
. 1967. ~

Packard, J.S.; Carlson, R.O.; Charters, W.W.; Moser, R.H.; and Schmuck, P.A.
Governance and Task Interdependence in Schools: First Report of a
Longitudinal Study. Eugene, Oregon: Center for Educational Policy
and Management, University of* Oregon, 1976. ‘

[3

. Subkoviak, J.J. "The Use of Multidimensional Scaling in Educétional
//“*\~\\Besearqhz” Review of Educational Research, 1975, 45, 3, 387-423, .

Y



-46-

APPENDIX A :{ Profile Similarithﬁ

) Nunnally (1967)»nbfes that in order tdiselectvan’appropriate_similarity measﬁre
one must consider the relevance of the information provided by three basic
characteristics ef_profileefuievel, dispersion, shape. A_profile‘is normally
viewed aszpplicable to individuals aefoss_e number of variables; in our case
it applles to individual dec1snn areas across five types of dec151on areas.
The le!gl_of profile¢is the average score across all Var1ab1es~-1n our cases
it weu;@ﬁbeﬂthe“averege frequency_ecross the five control.'structure types,
The disEersion of a p}efile describes how widely scofee in ; profile divefge
*fronlthe average (level); in our case this would amount to a standard devl-
ation of the frequenc1eb'around the mean frequency in each dec1510n area.
The §2§Q§mof a profile describes Where the highs‘-and lows oecdr;ein our
case.for which-éarticular cohtrol structure'tybes do the "ups'."and_"d'ownsh -.s

Al . . ! .
occur in each decision area? Shape is definedhby the ‘rank order of the
typea of control structure  for each decision area.

if all three are con51dered meanlngful -as.a basis for clusterlng

profiles, they should be‘allowed to vary-durlng.analy51s.‘ One of the.mere
appealing measures of profile similaritf that allows for this is-ehe“dis-
tance measure, D, which is based on:the general%&ed Pythaé;rean theorem for
the distaﬁce between two poiﬁts in Euclidiaﬁ epace; Fer any j number of_}

variables in-a prdfib, the D for the profiles of two indiﬁi&uals a and b

L vl

‘ a.b . 2 [
i - : : +oe(X_ . - . -
. , . . IE( aj ~ *pj)

: ﬁ;‘ | ..‘ ':;‘lii | e f7 f}f} . : '._.. : . ;-', o '_ . ’,'l
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‘
Howeter, Nunally states it is inappropriate:to‘use D with<tecﬁniques
geared to clustering of several profiles; it is better to use créss‘prqgucts.
In order to use thed, the raw Scores must undergo some fﬁrm of transfor-
matlon dependlng 1f one wants the analysis senmsitive to differences among

proflles in level, dlsper51on, and/or shape.

He immediately notes it is difficult to find a transformation suitably

-

‘sensitive to all three.  If level-is deemed irrelevant, then one can use

dev1atlons about a proflle‘s 1eve1 as the ba51s for computing cross- products

if these are divided by the nunber of variables, ‘then one would obtain the

covariance betwen the profiles and the analysis would proceed using them.

If differences in level and dispersion were deemed irrelevant, then one can.

conpute correlatlons between profiles, whlch essentially equates the means

at zerc and the standard devxat1ons at one,

<y
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LAPPENDIX B: Multidimensional Scaling

i
i
!
t

<

The program MINISSA-I employs a procedure akin to that of the Shepard-

-Kruskal method. -
The proximity values insut to cne/orovran, correlations in our case,

are ranked low to hlgh as will be seen this order1ncr acts as a basis for

" generatlon of a unlque arrangement of the 21 declslon areas. As dn example

of the procedure, assume the number of dimensions needed to characterize

o .
“the ‘proximity values for the decision-areas is two.

an arbltrary arrangement ‘of the decision in two d1men51ons, computes distance

*The program begins with

.values between each area in this configuration, and then ranks the dlstance

values in ascendlng order. ‘This rannlng is compared with that for the or1g1na1
prox1m1t1es 1nput ‘to the program to produce a Stress value thch<ref1ects

J
the extent of agreement in the two orderings. The lower"the Stress, the

1

better the agreement--a desirable end.

If the Stress value 1s unsatlsfactorlly hlgh another conflguratlon

is arranged s0 as to decrease the stress. bost 51mp1y put, if the Stress

is too 1arge polnts are moved closer together. Dlstance values are again

calculated for tne new Conflauratlon, rank ordered and the orderln

L
w1th the orderlng of the input prox1m1ty values to produce another' Stress

e
. -

g compared

value. .

_/

This process is repeated through a number of iterations until a two-

<

dimensional conflguratlon results whose~Stress cannot be minimiZed further,

&l The result is the best representation of the declslon areas in two dlnenslons.
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“
, _ _ . .
In more mathematical terms, Stress is like a standard error of the-

estimate in bivariate regression analysis. One could constkuct*a graph in

which one axis would be labeled Input_Proximitf Values and another Empirical

, Distance Values, -those calculated for-a particular configuration. A mono~ -

w

tonic curve could be fitted through these points and the sum of squared

deviations of the points about this curve calculated. Because this‘squared

deviation sum is normalized in the progran, Stress can be expressed as a
proportion ot pefcentage. An example of such a graph (hypothetical) is shown
in the figure below.  This type of process is done mathematica11y for each

-

instance in which-a new'configuration is generated--the graph is used here

C e
for heuristié¢ purposes.,
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In fact, we did not know how many dimentions would best represent our

%

data. A problem existed in this respect ‘in that if the number of decision
areas were not large relstive to the nunber of dlmenslons, we risked obtaining .
a low- stress final ccnflguratlon which was ‘an. inaccurate representat1on

cf the true relationship among the ﬁ cision areas. _ This means that we had

to be careful thatwhenumber of decision areas relative to the number of -

dimensions was laroe enough to produce a unique confnguratlon To handle

'thls problem Subkov1ak (19/a)prov1des a formula for eomputlng the récommended

" minimum number of objects (decl51on areas) to be clustered for any partlcular

number of- dlmen51ons.» The formula is:

=4r + 1
.

where r = the number of d1men51ons and n = the nunber of ob3ects

+
~

on the basis of thls we dec1ded to spec1fy three as the max1mum number

.

'or d1menslons in. whlch the program wouldqtry to represent our data By doing

K

this the program generates a best solutlon in 3 and, if possibie, 2 and l
dlmenslons. Naturally, we op*ed to select the solutlon 1n the fewest dlmen51ons.

It should be mentioned that Stress and the nunber of dlmen,~hns are ..

Telated. Stress w1ll decrease each tlme a new dlmen51on is added 51nce

\kx\

that allows more freedom. for. arranging p01nts, which 1ﬁ\tu1n allows clgser

~N

agreement between the rank order of the input prox1mlty values and - the order

- of those calculated for the'configurations° ‘Notabley, a zerso. Stress can

alway° be ootained for n objects in n-1 and even fewer dimensions. However,

( : :
zero stress is not the ultimate crlterlon. What one desires is a simple

o
.

1nterpretable representatlon of tmé ‘basic dLmen51ons needed to account for

S 67



