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7" CHAPTERI
co - - by Paul Cullinan
. ‘ v 3

PROCESSES AND PROBLEMS IN TAXONOMIC STUDIES

-

p o

An attempt to classi:fy and’ordeq concepts about organiza-

. tional behavior in educétion may lopk to taxonomic efforts. in several
scienééé fqr proc»:es_'ses and.dire’c.ti.on . .But the .adéption of sﬁch
models means that the problems and issues associated with them are.

also inherited. Nevertheless, taanomic inquiry is a gp_g gg_q non
if know.ledgé and'tl;lééry deve.lopr.r;ént 6f organizational behaviér in

education is to progfess. Griffiths has notéd that

Téxonqmies have served useful purposes in
practically all the sciences. In fact one could
prdbably make a very good argument to support

the contention that any science begins with a

taxonomy. 1
|

It isv to the problems involved in such inquiry and the prospects
of dériving new ways of classifying organizational behavior that this
study is addressed. Research aimed at discerriing relations is in-

dispensable to scientific advance in the social sciences but often

such research efforts are exploratory incursions into areas that are

- v ¥ oy

relatively unchartered. : . | '
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Katz notes that exploratory studies have three purposes; "to
'd.iscové.r sig'n’ificant' val;iabies' in the field situaticn; fto d%scover rela-
tions among variables, and to lay a ground Qorlc for ;ater, more
systematic and rigordus testing of hypotheses.”2 Certainly, in this

sense, the work undertaken here is exploratory in nature,

b

Taxonomic processes

In vdevveloping takonomies of ofgéniiational behavior in educa-
tion, the major operations involved bfoadly parallel.those employed -
in thé' physical and biological scierices. _However, the procblems fe-
lated tg classification gf behav.iora.l rather than physical phenomena
are. certainly distinctive., As a framework for discus sing thése
di.%tindt probiems, as well as the perennial issues of taxonomic
studies, t‘he.functions, pfocedufes and their putiposes of the TOBE .
approach are outlined in Table 1. Al’;hough tl;le sequence of opera-

. tions indicates a logical order of development, the relative
i‘n_dependence of the f.irst.and second set of functions permitted
them to be undertaken simﬁltaneously. "In subsequen’c. chapters more
complete deécription of each of these ofnerafidnal rhases will be
given, | - )

- -But it is first necessary to consider general! problems asso-
ciated with the major funcii.oné as they 'pertain to.the approach used

in the overall plan of this study. Thus, clascifications and tax-

onomies deal only wilh aggregations of entities or units being
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studied. And in the behavmr sciences there are various wewpomts
abozt the constitution of units for analysis and class1flcatlon. For

‘ths Ieason some prehmmary oonsmeratlon must be glven to the 1ssues

telatod to 0bS°1 ving and recordmg behavmral umts although "The Field

.Siudy“ chapter will give detailed treatment to the methods employed in

~ this project. , o r

° . ‘.

- Observation, classification, and conceptualization are in-

tegrally relatad and for subsaquent olarity some ‘attention nxust be here
éiven to t]neir fundanlantai re.lationships. The'se rélationlships aré in-
dicatad by the several phases through Wthh a class:flcatlon process
is carried out. This process has been vieWad by C‘oofxnbs as iliustrated

in Figu.re‘ 1. 3

Scientist

| N

. N,

e N Inferential
Universe of / & | \\ Classification
Potential ¥ Recorded =

- — Data . of Individuals
Observations - - Observatlons : 4+ 7 and Stimuli

i

Phase 1 o Phase 2 Phase 3

o aany

-

Fiow dlagram from the real world to inferences

According to this conception, the scientist must select some few
things to record from the richness of the nreal™ world. However,

thase rocordad ohse mns from ihe first phase are pot yet data. in
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Coombs sense of "a theory of data;" an interpretive step on the part

of the sc1entist is necessary for the converslon.

L]

The second phase involves descrihmg and labehng the recorded
, . a9 .
‘en_tities which are roughly grouped i}n terrns of a relation of some kind
betWeen individuals and stimuli or ioerhaps just between stimuli. (In
| the TOBE study this grouping on the bas1s of relatlonships between
.indiv1dua1s and stimuli foilows the criteria set down for OTU's
described in the following chapter.)

Then,. given this prior classification, phase 3

-involves the detection of relations , order, and

 structure which follow as a logical consequence

. of the data and the model used for analysis.

The scientist enters each of these three phases
. ina creative w,a.y in the sense that alternatives
are open to him and his decisions will determine
in a signiﬁcant way the results that will be ob-~
tained from the analysis.4 (italics added)
It is at the juncture of o'b-serVation and .recording in phase l.
that the first basic ‘question in classification studies is met. As
’Coombs has commented "the observations may frequently be inter-

preted as one of two or more different kinds of data. nd What the ob-

servar chooses to notice and record is an optional decision but the
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choi.ces made and fhe protocols used have fundamental implications for

what happens thereafter in the study.

t

. There are two principal methodologies from which a. 'r.eéording

v Y

techrique may be chosen for this initial phase of research. One is

the so-called "primary record" approach which seeks to preserve as
much of the observed activity as possible through written records,

video or audio tapings, or combinations of these. The recorded ob-

servations are then submi_tted_ for analysis according to suitable
schemes or models,
A second set of methods involves observation throﬁgh predefined

categories or codification schemes. Medley and Mitzels review

numerous classroom behavior studies that have been based on such

6

sYstematic Observatiqn schemes. B}f _wéxy of e-xtréme examp.les; the§
cite cne study in which the observer tallied only the times the teachér
smiled during the period. of observation; tﬁey note anofcher investiga-
tion Which recorded bupil use of handkerchiefs when sneezing in
English _classes.7 Units‘ oi behavior., dbserved through codification ) |
schemes are 'us‘ually.determi'ned by either event S'ampling or time
sampling procedures. Event sampling'notes the number of occurrences '

of a selected behavior, such as smiling, during the total observation;

time sampling uses systematic or random periods of time to record

behavioral ccourrences.,
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Beyond the many economies of observation metheds which

~codify through predefined categories there are bénefits of definitio\rial
' accuracy and ease of data analysis. But the fundamental questions

‘to b'é“raised about these methods concern the initial conceptualizaF

tions. for defining thé catééories of what is to be 6bservedi 'Itiis
around these questions tﬁat controve.rsie.s .o.f defining anq div'i'ding.b'e_;-
havioral phenomepa ensue. |

| Use of the "primary record" method tends to be lesé frequent
in thé claséification 6f bgaﬁavior althoggh_ somé modified forms of

this approach have bzen used in systematic classroom observation.

~ Despite its economic constraints it has certain advantages especially

- for exploratory investigations and for studies using multiple modes

of analysié. 'Extensive research us.ing " cémprehensive beha‘}ior“
6bservation and recording techhiques of the primafy record'type h.as. |
beeﬁ done by Roger Barker and his associates. 8 Barkér has em-
phas{zed the diffefences. between conventional psYchological re-
s_éarch studies and what he calls "Ecological Psycholog};. "9 Certain
paral]els between his coﬁcepts'cf behavioral settings gnd behavioral
units and the appfoaéh used in the TOBE Study warrant further con-
sideration of his work at the Midwest Psychological Field Station

of the University of Kansas,
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‘Behavioral ecology
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immersed.

Barker cont=snds that the identification and description of the

13

natural entities or events of a science in their relevant context or

environment and the incorporation of these into a unified system of
concepts constitutes the ecological side of science. The relevant

;co.ntext. for human behavior must take into account the physical-

. bipsocial world (the nonpsyciholbgical milieu) in which a pérson is

~

In this way we can understand how it is transformed into

a psychological e>nvir.onment for determining what behavior shall and

" ‘shall not be possibie for all who live within it. Hence, it is

- essential that we study behavior in situ in order to identify the en-

yiro.nmental .as. well as the personality variables assocjated with
behavior.vlo , | B |

Barkei‘ spggests that.cértain method.s of psych.ology' (such as
sofne clinical techniques‘)' tend to disrupt the éontinuity of behavior
although they are thought to be analytical and nonin_te‘rfering ob-
seryvational methods. Their us'e of time intervals ahd number-of-
.occqrrences. is a'rtiﬁcial.v The ecological approach, oﬁ the other
hand, is " 'r‘la.lturavl‘" in the sense that behavioral units occur without
intervention by the investiga.tor‘and are ﬁot disruptive of the "stream
of behavior, "1} |

~Barker and his associates employ a verbal-narrative method

of observing and recording which they contend has many advantages

§!
:
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as a system for preserving the stream of behavior phenomena on the

level of molar behavioral units,

other archives, its ob-

- ¥

. Like museums and like

ject'ive is to present its "specimens" with only

D

‘fdifications as may be required to pre-
% | ;

such mg
" serve them and "co. iﬁcrease jcheii' usability. The.'
data of @he pubiication are reléted to the ori.‘ginal
béhavior much as a pressed and moﬁnted plant | -
in an herbarium i.s related to 'fh‘? living pla.nt, or
a stained and mounted séction of tissue to living
_tisgug. .« o 12
A tremendous amount of time.has been spent in sustained 'ob‘—
servation .by this group, and the records of observation so produced
5ave been sn.tbrriitted to various modes of 'analysié. This, of course,
was included in the rationale for such an approéch. |
Derivative advantages inc;lude making it possible
. for different pers_,o.ns’to approach identical
bhenbména at different times;,with different
methodologics and within different contexts, of
reducing field work where the materials in the

archives are adequate for particular problems,

and of providing. the primary evidence upon which

T

2l e data v




published summaries and conclusions can be

based.13

‘Th'ese "derivative advantages" of reducing field work and
allowing several people to approach the..same recorded phenomena'.

‘through different frames-oi-reference were also considered ad-

'vant.ag'eous'for the strategy adopted by the TOBE Project.

Moreover, there are other fea'tpres of "behavivoral 'ec':ology'"
for which compari'sans‘ may be foancl in the rationale. <.>f. the TOBE
study. Thésa include 1') consideration of thev behavi'o’ral _'settin.g,
E 2) discrimination of ganeral patterns of behayior ," and 3) criteria

“important in identifying operational units.

1. The beha’vioral setting. According to Barke.r arid.
Wright” a behavior setting always has twp sides. }On the one
side, thére is always a part of the nonpsychological ;ﬁilieu, which
-may ba physical, social, or both, as in the respective instances of

a doctor's office or a vacant lot, a traffic law or a social clique,

ar;\d a writ of habéas corpus or a spllool classroom. On the other.
side, ther'e is always a social norm or a shared {;ame of f_eferencé.
that defines the setting as one which ]S appropriate for particular
kinds of behavior. In the Field Study of the TOBE Project sufficient
background material was provided with the recorded observations to.

permit the taxorcniists to take into account the relevant character-

istics of the seiiing within which the tzehavior occurred. Subsequent

chapters illusirat. this goint,
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2. Discrimination of patterns. Lewin h.as"n'oted t,hat "the

"first prerequlslte of a successful observatlon m any science is a

(]

'def}mte understandmg about what 51ze of umt one 1s gomg to observe:

. - ata glven trme, ".15 He pomts out that 1q somal psycholoqy We have :

| -.pften mlsmterpreted the smenuflc requxrements of analys:rs and have

.!_.
_

'_'tned to observe as small umts as posslble and in so domg, .we e

have frequently torn the ob served umts from thelr context E
The fallacy in such an approach is that there - | /

is freq.uerltly no way to distinguish among |
diff_ere'nt pos_sibilities of classifyirlo ‘ar} actlop
if the observat.ion lasts only a few séconds. e |
_‘ Thus, if two persons A and B are r_u‘nning' or}efbéi—' "

* hind the other, it may mean that either A is "

leading B or that B is chasing A. Only by obszer-:' : |

e ringter e et e =

vation which is sufficiently comprehensive to

include both A and B and to xtend .through a |

" period sufficiently long does the meaning of the '

activity become clear. 16 ' o : _ By S
Consequent to the resolution of this latter qtiestio_n is the prob-

-

lem of different observers reliably identifying the "same" units of be-

havior. Training observers can produce high levels of agrecement for

. dividing the behavior stream into units or episodes, 17 However, R

- systematic ag:oamoni in unit selection among untral ed observe1
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confronts the antecedent question of the "i{atural pattern" of perceived

- .behavioral episodes. Dickman's investigation of this problem con-

.

B cludes that |
- ‘ Behévior attains 'order.lzr:ess in _the eyes of obL
- serv;ars ﬁ) the éxfént {hat goals and motives
are. imputed. to the behavior., Independent ob- '_
R | servers; of such a behavior cént'inuu.m demon-
s'trat'ed. ;ignificént agreement on éeﬁeral . y -
p_atterning and specifically on the points ét

4

which units began or ended. . . .7';'These un-

trained observers agreed very poorly on identica‘l_ | -
incidence of units, yet th.ey were able to a_greé

on the general meariing of the sequence. This -

latter paradox is 'unders'tood in terms of the

.differences in the inclusiveness of the goal or

e

N : ﬂ
behavior perspective, 18 C e

Su‘ch conclusions are supportive of the approach adobted in the - i
preéeni inquiry into organizational behavior in education, That is, |
S the field observers in this study rgcorded units of behavior which
' | followed a general pattern; these observers indiéated beginﬁing and oo |

ending points as well as a general r.ecaning of the sequence, How-

. ever, subsequent classification proceeded from different conceptual : S

frameworks, i.2., e "goals or behavior perspectives" were imposed

S . e
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by taxonomists according to the theoretical conceptualizations they

had adapted for this purpose.

' 3 - Criteria for operat10na1 umts. _Even granting”the contingency

vy 3

‘of unrformly dlscrlmmatlng general patterns of behavmr, there,remains

the problem of operatmnal criteria for resordmg observed behavmral

" units. Among several um.t methods proposed by the Barker team are’

the "Envuonmental Force Umt"19 and the Socral Contact Umt 20

This latter unit Dyck spec1f1es "as a un;t of socml mteraction Wthh

contains W1th1n its boundarles (1) one subJect (2) one agent (3) one

raison d' efre, and (4) one continuous topic, n21

The operatronal usefulness of thls un1t, 1nclud1ng data on re-
" liability is presented by Dyck. 22 Moreover its spemflcatlons are
similar to the Operational Taxonomic Unit (OTU) employed by the

'obser{ration team of the present study as presented in the Fle].d Study

chapter.

The issue of behavioral units

Some of the problems associated with ohserVing and recording
unite of behavior have been pointed cvht‘ in these precedlng s'ection‘s‘;.
- The advantages of selecting an approach from either set.of rnethods
are attended by various.conceptual or procedural difficulties. The '-
problem of units of beha\fior‘ remains an unsettled one ,. and as

Kerlinger obseivas

TR RO




,. One can atrempt o defi‘ne behavior quite.o_pera-u
tionally by listing a 'larqe nuxrlber of behavioral
acts, and can thus ordinarily obtain a hrgh degree _. .' ,
" - of precision and rellab;llty. Yet in so_ domgr one
vmay also have SO redm,ed the-behavior that it
no longer bears much resenrblance to tlre be-

havior one intended to observe, Thus valid.ity

has been lost 23

Conver.,ely, observatlon that seeks to record behavmr more com-

prehensively permits certain vagu,en’ese a.nd ambigq;ity of the observers' |
| perceptioris to decr,ease reliabil'ity.. Training.of.obser‘%/'er's can

eliminate some of the ambmulty but the problem remame and must

be recogmzed The approach adopted in the present study has attempted

to maximize the validity of observed and recorded specjmens of organi-

zational hehavior in education. Such a position .do_e's not avoi,d the

pro.blem's of classifying behavior, it merely delays them. These prob._

leins are taken up in the following sections,

Bases for classification
, ¢

Systematic observation of behavior using predefined categories

implies a prior solution to the problem of how classes s'hall be

formed. Hence, through whatever conceptual scheme is chosen,

'suocescv\ o cperations era guided inrecording, grouping, and analyzing




the \rmts of benavror. On the other hand; the decision to use
"pnmary records" techmques involves the appllcatlon of classur-—
cetory metnods after the beheiror has been recorded. Yet once
agairr, there are drfferences in the advocated procedures for

thrs phase of dcvelopmg c1assrf1catlons As mentloneo prevrously',

the TOBE Project adopted a method whereby several conceptual

| frameworks were applied to the same recorded freld observations.

-

The rationale for thlS aoproach W111 be treated more fully in the

next section of this chapter. But other procedures for dcvelopmg

classes have their proponents. For example, Schoggen asserts

that an "ath'eoretical" position permits the emergence of more

meanmgful emmncc_l groupings.
Our aim here was to let the detd gulde us
jn establishing meaning: ully dl.,tmcL group-
ings rather than to 1mpose some arbitrary

. system of clas s1f:catlon on the data 24

' Although Schoggen's work may be relatively less theoretically-

oriented than other studies it is at least implicitly guided by

some theoretical conceptions. In the same sense that Hanson

25

maintains that even observations are "theory-laden,"“" the

classrflcatlon of bal or can never be truly "atheoretical.'
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The issues of theoretical versus empirical approacies to

classification are not unique to the beshavioral sciences but

have a lohg fraditién in the biological 'md physical sciences.
Some- qf thesé .issues are examinéd in thé followihg section in
ordef to i,lius‘tfate thé basic préblems unéerlying the deyéiopmen’c
of taxonomies of organizatioﬁal beha;viof in education and tﬁe pro-

ceéses employ'éd'.in the TOBE P.x_'oject. Before turning to these

- . -

jssues, however, some preliminary comments about the purpose

of classification studies are in order.

The terms of any ,science result from a conceptualization |

~»of .th.e subjéét—matter by which the thingé studied'are classified

and analyzed. Kaplan-notes that "the function of scie'ﬁtific con-
cepts is to mark the categorigs Which will tell ms more about ouf
subject-matter than any other c_ategorical ‘sété.

Hence, classification usually pioc_eeds bﬁf grouping together
entitiegacccycﬁng to some system of relatioﬁshi;ps 61.' associations

among them. It is the way in which these relationships or associa-

tions are conceived that forms the conceptual boundaries of the

categories of the system. And, the factors that influence how
relationships among phenomena are conceived Iie in the purposes

v

and kinds of gencralizations that are ultimately envisioned,
s} : Y
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According to Simpson,” " the purposes and intended gener-
alizations provide the bases for classification. . |
1. A major function of classification is to |
_ construct classes about which generalizations
‘ 2. Classes are constructed in connection |
with a particular purpose which depends upon - ;.
) . . .‘ . i
the kind of generalizations that are considered
pertinent.
. | | | . T e e S “‘m—\“‘ E
3. Some classifications pertain to & wider range :
of phenomené and permit more meaningful gener- .
alizations than others and are in that sense more b
| useful, or more powerful. _ B - | %
! g
;_ 4. There is not an ideal or absolute scheme of g
classification for any particular field of phenomena
. but there are always a number of clasgsifications ‘
L i
s % :
possible. These will differ according to the pur- fg
poses -for which they have been constructed.
. Even classifications in the same form, with
, . the shme nuwpoaes, and ba sad on tho same criteria |
: PPN . ]
. .. . 1 - e . , . ° . L0 : .
or principles are not unique Or uniform. ' : o
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" Although classifications are founded Upon relationships.

among pheno:mena it is possible to have relationships of

innumerable different kinds. It would seem to.follow, therefore,

that there may be many different classifications as well as many

" different bases for clas sification of the same phenomenal field.

Krathwohl and others suggest that this divfficulty is inherent to

" classification:

We 'should hote tﬁat.any cla_ssificétion scheme
représents an attempt io abstract énd ’o.rde'r |
phenéfn.ena and aé such probably does some
violence to the pheﬁdména as commo’.nly ob-
served in natural settings. The vélu’e of these
ati::empts to abstx;act- and classify is in their
greater power for oréanizing and cénfrol,ling

the phenomena, 29

The "power" of a classification whether seen in terms of organ-

izing and controlling phenomena or in terms of information yield

is the quality by which "naturalness" is predicated of a classi-

fication. As Kaplan observes

-

Every classification serves some purpose or

other. . . It is artificial when we cannot do

more with it *hizn we first intended. A natural

A
£
%
L
N

ARG SR

e S s et g L e e R i e e S R e e Ll e e e e S e




grouping is one which allows the discovery of
_many more, and more important, resemblances
than originally rec?gniZQ‘d .30

A classification whose purpose is restricted is usually re-

ferred to as a "spedie_ll" or arbitrary one. Sokol and Sneath _

distinguish that
Such a classification conveys less informa-
tion than a general or “natural® one. For

example, we can divide mammals into carni-

vores and herbivores; for the purppse of

.ecol.c')gy.; then the. designation ".carnivo're"

only tells .ué the kind of food they eat.sl
They add that

A natural class'ificatmn 3‘.s"é “"¢general arrange-

ment intended for general use by all scientists"

i

| The inductive‘ approach
Even granting substantial agreement on 'ghe purposes for

classification, there are disparate views of how these purposes

are better achieved. On one hand there is the school of thought

which espouses the empirical approach through inductive and

" numerical mathods. Opposed to this is the theoretical schoeol
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- shared characteristics, etc.
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. which advocates a more classical or deductive position. While

the controversy is manhes‘fed chiefly umong blologlcdl taxonomists |

o

the 1mphcat10ns are s1m11ar for ClaSSlf].CdllOn in every field.

i ’ .
'+ The procedureé advanced by the strict empiricist school are

v

* ‘quite simple; viz., observe and record as many characteristics

as possible and then form classes accord'ing to a majority of

shared charac ristics. Hence a species is constltuted of indi-

'Vlduals wnh a maximumn numuer of shared charectenstlcs wh11e

a genus consists of those species with a m ximum nitmber of

R
%

The advent of high-speed computiers has given new impetus

to this approach and such methods of numerical taxonomy are con-

‘-.siderab].y detailed by Sokol and Sneath who state these besic

principles:
1. The ideal taxonomy is that in which the taxa
have the greatest content of information and which

is based on as many characiers as possible,

2. A priori, every character is o .,f equal welgnt

in creating natural taxa,

3. Overzll similarity (or affinity) between any two
entities is a function of the similarity of the many

charactoarz in which thev are heing compared,

.
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4, Distinct taxa can be constructed because

of diverse character correlations in the groups
under study. e
5. Taxonomy as conceived by us is therefore

a strictly empirical science.

.

'
z
»

6. Affinity is estimated independently of phyio-
33 o

genetic considerations.

The rejection of phylogenetic considerations implies opposi-
‘tion to the use of traditionhal theory in biological taxonomy. Carried
to its logical extreme this"position would assert that more " natural®

s _ " taxonomies can be developed through stringently empirical. pro-

cedures, i.e., according to grouping by statistical correlation

of bbs;erved characterisfics . But here .agaliin, choices must be z
made ‘about' which initial characteristic.s shall be cogsidered since ‘3
some préliminary grouping is necesj.'sary for a stafting point. S;.ICh .
choices are implicitly- theoretical. Moreover, the ¢orre1ationa1 o ; :

process tends to produce classifications of characteristics rather

than of whole éentities.

ERTRY 2 S S R

The most vulnerable tenets of the inductive approach are,

first, that characieristics are tabulated according to theoretical

e Al e e
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formulations that are not 'explicit and second, tha\t classes are
" formed solely on the basis of mductwe loglc (apphed probab111ty
; " L theory) . These tenets are rooted in an 1nadequate view of the

nature and formulation of classes. .

The nature and formulation | PR S |
of classes ‘ | - - BN D 3

What is proposed here as being a more adequate view of

" the nature of classes rests chiefly on three propositions:

1. Classes are theoretical entities explicated

by categorical locﬁc .

2. _Classes are empirically checked and modi-

fied by statistical methods.

¢ .
. A °

R e ihr ey bbb e

3. Classes are operationally specified although

not operationally defined.

The first of these propositions asserts'that classes are properly

formulateo through explicit conceptuallzatlons, the second empha-

sizes that statistical procedures are necessary but not smhment

guides for developing classes; and the third statement denotes
the nature of the bridging operations for making theoretical cate-

gories tractable to enpirical checking.
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For the first proposition, the issues are basically centered
on the radical idea of classes. That is,"whether classes are
natural entities waiting there in "nature" to be discovered or

|3

whether classes are man-made formulations. If the supposed "

logic of induction is followed one notes characteristics a.nd their .
oécﬁrrences and then inferis .generali'z.ations (fqr afri,ving at
'ciasées) from this process. Most efquj:s are thereby' deVoted to“»
i?nproving observation and corrélafion technique.s.to the neglect
of thec;retical formulations. Ygt obéervaﬁén and cérrelatiqn are
made in terms of at least irﬂplicit theore.tical framés;of—reference;
‘theories that are not expi%cit suffer the shortcomings of ﬂot being
scientifically delimited. A theory that is not explicated is a; poor
theory and poor theoxjies lead to péor classifications, For example,
one could not begin to clevelc;p social classifications ba.sed on
charac:.téril's‘tics of unemployment and d.eli_r'lquency witﬁout explicit

concepts about {vhat constitutes unemployment (economic theory)

and delinqguency (social behavior theory). Or again, a characteris—

-

tic such as color indicates difierences of structire and function

4

in algae but not in mushrooms (or humans). In these instances
to include color equally among the characteristics for making

classes implies certain hypotheses about the data. Characteriza-

13 T
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tion is tho vrodust of an active theorotical choice, not merely
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 passive receptlon of what is "out there " To the extent that
theories deter mine data our theories need to be exp11c1tly stated

for markmg off What is to be observed and characte zed,

Although 1t is necessary to view classes as theoret1cal

A

entities explicated by categorlcal logic, it is not sufficient to

do so. To assume that classes can be formulated solely in terms

e RS AT

of categorlcal loglc whereby " clean—cut“ classes are deduced is

to err at the other extreme. The deduction of ’clas ses so that the

phenomena to be classlfled fall into one and only one class is

to rely on theory alone for dehneatmg classifications. In that
case, science would be merely the formal way of carrying out
theoretical deduction of classes which would c.omplete the in-
quiry. Theoretical catecories that are not empirically corroborated

become matters of sheer speculation. Thus, classes are formu-

lated not by ideational structures (theory) only but by theoretical
categories whose probabilities are tested through empirical in-
- stances. )

The second proposition stated earlier contrasts the strictly

inductive approach with the position taken in this study, viz.,

el Paag b

that classes are checked out empirically--and modifications are

made in the original theoretical categories on the basis of these

.al methode are employed to assess the

!
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a strength. of possible generalizations (distribution of. s_amples, popu¥-
iations, etc.) and to analyze the range of similarities among ‘the
phenomena belng studied (correlational and factorial tec.hmq,les)

In fact, classes are neces'sarily statistical in nature since the

' _ phenomena being investigated can rarely be characterized directly
and 1n a complete universe.’ But, contrary to the numerical taxono-
mists, StatlSdCal procedures are not sufficient for the development
of classes,

The third proposition distinguishes operational specifica-

tion from operational definition as an adequate view about formu-

lating classes. This proposition warrants closer examination

not only because of the ‘distinction between operational "definition"
and "specification" but, especially because of the impor t 11: holds
for the major function in the TOBE study of "formulating conceptual

schemata."

i

Specificationland concevtual schemes

The issue of operational definition ‘i'rersus operation speci-
fication of classes is more than a mere semantic distinction; it
represents a radical demarcation between positions held abont
the philcsophy of science. Without becoming deeply embroiled
in the polemics of this que stion a rationale 'f,or cperational specifi~

cation wiil be outlined below. Although there is a certain "matter

gy e T . S
IR
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of degree" tolerable here, classes are concepts that can only, in

_principl'e, be .operationally specified and not operationdlly defined;

i

Classes, it has beén nc;’_céd, are thec.)retica.l entiiiés that
aré forfnulated for purpos_e_s. of gronpinq observations, Sincé they
are to distinguish what is to be observéd they cannot iJe con-

siiructed or defined in term:s of obse‘r.vlati.ona'l techniques.. For ex-

ample, in psychiatric studies classes of personality disorders

such as "paranoid," "cycloid," etc., are theoretical formulations.

;But,'del_usions of persecutiqn, hearing voices, and associatéd
functional discrders do ‘no't. mark off one behavior discrder from A.
another. Rather, t}ie theoretical formulation'allows specificaiidn
in terms of symptoms, much as Freud's classes of disorders in
terms Qf inborn forces, e_nviromnental inﬂnences, and the means
of mental adjustment betnreen tt.em permit the specificatidn of
what behavioral aberrations might be observed. The operations
do not défine thé classes, then, but the theoretical "definition
-of terms" contains the distinctions between variables whicn must
be then checked out empirically. |

| What the preceding implies, of course, is a negation"

of strict definition in the sense of operationism without denying

" the necessity of assigning conditions-of meaning to theoretical

2

terms. WHKaplar aszriisg th
‘ [

: .. ’ ’.! ~a s ] 3 . ]
This term |cafinition} has a’'loose sense in

which 1t 2pplies to any procedure for specifying
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meaning . . . theoretical terms--and in
practice, most constructs--are not -capable

.| . of definition in the strict sense., . . . I must

™

e‘nip‘hasiz'é that I am not'saying thét such
“terms ca‘nnot‘ or do not have their meanings
specified; Iam say:ing only that, because of |
"~ the openneés 'of their meanihg, the gpeciﬂca-
tion.is not by way of definition in the strict
- sense,
"The theoretical forinulétions used in the "conceptual
schemata" of the TOBE Preject generate classes that are operatioﬁ~
ally spec.ified yet no.t operationally defined in the strict sense.
Howevér, in the sense of "open" or éuccessive'definition each of
the major terms in the four conceptual schemata are assi'gned mean-
ing through "definition of terms." Morepver, these terms are
.Categorically subdivided and specified to pfovide ref_erer:xts for the
phenomena recorded in the observations., | |
Ne\‘r'ertheless , the conceptual schemata are derived from
theoretical formulations and theoretical terms‘cannot, in principle,
be fully defined by obsew'ables. These terms péssess a systemic

quality that binds them together in such a fashion that the content

=l
o
n
ret

o ingle concopt cannot be fized apart ‘from the meaning of the

whole theory. Thus terme like " negentropy, " or "castration complex" -
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-cessive (bb) factors along with postulations abkout their observa-

28
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" are devoid of meaning when dissociated from their theoretical con-

-

texts. .
; - ' ‘
i The bridge from theoretical terms to empirical data can
and mﬁst,-of course, be -rﬁade. Hypothes'ized categoriés are con-
firmable (or contrariwise) through instances of observations. To
iliustrafe the procedures and pui*poses of what Table 1 encompasses

under the function of Formulating Conceptual Schemata consider

the following ?xample. B

Suppose a series of propositions concerning the in- -

fluences on eye coloring were formulated to explain inherited

variations of dominant-reeessive colors (asain fact, is the case).

The terms of such a conceptual framework woulvd operationally'
specify the classes of constructs for dominant (BB, Bb) and re-
tional predictiveness. These classes (Bb, et.c..) characterize the
ééne pairings that are the indirect or genotypic obse;vables to
be empirically checked out .. The applicati9n of this scheme to
recorded observations on eye ,cc;lofation (phenotypes) would provide
the empirical corroboration of a genetic theory of eye-;coloration .
In effect, this illustra’;ion indicates the sequénce of pro-

cedures through which theoretical terms--sometimes called

S R R S R

S R
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useful by deriving intervehing variables or constructs that may be

applied to the world‘ of observables. The observations do not, of

RO ] )

course, give meaning.’fo the theoretical terms but only mark the

occasion %or their abplicafion. In the present 'study terms ‘_s“uch. as
“compliance" or “incentivos" are théoretioal concepts which .con—
| ._'si:itutfe explan‘at.ions about certoin aspects of organizatio.nal‘b‘é-"
havior in ‘oducatio‘n. Through sﬁb—catogories'of these terms postu--
latioﬁs aro inade about thé observational orediofiveneés of vorious
kinds of organizational behavior‘. The choracteristics of these sub-
c_:at.egories} are then oheoke_d against ‘i.the feoorded specimens
(observational protocols) to test the applicability of the oonceptual
~scheme to ompiricol instances of ol'ganizational behavi_or in educa—l
tion, | |

In summary, w};ot ﬁas been.sai.d abouf the bridg_;ing between
theoretioal terms and empirical instances is meanf to emphasivze
the procedﬁre of operationally specifying classe‘s. The syster}{i:c
pfoperty of a th:eoretical ’term demands some openness of meanings
since the theory as a whole is needed to give full meaning to.its
terms. Again, Abraham Koplén stat‘es; ]
Notice that a term may have sys{emic mean-
ing even though ‘it is apporently explicitly
defined gcomewhere. . . The chances 'are, in-

dead that a kev tarm of this kind is "defined"
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several times and in several different ways.
This diversity does not necessarily mark a-
. ) fa * . .

lapse either of logic or of memdry, but the

! ‘ . ‘ . ] (] 36
. ~ occurrence, rather of systemic meaning.”"

- Classifying behavior units

" The function of placing units of observed organizational

behavior (OTU's) follows the procedures outlined in Table 1. The

methods employed in th1s phase of the study are descrlbed in

the respec'tlve chapters of the four coneeptual schemata formulated
for purposes of c‘aSslfylng these behavmrs. The stat1st10a1 treat—
ment of the data was matle accordmg to a compﬁter .program ex-
pressly written for showing degrees of the OTU's affinities across
the various categories of the classi-fication schefﬁes. The inter-

pretations of these analyses are described in the individual

‘chapters dealing with each scheme,

Classification and taxonomy -

The terms "taxonomy" and "classification" have been used
frequently in the considerations that preceded and that will follow.
Definitionally they may be distinguished as follows:

Classification is the erdering'of phenomena
into crouns {or sets) on the basis of their
relationships, that 1s of association by con-

iguity, sinilarity, or both. -
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" This distinction can be further hmhhghted by paraphrasmg Gregg

31

. Taxonomy is the theoretical study of classi-
f1cat10n, including its bases principles,

YR

procedures, and rules.37 |
38
in stating that the subjects of classification are the phenomena
end the subjects of texonomy are classifications. This use of
the word "taxonomy" is more restrictive than others but in the pre-
sent context :frs more fitting. O_ -

Classification usually proceeds_by grouping together indi-

vidual objects or concepts by some system of relationships or

.associations among them. But scientific classification also needs

different levels of generahty for inclusion of groups. Th1s may be

'accomphshed in either of two ways: (1) by overlapplng or coin-

cidence of non-identical classes; chemistry, for example, deals

with classes that do not admit of subordination, or (2) by subordina-

"tion of some classes to others for inclusion of the former in the

" latter as found in the biological sciences.

Classification by subordination may continue for a large

number of leve_ls or steps usually termed a hierarchy_. A hierarchy

is a systematic framework with a sequence of classes (or sets)
at different levels in which each class (except the lowest) includes

one or more subordinate Classes.
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An arrangement of phenomena into cfasses 'which, tn turn,

. are hierar;:hically ordered forms a system. of classes called'

| "taxonontie'categories" arranged in serial order. The operations .
then consist of the conceptual aggregatlon of phenomena into taxa
of lowest rank and aggregatlng these lower ranked classes into

. taxonomic categories of successively higher rank. Regardless of
how the grouplng is performed these operatlons involve two klnds
"of relationships. The f1rst, a relatle nship of prlorltx, is exempli-
fted by the relationship between genus and spemes, i.e., @ verucal

or stepW1se includmg -included arrangement the second, a relat1on-

h1p of equlvalence, is exemplmed by the relatlonshlp between

genus and genus within one family, i.e., ‘a horizontal type of
ordering.
| Theoretical science is concerned with ordering and taxonomy

is a branch of science that is exclusively and explicitly devoted

_tothe ordering of complex phenomena. However, tne ways of

achieving this ordering differ and lead to misconceptions about
the nature of the taxonomic process. Krathwohl, Bloom and Masia
have stated this point quite insightfully:

A true taxonomy is a set of classifications

which are erclered and a_rranged on the basis

of a single vrirciple or on the basis of a
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consistent set of prinCipleé. Such a true
taxonomy may be tested by determining whether
: Ly

it is ir;.égreeine'ant with empirical‘.evidence and
whethiar the v;éy in which the .clas sific‘a'tions‘
are ofdered c.orrespondsvto a real order among |
~the relévant phénorﬁeha. The taxonor.ny'mu'st .
also be consistent with sound theoretical views
in the field. Whére it is inconsistent, a way |
'sh.ould be developed of demonstrating or. de-
t‘e’rmihing which alternative is the most adeéuate
one. Finally’, a true taxonomy ‘s;hould be of value

in pointing to phenomena yet to be discovered. 39

Developing taxonomies

With the preceding ideas in mind, it is pos'siblel to list somé
‘of the principal features of taxonomic inquiry:

1. Classes or aggregations; of phenomena, n.ot individuals,
are the basic units of taxéncmy and are the things to be classified.
Classes of phenor'nena'vary', for variation is an éssential p.ar’n: of

their nature and their definition, i.e., classes do not have single

fixed patierns or types.

9. Obscrvations of propertics and gharacteristics are

essential, but not definitive in taxonomic studies. Observations
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and empirical checking provide evidence that the theoretical defini-

tion of class is met by a particulaf aggregation of phenbmena.

; .

3. Taxonomic studies are always statistiéal in nature.

" The 6b.iects of inquiry are 'clas‘.ses of phenomena as they occur,
and‘ they can.rarjely be obs;—:rved direqtly and in a complete uni-
verse. Procedures, thereforé, must necéssarily be by ini'erence
from statiétical s.samples and classes are checked by means of
statistical metliods. '

4, Classes at all levels of a taxoromy are not in
principle defined by their rrienibership but by their relationships.
Thait is, 61a.sses carino_t be defined solely by induction, viz,,
by specifying the individuals that.bel.ong; to them or by listing
the characteristics of those individuals but only by implicit or
explicit specification of relationships among those individuals..
Common characteristics and overall similarity do"not have
primary’ .roles.in classification. Characteristics in comrhonl are
‘viewed as evidence of the theoretically derived .relationships,

which are primary.

5. The construction of formal classifications of particu-

lar groups is an essential part and a useful outcome of taxonomic

effort. However, it is not the fotal nor even the controlling

purposa. Ratbaer, ihe aim of taxonomy isHto understand the group-

~ ings and tha relationshios of phenomena in conceptual terms in

. -
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order to make generalizations and extend knowledge of thé field
. ° _

. being studied. )

6. The guiding princi'ples in developing classificatidns

should be based on the most s-ignifican_t theoretical relationships

among phenomena and include as many of these as possible.

A Synthetic of Taxonomic Operations

The purpose o"f taxonomic _iﬁquiry is to obtain an arrangement
dr ordering of phen’dména into a readily understandable claésifica-
':tion system according to evidénée supporting theoretical relation-
shiios. To abhiéve the best possible approximation to this organi-—
zation', the process of inquiry depends upon theories, principles
and pfocedures that are, stricﬂy sbeaking , the "science“' of
taxonomy. Formulating and testing theories and applyir_lg uese
principles are the most basic things a taxonomist does. But he
does them by mc-;ans of a set of proce;clurés such as outlined ip
Table 1 of this chapter.

Some of thésé procedures are more dire‘ctly related than
others to the prihciples»outlined previously. With'respect to taxg-—
nomic inquiry, the most critical steps in the seriés are those of

imilarity matrices, and

applying techrignr: o

are concerned with the concepival aggregation of phenomena into




36 -

-

-

classes of iowest rank which affects all ordering that follows.

S.econda'n'y in importance aré the operations of Qrouping.
these classes of lowest rank into successively highgr raﬁié, i.e. -,I.
ordering clasées from Cl~,u.p1 tq Cpe. These latter operéi:ions in-
volve the previously»mentioned c':riterié'of r'elationships, iiiz. ;
ecjuivélence and priofity. |

If the characteristics of relationéhips afnong classes can
' b.e.aésociafed with various taxonomic levels or ranks, the con-—l
sequent operétion of orderiﬁg is a rela.ti\}ely simpie métte‘r‘.
Unfortunately, such & priori determination of rank-associated
chfaracteristics is not the sole acceptable basis fbr hierarchical
orderiné eveﬁ where ﬁqere‘ is sqméA affif;.ity between characteristics
,an’d takonor‘n.ic levels. Moreover, groups or adérégations of
phenomena are classif.iéd, not their characteristics although
characteristics afe essential in def.ining and describing classes.
ﬁoweve‘r, the crucial activities of comparing,. inter;greting re-

" Jationships, and' ma king .inferences are carried ori moré consist-
ently through criteria based on théoretical formulations.

In light of the conceptual bases of t.ax.onomic inquiry out-
lined earlier, as well as the jourposes ’and procedures guiding
classification, the following synthesis of a ‘taxonomic mode of

inquiry szems o be in order:
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l. Purposes and criteria. The major purpose of taxonomic

inquiry is to construct classes about which generalizations can

- N

be made. These classes are developed in accordance with a purbo's'e'

by ‘means of theories y’ieldihg \c,lassificafion systems for a certain

’ range of phenomena. Although a number of classification schemes
may be .possible, one ggim_ of classification should be abpiied_ to
all phenomené With which the taxoﬁomy is éoncc—:rned.

2. Conceptual bases. In taxonomic inguiry classifica-

tions are conceived as theoretical entities, operationally specified,

explicable in terms of categorical logic_:-and utilizing statistical

methods.

3. Principles and procedures. Cl;isses or aggregations
of phenomeﬁa are the basic units of ta;{onomy. Taxonomic studies
are 'élways statistiéal in nature which provides gvidence that
theoretical specifications of classes are met. The classes at all
-levels of a taxonomy are defined by tl}eir relationships expressed
in concéptual terms. Thé,most signi-ficant re'lationships, éonsist-— |
ent with theory, guide the development of classifiéations and
hierarchical ordering,

The principles and procecdures outlined here have served
to guide the empirical prcjc:esses of investigation of organizational

behavior in education that follows. However, numerous problems

occur no matter how tractable the phenomena are for taxonomic
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" inquiry. Benson asserts that taxonomic conclusions are alway .

tehtative and the taxonomist may develop a better, more readily

%%

| uqdérstandab_le exp.l-énation. of the nature and status of taxa,
but; he. can onl&r reviéé 'an._d' improﬁe, ne{rerfcomplete,ithe
.taxonomic system. No ma’.ctern hO%N‘ long‘ he may search br how
many.e:.vcpérimehts he may condﬁct_, he still doés th' diSc'over

all that caﬂ be learnéd about the cléslsificaiioh of any ta;con. He

must draw tentative conclusions from incomplete data or draw none

at all. He is forever approaching the truth but he never reaches

40

it in all particulars.

Problems that need solution or evoke onlyvtentative answers

are inherent in the application of taxonomic processes in every

field.
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CHAPTER 11

THE FIELD STUDY

by
Frani. W. Lutz

2R

The need for field data:

The development of a taxonqmy may begin with theory and move to-
ward the development'of schémata for classification and end with fhat.
classification. _Or it can.begin with the collection of sﬁéciméns and then
order the sp?éimens empirically and attempt to develop a theoretical_no-
tion about the ordering. Iﬁ either case the journey into the Tield to
collect specimens or units that'are to be ciaésified-and ordered is eééen-
tial. Bach of the approaches has its.pitfalls, If one.begins with
theory he is predisposed toward what he collects. He is likely to accept’
this as a unit and reject that, based on'whetherythe unit fits his part-
icular theory. Such.é practice is self confirming. On the other hand,

. moving entirely empirically, one may be left with an atheoretical system

which will be of no use in predicting what has not been specifically

observed. . This project worked from both énds. Vhile taxonomists developed

schemata based on selected theories, a field study was conducted by
separate personnel. The schemata weré modified and té;ted with these
field data.

'As the job of field work emerged, it'becamé obvious that it wvas
a more qomplex task than originally thought. The existing literature
ﬁas examined in a seaxch for‘samples of behavior ﬁhigh were not confined

to a particular framework, devéloped for g specific end limited purposé
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and dgté,iled enough 1{.0 be a complete specimen of behavior. A seaxrch
revealed that the material the project needed was not available in

the literature. This is no"o an indictment of the ;itera.ture. Anthro-
pological étudies in education, as iﬁ other aréas, sﬁould ﬂegin with

- theory and attempt to modify thatwt'l'xeory as data are deviant, thus |
ending vith a.' more sophist;c.a;ted theory that accounts for the data. Thus

the data "fits" a particular theory. Data which can be accounted for

within a single theory Wtjuld probabl; not prove satisféctory for classi-

ficatory purposes when attempting to develop a taxcnomy derived on the

- -

‘basis of several theories.
Short case studies, as difféfentia@ed from anthropological

studies, nsually tell a particular story and arbitrari.ly leave out -

many samples of behavior which are of no interest to that specific case.

Some are ihcomplete or deliberatély fictionalized tb s"i';J.*ess a pariicular

point. Again, this literature was not useful to the TOBE Project 'purpose'.
It was necessary to go into the field in guest of "field samples"

of organizational behavior. The task was complicated by the fact that '

no one had'clearly described the parameters of a single sample or speci~

men of organizational behavior.l If we are classifying dinosaurs, we

§

Yothers have found it difficult to define a unit of human behavior.
While this presents difficulties similar to the one of defining a unit
of organizational behavior, the work related to units of human interaction
was helpful to us only as it assured us others had wrestled with'.the problem,
See: Robert F. Boles, Interaction Process Analyses: A Method for the
~ Study of Small Groups (Cambridge, Mass.: Addison-iesley rress lnc., T951)
pp. H49-05. ' -
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know where one animal begins and ends. TFrom head tc tail we have one

dinosaur. But what about a specimen of organizational behavior? Where

~ does one start and stop?

ol

pefinition of an Organlzatlonal Taxonomlc Unit (OTU}

. After trial and error in the field, the 1esearch team decided
that at least the follomng, rust be presen‘c. in order for a particular
f’thing" to qualify as an O'I'U or unit of behavior: (1) the purpose of
the behavior must be clearly definable; (2) there mcst b:g;dentifiable
actorﬁ’ (3) there must be some history; (&) a description e'f what happen=
ed during the lapsed t:.me must be included; and finally, (5) we must be
able to s’oa’ce what happened as & result oi‘ the action. Further it was
determlned that the actua.l d:.alogue which occurred shrYepstatnaperty
should be included in some of the specnnens in order to give the OTU or

unit enough deta11 .

g(‘ 5 Qh@»cha@'é@e%nibzsz+~as~&eaac&kané-hew1stw—. It is log1ca1

because 11: follows a logical procedure for organizational behavior. In
order to behave, one has a need or purpose for behavior; these =€ indi-~
viduals or actors; one considers the history of the behavior; something
is done which can be described; and finally, sonething hapiaens as a
result of the behavior. "I.‘his procedure of defining a wnit proved useful
in that it provided units whichvcould be classified by all texonomists.
Other attempts to def'lne units did not permit all taxonomists to classify

ONA‘\A erde 0..-""""

ea,ch oTU. Thus, owr presenwle-ﬂﬁwvmn is heuristic. _Such a procedure
is not aifferent from the procedure used in defining a specimen in
biology. A case in point would be where one must decide whether to

jneiude one-celled specimens o reguire that one or nore cells comprise

‘2
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a 'specimen. If the le.tter decision was made , one-celled bacteria and
one-celled protozoa. would def‘y classification. The definition of a unit'
must be logical and also heuristic. It must produce a unit which is
cepable of consistenﬁ classification within the taxonomy.

The sample of beha.m.or-

The selection of 0TUs from the total behavioral sequence in an

'educat:.onal organlaa,tlon could be arbitrary and not representative.

In order to avoid being arb:.tra.ry , ‘the following atheorevical

classificatory grid was developed and samples of organizational behavior

in each cell were collected, examihed., and then classified.

: FIGURE 1
ORGANIZATIONAL BEHAVIOR" GRID
Administragtive .
Level Task Business Curriculum Community Personnel
Top |
(Super:.ntendent or A=3 A=3 A=3 A=3
Board) B=2 B=2 B=2 B=2
C=1 C=1 C=1 C=1
‘Middle .
~ (Assistant A=3 A=3 A=3 A=3
Superintendent or B=2 B=2 B=2 B=2
Central office) C=1 c=1 cC=1 C=1
Lover
(Principal or A=73 A=3 A=3 A=3
Assistant Principal) B =2 B=2 B=2 B=2
C=1 C=1 C=1 C=1

Keys A - First public education wnits; B - Higher education units;
C ~ Second public educa’c.lon units

nA = 36 nB =24 nC =12 NT = 72

Note: Actually ninety' 0TUs vere deve].oped and classified. All of these

appear in Appendix A.
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A brief descrintion of jobs vhich mlght be subsumed under the
four categories is necessary to prevent confusion. Narrowly—interpreted,

th,e.task'areas#weuld-lea,\re~much-~,o£.admmistr?ative”beh-a.vi:or'"'unassi*gne,dmto

~any-category. Thls ‘was' not-oux- ~J.ntent:Lon. For instance, the opera.tion

of closing school, stomng textbooks s sozubblng the floors, etc., was
placed under the task of bus:mess. Budgets, bonds, buildings and vuses

were all placed under the broadly :|.nterpreted category of bus:mess.

Likewise, the categories of personnel, curriculun and community. were

broadly interpreted in order that all specimens of behavior could be
placed in one or the other category. Such a proeedure’could have been
d:,sastrous for the development of the classificatory schemes ussed in the

taxonomy . -It.mustnbe.“remembored-«»t‘aat»-the ~f:mmmc::a:”t,egom.es~.;4.:r1JLLgurem{!&w---.

‘were-atheorebical.and..chosen: Jeczugethey - had o aireet” PETEtisnEnip with

thea-taxonomwitself. The only usefu.lness of these categories was to make

sure that there was some range of behavior represented in the OTUs

gelected by the field study be’rsonnel for classification by the taxononists.
In each_cell several OrUs were requil'ed. These are described in

Figure I as Classes A, B, and C. Class A OTﬁs are samples of behavior

from a public school distriet that were used to test the individual frame-

works and revise them. Class B OTUs are samples of behavior collected

.in a university and used after a modi.ication of f:cameworks. Class C

0TUs a:re from the same district as Class A OTUs a.nd ‘were used to demon-
stl‘ate the usefulness of the taxonomy in its fipal form. Thus, there
were seventy-two required OIUs of organizational behavior, thirty-six in
Class A, twenty-four in Class B, and twelve in Class C.. It should be

'no'ted that & single specinmen could often be cla'ssi'fied in more than one
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cell. 1In order to get the seventy-two cell entries, it was not necessary

to obtain seventy-two specimens of behavior. However, ninety separate

Administrative Level grid for the.wreader's edification.
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- OTUs were deveioped and classified. These have been placed in our Task-

. FIGURE 11
CHART OF OTUs INCLUDED IN APPENDIX A

Adninistrative .

Ievel Task  Business Community  Curriculum _ Personnel

Top H ~ '

(Superintendent or; 5% O 3 7o%* 23 f72%k| 2 L8x TJhwx
University Head) Qi TN 6 TT* 26 T6¥x| U hogx B ,
17 8 13 90 28 87 | 7 %5} ‘
27 2l ‘52¥% Bxx53% v
29 22 3 q 116 73 17

. ¥ 1 30 .

Middle . ‘ !
(Central Office or 15 58% 1 57% oL*%83 1 86 %
Dean of a School ‘19 88 34 8L 33 18

20 36 35 25%¥

3 o Be |5 |
5h% 56% O% 5% .
= | 8

: 1 1 v —

Low ' ‘ |

(Principals or = | 12%% 61% 10%%6g%* 11%%79 31 67%
Head of & Depart-| 39 65% | bk BI 37 66% | Lo 80
ment or Professor) 42 T8 L6 - 38 68% | 43 82

k5 2% 1y, 41 Bl* '
. 1 - A |-
¥These OTUs are on film '
¥¥These OTUs are on tape

: g}.‘_'Us versus Total Behavior:

Tt is obvious that the OTUs alone might be insufficient for.
classification or specification of certain relationships. When classi~
fying a dinosaur, it is helpful for the taxonomist to know whether

or not it 1ived in the Mesozoic Era. ILikewise, in the orgenization

- Underlining indicates OTUs from higher education




it may sometimes be necessary to determine the felationship betﬁeeﬂ the
. single OTU and the entire or continuous behavior of the organlzatlon.
For this reason'a study encompassing observations over a seven month
ﬁé&icd was'conducted 1n a public. school district. OTUs from this total
description of behavlor viere mounted" {biological sense) in the forw
described. The bacaground data were always available to the taxonomlst.
In addition, some OTUs were accompanied by magnetic tapes or by
sound.motlon plcture film of ‘the OTU. Thus, written narrative OTUs,
supplemented by tepes or f£ilms, were available from a larger description
of organizational béhav101 vhich itself was made up of descr1pt1ve~;ases.

Perhaps some explanatidn of the differastice between an OTU, a case and

a total description of behavior would be useful *o the. reader.

Qéﬁﬁﬁgéga.Units’(OTUs):

The.following defiﬁitions are essential to the understanding of
cases and OIUs. | |

1. Central actor - the person within the organization upon whom
the observation‘is focused. |

2, Topic of behavior - the theme around which the observed

'.behayior takes place.

FIGURE III
THE STRUCTURE OF ORGANIZATIONAL BEHAVIOR

Unit Al) ;
Unit A2)
Unit A3 Case A )
Unit An )
Units Bl-Bn Case B )
Units Cl-Cn ‘Case C )
Units D1-Dn Case D )
Units Nl-In Case N )

Total Deseription of Behavior

2o
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Figure ITI defines the relationship between units,cases and the

- total description of behawior of the organization over a comparatively

,long period of time (i.e., several months)

-~ A unit is the occur rence of s topic of behavior in the life of a
central actor. The unlt beglns when the topic is introduced and contin-

ues until that topic is terminated and another topic 1s 1ntroduced. Even

though the same top:c may be 1ntroduced again at a later time, the termina-

tion at a given point in tlme ends the unit. The unlt is composed of the

five characterlstlcs discussed earlier in this chapter.l

Example: The principal is the central’ character. He is working
et his desk as a teacher enters with a boy . and informs the principal ‘that
the boy has torn the shirt of another Boy in her class. (This introduces
s unit.) All the behavior thab is recorded until the principal dismisses
the topic of the "torn shirt" is now included in the unit. The teacher
may leave, the child may leave, a phone call may be placed; as long as
the principal'S'gctivity is centered on the topie of the "torn shirt,"
the uvnit continues. Finally‘the principal.nmy'trun to another topic.
Then the "torn ghirt" unit ends and another unit begins.

We will illustrate the ending of the unit in two ways. The
principal may repfimand the boy, send him.home, and’ tell him to return
‘with his mother. The principal may then buzz his secretary for dictation

which is not concerned with the "torn shirt."” Then a new unit begins.

174 is p0581ble for "mounting" purnoses ©o indicate some inter-
ruption, such as a phone call not on the topic, and continue the sane
unit, thus getting to the outcome in order to couplete the wit as re-
qplred by definition.

SR L
M

TR e




«9-

‘Another method of ending the unit serves to illustrate that thé.uniy does
not center on the boy. The principal may veprimand the boy and expléin
that he will héve to pay for the shirt. He may say that as e student
léouncil,member, the boy should.be‘aghamed of his action. The ﬁrincipal
may then drop the topic of the "torn shirt" and discuss the'séhool carnival

with the boy. As he does this, a new unit begins. The wnit is "topic”

~ centered and "central actor" centered. It is not secondary actor centered.
Wheﬁ the topic or the central actor changes, no longer appeérs in the
observation, the unit changes. If the boy leaves the office with the
‘teacher who continues to chide him as they go down the hall towardf&he
classroon ﬁhile the principai begins a task related to‘another tqpic,

"the torn shirt” wnit ends and = ﬁew unit begins. However, if the central
actor of the observation was the teaﬁher of the pupil, the unit would
continue until that central actor behaved in terms of another topic
stimuius. .

A case refers to the initiation of a stimulus which requires the
éxtention of the central actor of the obsefvation and continues until
actions are taken which include that topic for the entire description
of behavior. Other "units" and/or actors may intervene but "the case”
is not cémpleted until it fails to appear again in the total description
.of behavior. A case may include several units vhich are linked by the
specific topic but divided by intervals of time during which other
units intervene., It is not always possible to distinguish a unit from
'a case at the moﬁént of observation. It is necessary to observe at a

later point in time to determine whether another unit related to the

same topic takes place{ On the other hand, in our example of a unit
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ve noted that the principal mignt terminate the unit by sending the boy
home and instructing him to return witn one of his parents. We are,
therefore, made aware that we have seen only one unit in a series of at
least two units which will comprise a case. Such cases, continuing over
varying pericds of time, éompnise.ﬁ;e total description of behavior.
Example: Units #1flh'(h/2/65) have been recdrded. |
Unit 15 - 4f2/65
1. Boy is brought in by teacher for tearing shirt.
2. Principal reprimands. . ) | .
3. Principal sends boy}home to return with parent.
Unit #16 - k/2/65 |
1. Phoné call about principals' meeting.
Unit 17...Unit o - 4/2/65
Unit #1 - 4/5/65
1. Principal walks into office at 8:30 a.nm.

2. Mother and son are waiting and principal shows them into his
office.

3. Discussion takes place.
a) Boy to stay in school.

) Mother says she won't pay for shirt and her lawyer will
call in afternoon.

4. Mother and boy leave.

Unit #2...10

Unit 731

1. Secréﬁary buzzes with call.from lawyer.
2. DisCussion.

3. Décidé to allow boy to pay 50¢ from allowandce but not entire
cost.

*
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Unit #12...16
Uait #17

1. Prlncrpal dictates letter to parents of boy outllnlng agree=
ment w1th a copy to the lawyer.

In this series, wnit #5 - 4/2/65 and units #-1, 11 and 17 - h/5/65‘
comprise a case. Ab thlS p01nt we are not sure the case has ended but %
we have no data whlcn 1nd1cates it will contlnue. If no other wnit in
the total descrlptlpn of behawlor is related to the topic of the torn
shirt clearly cenough so that no inference on_the paff of the observer is
necessary tc make the rélationshib, then the cgsé'is complete.  --

Figure IV iilustrates the recording of behaﬁipr of a single actor

in terms of units and cases.

FIGURE IV
THE RELATIONSHIP OF EVENTS, CASES AND ONE WEEK'S BEHKVIOR
o “ij Days

N/5/65 | Wf6/65 1 bf7/6s | /865 | Wfofé5
Vo

14 / -
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Note: Avabic mumber indicates unit number hy days.
Letter 1ndlcates case reference. |

In Flgure IV we see a five day veek sample of behavior of one
central actor. The total behavior 1s recorded jn colurns which corres-
| pond to days. The height of the column 1nd1cates the day's behawior_
_end is broken into unequal»segmepts numbered 1, 2, 3, etc., vhich
correspond to the topics to which the cenﬁral actor'responde. They are
unequalvin length because the amount of benavior varies from topic to |
topic. Such segments are called units. :

Following the arabic numera] is 'a letter ard sometlmes a.sub-
script. The letter designateg the case and the subscript the unlt in
the case. Subscrlpts are nuMbered in descending order sO that the exact
nunber of unlts comprising the cases are irmediately known. When no
subscrlpt appears, the 31ng1e unit comprises & total case. An example
of case A, composed. of Ag, Al A3, Ag, and A+ . may be seen 1n the shaded
onits of Figure IV. This case is composed of wnits of 5 and I on 4/5/6%,
wnit 3 on 4/6/65, no unit on 4/7/65, unit 2 on 4/8/65, and unit 1 on
4/9/65. Thus it can be seen that a case cad be composed of more than
one wnit in a single day; units which skip days, or a single unit whose
topic is not intro&uced again

If we agree that Figure IV represents the behavior of a single
aetor who is central to that figure, we will see that other actors in
the organization may also display observable behavior. AS such they also
may be depicted on a similar figure. If Figure IV is the two way matrix
of behavior for Actor A, and actors B and C also have two way matrices,
then if we put the matrlces of actors A, B, and C together, we obtain

Figure V, a three way matrix.

e
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FIGURE V,
THREE ‘WAY MATRIX OF RELATIONSHIP OF BEHAVIOR OF ACTORS
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For convenience we have coded only those units of actors C and
D which are part of case B. _

We now number the:units. 1, 2,.3, ete., by deys for each actor;
This

Note:

we then identify each actor A, B, or C and each case A, B, C etc.

makes it possible for various actors to become part of the same case.

we’therefore, identify each segment by three digits. The units of a

day remain in the same followed by a dash with the letter identifying

the actor. Thisis followed by the Yetter identifying the case subseripted
as indicated before. |

We can trace case B as it is seen in Figure V. The second unit

in actor A's behavior in column 4/5‘introduces case B. 'Subscript 8 in-

dicates that there are eight units in the case. Actor A is the central

2
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actor in the first five units concerned with case B. The case then shifts
to actor B, then to actor C, and finally back to actor A. This can be
seen on the visible side 6f Figure V. Thus, ﬁe can'describe case B as
ABg, AB7, ABG, ABs, A3y, BB3, CBz,’%nd.ABl. We see the sixth unit in
case B shifts to actor B.(2mBBs)m The seventh unit in case B shifts to
actor € (3CBy) end the final unit in case B shifts back to actor A (5B ).

In the sbove example we may have been describing the development

of ah item on the agenda of the'administrative cabinet. The superin%en-

dent., actor A, has been working on it (A38 to ABu). He now calls the

assistant superintendent, actor B, who works on it for a time (BB3)

. and turns it over to the high school principal, actor C (CBQ). The

principal completes the assignment (CBQ)-and returns it to the super-
intendent vwho places the item én“the agenda (ABl), thus completing the
case. If we were to observe the cabinet meeting, the case would not
be completed, however. This item on the agenda and its discussion
would be another unit in the case.

It is important to understand-the deflnltlon of units and cases
in order to be able to understand the descriptive material which is avail-
able in field research. It is important to wnderstand that an OTU or
unié of behavior is not confined by cases. Although unlikely, an OTU
could be-a case of behavior. Mﬁre likely, it is a part of a case.

Perhaps it may seem to some readers that we have belabored our
topic by developing what we believe to be the relationship between the
total ‘description of behavior, the cases, and units of behavior. It

vas, however, the very lack of such a detailed description which caused

us the greatest difficulty in organizing the field data. We hope that




our discussion will prove useful to the field worker in the educational
field setting in the fuiture, and therefore, we have presented this de-
tailed discussion.

Theory of social anthropological data collection:

In his book The Human Group, George C. Homansl describes the

~ three basic elements of beﬁé&ior as activity, interaction and sentiment.
i) Activity is the task in ﬁhich people engage., It could be answering
the phone, fishing, going'to church; By task we do not mean physical
 labor neceésérily, but rather s task activity. 2) Interaction is the
exchanging of é stimulus with another person. Thus the action of pérson
A;becomes the stimnlus for the action 6f person B. Although communica-
tion is usually thought of as encompassing.the term interéction, com-
 munication, in its usual sense, is only a portion or a'type of inter-
action. 3) Sentiment in the Homanien sense includes all "inner states"
of the individual such as love, hate, friendliness, fear, anger, etc..
Many times sentimsnt iﬁ exhibited by words, gesture, or facial expression.
O If we agree:upcn these as the.three basic élements of human
behavior, and if we know the activity, interaction and sentiment vhich
has-takeﬁ place, we have a reasonable description of the behavior which
took place. In addition, we have a description which, to a large extent,
is void of a framework of what should take p;acé. It will be recalled
that this was our cbjection t6 many field studies. VWhen data aré col-

lected under the assumptions of a particular theory of behavior (i.e.,

Iaveourt Brace, 1960.
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‘general systems or~stimu3us-reéponse learning), it is sometimes diffi-
cult to analyze the d@ta without the concepts which exist within that
particular theory. W@ do not belleve this is true of our data collec~ -
tion fremevork. Our assumptlon is merely that human.behav1or is com-
posed of activity, interaction, a;d’sentiment and that a description
of theée provides an adequgté description'of.behavior. One can analyze
this description of behavior'without referring to the origihal frame-
work. We may categorize the sentiments as.putputs, or unanticiﬁated
-consequences, or responses, or as normative statements, etc. The
fremevwork of data collection doex nof rmandate the fTameﬁork of analysis.
We shoﬁld hasten to retreat somewhat from so positive a posi-
tion of neutrality. Theére are some things.which probably could not
be usad as a framework for analy51s W1th1n our system of collection. It

is necessary that the 1tem‘be recognxzed as one of tre three components

of behavior before it can be recorded.

We understand the Indians of nothwest United States had no

name for the giant sequoias. They had no use for the hugh trees as,
within their implementation, they could find no way to utilize them.
Their behavior was not affected by the eXiétence of the trees. Had tﬁe
trees been used for food, as were the céconut palms by the South Sea
cultures, or thought of as gods or the residence of gods, as the moun-
tains were to some American tribes, they would have entered the descrip-
tion of everts within the behaﬁidr of the culture. But to them the
trees were useless and devoid of description within the culture. Tﬁgy
concerned neither the activity, interaction or sentiment of the tribe.

While some may be amazed that so large an object in the environment of




the Indians was not even named, we are not. The trees, in fact, were . ooormomoqy-mo

no part of their 1ivés ané to describe them when describing their

éulture is.meaninglessm
To use another example which is more commonplace in our'cu;ture,.

if a certain statistic is of no cgnéequence to the eulturaiméystem5

(1 e., the height of the grass in a subd1v151on) it is not described.

If a reszdent allowed the grass to grow all summer without cutting it

and the community became incensed about this fact, the height of Lhe,

grass would:be stated and the sentiﬁenﬁ about it would be described.

It ié intereéting to note that ﬁhile the normal height of the grass,

‘as related o sentiment, might have no meaning and therefcre not enter

into the description of the behavior of a sﬁburban cbmmunity, the act-

1v1ty of cutting grass andl the interactions between nelghbors engaging

in this activity might be eri twcal to a description of behav1or of

the community.

_ " anD
Now we have come to the area where all socigITcultural anthro-

pologists are vulnerable. It is impossible to dbserve the totality of
behavior." An observer can only record what'he éees, and he fecords this

through his five senses which are not always as t:uthful reportexrs as

we would hope., This should not durprise us. Rather, the surprising

‘fact is that we tend to think that the physical sciences and experimental -

researcih in general are not subject to the same inadequacy. The totality

of behavior of any object under observation is never actually observed,
So the atom, once pronounced the sunllest partiqle'bf matter which could
be isolated, upon further examination is being rediscovered in terms of

the "new" behavior of the atom. The discoveryfbf new observation jnstru-
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ments usualiy is followed by the discOVery cf soﬁe new behavior related
to the old phenomenon. The most a researcher can be expected to do is
describe the 1nstrument he is using, the object of hls observatlon, what
he observes in behavioral terms, and how he checked the rellabllltj of his
dbs rvations. An 1mproved sc1ence may ‘discover addltlonal 1nrormat10n
whlch sheds new light on the phenomenon. Thus, the sclentlst may'make
some small contribution toward.a.more ccmplete SC1ence. Finally, an im-
proved science will 1ndlcate that he has ‘been wrong, in some aspects, at
least under new conditions, but only because the original sciettist made
such an observation pos31ble. |

To summarize the work of our fleld study, seven separate observers
worked in the fleld collecting data concernlng the act1v1t1es, inter-
actions and sentlments of’ 1nd1V1dua£s W1th1n the school district.
Observers also collected data within an institution of higher education.
It was planned.that although two observers would not be assigned to
observe the same behavior at'the same time, their observetions wowuld
overlap in two ways. They would independently, at different times and
on different occasions, record sentiments and reports of interactions

which sho:ld validate the data collected by other observers. Secondly,

the course of events would on occasion bring two or more observers

. together. The reports transcribed by separate obs ervers would offer a

chance to check the reliability of the observationg. Finally, through
the field study, films and tapes of actual behavior were made in conjunc~
tion with the narrative reporting. Thus, a review of the behavior was
possible. In addition, the number of observed events nuMber_in the

hundreds. Each OTU is an example of behavior which is representative of
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'behavibr seen many times in the field study, not just once. Thus, each
OTU gains validity in terms of the fact that it is demonstraﬁly typical
-of the organlzatlonal behaV1or of Central District.

The OTUs operatlonallj defined the unit of behavior a taxonomlst
was required to classify. They w;;e developed from the total descrlptlon

of behavior, developed from the fleld notes, and determlned by the field

study staff. In this manner each taxonomist focused on the same behavior.

I T S

ThlS is an essential step for those who attempt to c14331fy behev1oral
descriptions of administrative activity. It is possible to place the
behavior into manageable units. As indicated eariier, the TOBE prjecﬁ

defined such a c1a831f1catlon as an OTU, the smallest possible unit haV1ng

1) a purpose; 2) actors; 3) hlstory, h) behavior and dialogue; and 5) an out-

Caniasmidts CE M
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come. (jwtse\ggvs comprise cases in the life of acbors As the 0@g§,,

chain and are CEE%°red on the same topic of behavior (1 ey the pa351ng

of a school district, nany ;;EEB‘develo , usually simultaneously. The

of a board issuE)s_§>ca33Q§evelops. Fi;iiiz}’astEEEf;;eses in the history

interweaving of thesi,fiﬁgﬁxforms the tota -eﬁsfiffizi\ef behavior

through the peniodfg% history observed. We, thereforej-haye what might
"Eg’galxééf;T:;;xonomy of field data."

The Public School District:

The following criteria, modified from the D.C.S, Study,’ were

lThlS stﬁdy is described in Administrative Performence and
Personality by Hemphill, Frederiksen, and Griffiths (Teachers College,
Columbia Unlver51ty), 1962,
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used in selecting a school district for the field study in the TOBE study.

1. The school system should provide a possibility for presenting a |
wide range of typical problems. .At a more detailed level: -
a. The school district should have an educational progrem en-
n g o

compassing at least grades 1-12 housed in separate buildings

according to sore educational plan such as 6-3-3, 8-k, holi-l, ete.

e

b. The‘community should contain families from a variety of socio-

economic backgrounds.

c. _The.séhool systen should participate in state and federal BT

‘programs.

d. The community should be one which is growing in'population
with a school building progyaﬁ in progress or being conéidered.
e. The population of the community should be heterbgeneous with
iespect to religion. ;
f. Meny members of the community should éctively participate in i
educational issues. | A ' E
g. The community should be a relatively autonomous unit (i.e.,
not a subufb or a large ciﬁy)... :

h. The community should be urban rather than rural.

i. The population should be in excess of 10,000.

j. The school district‘itself should be at least a senmi-

autonomous unit.

k. The school systeﬁ should carry on some form of pupil trans-
portatiohi

1. The organization gf the school system shduld be relatively

"flat," with few levels of authority structure.

e e ot % . R . . et e —d
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m. The schpol system.should be a reasonably good school system.

2. Convenienée should be considered:

" a. The system should be readily acce331ble to the research staff

at the School of Education, New York Unlver51ty, New York City.

" b. The community should be relatively easy to disguise.

¢c. The school system should be one which has_been surveyed with=- -

in the last few yeafs'in order to avoid the necessity of repeat~
ing this work. | B |
3. Research staff members should have fulllfreedom to obéervé and
ask'questipns} - ". . -
| a. The Board of Educstion, Ehief school administrative'officer,
and school staf4 should be willing to partlclpate in the stuay
end to cooperate with the research staff
b. ' There should be no focal community conflicts.
c. mebers pf éhe school system staff should have a relatively
high level of morale and a feeling 6f security in the system and
in their schodls.'
fBased on the belief that Qrganlzatlonal behavior centers around
organizatlonal roles, the followzng roles were selected as focal p01nts
of observation: 1. The School Board,A 2.° The Superlntendent, 3. The
Elementery Curriculun Directof, k., The Senior High Princi pal 5. The
Junior High Principal, 6. An Elementary School Principam.
Individual events and sequences of events were recorded while
dbserving each individval in the abpve list. By pla01ng the 1nd1v1dual

observations together, several cases within the organization emerged in-

volving several actors (e.g., recruitment of teachers, policy making,
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special curriculun areas, etc.). From the total description of behaviof,
OTUS were "mounted" as described earlier. | -

Neither the field study nor the OIUs ave 1ntended to be descrlptlve
of the universe of organizational behavior. We have not developed, nor
was it our intention to de#elop axpicture of a "typical” publlc school

g 4
district. Central Dlstrlct is not a sterotype scnool district. It will

g

dlffer from other school dlstrlcts no more nor no less than anJ dlstrlct

dlffers from another. Our purpose was to develop a representatlve picture

of a single school district. The OTUs are actual behavior in this dlSurlCt.

_‘The study, therefore, has classified all the samples of behavior gathered
| in an exten81ve study of organizaticnal behavior in a single diStrict..
The fact that all samp1es vere. c1a531;1able, as well as some samples
gathered from a tobally different organizational 31tuat10n, leads us to
belleve that the taxonomles will prove useful in clasq1fy1ng behavior
in other educatlonal organizations.

The district called Cehtral District was less that fifty miles
‘from Urban City and was located in a county noted for its conservative

philosophy. The area was rich in Amerlcan tradition and dated from

Colonial days. The flrst public school was established in the mid 1800 S.

Through a series_of consolidations apd population growth the district
had grown to include six elementary schools housing.approkimately 2,250
pupils, and one junior and. senior high school bui;ding hoosing approxX=
imately 1,420 pupils.

It was estimated that the district would double in size within
the following ten years. In 2ddition to the public schools, several

parochiai schools were operated within the boundaries of Central District.

e
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Good rapport was maintained between the parochial schools and the public
schools as denonstrated by the remérk made by the local Monsignor to the

effect that he hoped the superintendent'would not leave because he and .

Central District's superintendent got along well and, "I would not want

to have to break in a new Superiﬁ;éndent;“

'The.Central School.pistrict was comprised of three small commu~
nities. Whilé tﬁe communities wére separaﬁe, théy éil'weré in the'samé
towmship. There was a feeling of oneness.inithé school district as
demonétrated by the concern over the situation related to the superin-'

. tendent's job that will be deseribed. Some of the residents worked in
Urban City but Central District wae not a "bedroom" district. There were
sgveral large industries in Central District. U. S. Oats was in Central
District and had grown from a small family owned qperation'to a large

| nationally known cefeal manufacturer, a sponsor of natioﬁally televised
shows. There were othexr industries in Central District including a large
scientific corporation. An jndication of the loyalty of the residents

to the District and the fact that it was not a community of commuters

can be illpstrated. One of the board members, & Ph.D. in chemistry, who
worked for the scientific corporation was to be transferred. .He_refused
the transfer and coffered to take a cut‘in order to stay. If the corpora-
tion had not complied with his request to remain in Central, he stated

he would have sought a posiﬁion ﬁith another firm.. "I ﬁon't leave this
community!" he had.declared. There are other instances. The district
attorney of’ Central at the time of the Study had giﬁen up his Job in
Urban City so‘he could spend more time in the area. While othef instances
could be cited, these should suffice to demonstrate the commmity spirit
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vhich existed in Central District.
The qéhcation program in Central District was a good one as illus=-

trated by the fact that of the tmenty-ggg participating schools in a

- nationally known survey of American High Schools, only one ranked above

Central Dist}ict. Dr. Circle had been in the district for tﬁentyfone
years. He had served in the capacities of téacher, high school principal,
and for the last fourteen yegrs as the districﬁ'superintendent.~ During
thié time he had‘established‘a good reputation in the area and was Kknown
among the other superintendents in bhe‘county as "The 014 Philosopher."”

There had been controversy in the District, hovever. During the

year prior to the study, a segment of the board had challenged Circle's

leadership. This controversy centered around Monroe, the board president.

~ At one time Cirdle describéd Monrce as "..,the S$.0.B. who started this

‘business to fire me." "According to Circle the'trpuble started over the
buildiﬂgs and grbunds ares of administration.‘ Monroe, who had been in
the construction business, thought he knew more about ﬁﬂé area than did
the assistant superintendent. Circle supported the assistant superine-
tendent, and even recommended him for a raise. This fact so irritated
Monroe, Circle'stated, that he decidgd to cause Circle trouble. The
assistant superintendent lefﬁ Cehtrél District because of the controversy
and.ﬂbnroe then focused his attention on Circle.

As an administrator, Circle was almost completely ideographic.
There was little formalized structure in thz organization. Circle was
perhaps the best example one could find of an informal leader running a

formal. orgenization. The board had never established a written policy

.book. They operated without written by-laws for governing their own

R L g
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operation. For fourteen years this hqd worked fine, so far eE“Circle 
was concerned The 1nforma1 manner in which the Dlstrlct operated

left many areas which coull be crltlclzed from the formal organlzatlon-fj

al standpoint. Circle sometimes moved shead with an idea without B

i, -
% il

®

formal board approval The fact of the matter was that even when

" Circle asked the Board they would often simply say, “That sounds'all right,'"b'

go shead,” and took no formal action. They balked at taklng formar
action as when Circle asked that the BOard approve an architect and
a specific fee to perform certain work in the District. It took %three
‘meetings to get formal approval, it came only over some objection'énd”
after a.motlon to direct the architect w1thout specifically hlrlng him
or.setting his fee. - Only after obaectlon by the clerk dxd ) , motion
to hire the drch1uect and set hlS fee recelve positive board action.

As stated earlier, Circle Jas qnlte willing to operate in thls
. informa) fashion. He preferred it. But he was vulnerable and when the
time came there were areas where those who wanted to make an issue could
point in order to create'trounie for Circle. This time came during
tne year pricr tc the study. The prdbiam over buildings and grounds
has already been described. .Trouble was precipitated when Mr. Dodson
died. He wns Cirvcle's close friend and the owner of & local bank
and had been a board membey for twenty years. He'was re placed.by |
Mr. Logan. In short order, Circle's new contract did not receive
approval by the Board. Five members voted against and one vot-4d for
the new contrac’r;"~ It appeared as if Monroe would'succeed in fulfilling
his promiSe; Accordlng to numerous’ accounts by Central District faculty,

Monroe had bragged "dountown" that he would "get rid" of Circle and even
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stated the name of the person he would choose to replace Circle.
It was xzi unusual when it was transmitted formally. News
which was detrimental to the administration was always "leaked" to the

local newspaper. The news of the for%hcoming negative vote on Circle's

" econtract had gotten to the Monsignor in Central township. The day before

the vote he called Circle and cautioned him not to resign and told
Circle that h2 had his supﬁort and everything would work out. Additional
sﬁpport for Circle was ¢btained when a smallagroup of local businessmen
organized to support.Circle. These men'were dubbed by Circle as

"Sons of Freedon.” He frequently referred to them in this menner. A

petition was circulated by th: "Sons of Freedom" requesting that the

~ Board recensider their action. Seventy-two hours after the Bcard's

vote, three thoﬁsand signatures were obtained on.this.petition.

It was ciearvthat Whatevei may héve been Ci@cle's shortcomings,
informal leadershiy was not cne of ﬁhem. Other administratorsé}n the
District, téachers:and pupils as well, sought Circle's advice oﬁ both
personal and proféséional matters. Sometimes it appeared as if lines
of communciation and decision-making existed only informally. Immediate
su@?riors were often bypassedlin favor of going directly to "the boss,"
as Circle affectionately was referred to by some. In a case study of
seven months, however, no one within.the system; with one exception, -
was heard to complain of this. . Those members of the professioﬁal staff
who may not have been strong supporters of Circle were in such a small
minority so as to go unnoticed.

Early in the spring a local university proposed Central District
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as a site for a study; In requesting permission to use the District for

" the collection of data, a very flattering letter was sent to Cixcle.'

This letter "leaked" to the pro-Circle newspaper the day before the

school board saw the letter. Board members read it in the newspaper.

Within a week Moore indicated that he would not run.for re~election, J.

.gnd the Board approved a one year contract fof Circle by a vote of four

in favor, two opposed and Lopg, the newest member, abstaining. The
vécated seat on the Board wéé won, unopposed, by ﬁr. Cox, a strong suppor-
ter of Circle. | - |

Moore's antagonism for Circle continued. Before he left the
Board, a firm of business consultants was hired to ﬁake a study of the
district. Their preliminary report was given to the'Boardiwhen Circle
was not present, the wgek bvefore Moore's term expired. By ﬁhe'following'

day the worst phases of the report, all unflatiering to the administra-

. tion, were "leaked" to the anti-Circle newspaper and were in print. The

businesschnsultantffirm told Circle and the Board that the headliqgloh
the article had "miéquoted thém.“ They further indicated that they had
not giyén the information to the newspaper. |

" Moore's term expired and he was replaced by Coty. VOnly one_of
th;.men whblhad oppcsed the co.bract under which Circle was serving re-
maiﬁed on the Board. The new president had voted for Circle's last con-
tract and'the vice-president, who emerged as the informal leader of the
Board, had voted for the first contract whibh.héd.been'defeéted. So it
was in this setting that tﬁe OTUs presented in Appendix A took place.

This setting is essential to the classification of these OIUs. Rather
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than burden the reader at this point with the vast amount of data con-
tained in the O&Us, it was decidéd to preant these in Appeﬁdix A,

éo that the reader may be familiar with the fprm of the‘QTUs
ﬁsed in this study, the OTUs fromﬁgentral Distiict that were used by
thg taxonomists to jllustrate their schemata are included here.

Who's Interviewing Whom?

Level - Middle and Top\
Task - Personnel [ A .
. Purpose =~ To interviev a prospective teacher
- -Actors - Trotter, Elementary @urriculum Director |
a James, Assistant Elementary Curricuvlum Director
" Circle, Superintendent —
Candidate being interviewed '

History - The candidate had an appointment to see Circle. She had'

Yalked with Trotter and James briefly before the conference began.
- Abstract of Behavior - An interview was conducted with the can-

didate regarding the possibility of her teaching .in Central District.

Circle was interrupted several times and the interview continued
‘without him.
Outcome - Cirele told the candidate he would let her kriow if she
Was hired within one week after the candidate let him know if she
definitely wanted to teach in Central District. .
Description of Behavior - Circle returned to his office with Miss
‘Trotter, Director of Elementary Education, her assistant, Mr, James,
end a candidate for a teaching position. Wood left the office and
said he would return to continue his report.

Circle asked the candidate, 'How did you hear about us?'

She responded that a girl in her dormitory was from Central
and always spoke highly of it. | .

Circle questioned the candidate regarding her high school acte~
jvities (i.e. preferences, honors, etc.) :

_The girl said that she had not been in the honor society in

high school and Circle asked, 'How did you get into Rangelend?’®
He then asked her about her experiences working with children.

Vhile the candidate was responding, Circle returned to his
desk to receive a phone call. He discussed what appeared to be per-
sonal business, his recruiting trip, some church activities and
some school board business. The.call lasted for about fifteen min-
utes. Meanvhile, Trotter and James continued the interview and
the conversation turned to the topic of Rangeland graduates ‘vho
vere “teaching in the Central District.: :

Circle rejoined the group stating, 'That was one of the three
who led the revolution to save me. . .a son of liberty.' He then
turned to the candidate and said, 'You 're more important than the
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other people here---teachers make a school system click.' He sug-
gested she visit the Peach Lane School.

Circle was again interrupted by a phone call. This time it was ,
a candidate from Towne College. He made an appointment and gave her : |
traveling directions. ' _ B

Circle once again returned to the group and, calling the can~
didate by her first name, asked if she was considering other offers.
He said, 'We must leave it this way, let us know after seeing the
school whether you are definitely interested and we'll let you know
at schqol of our decision.' Miss Trotiter suggested that they let
her know by the next Monday. Circle responded, ‘We will let you
know within a week after hearing from ycu.' He then complimented
her for not having asked about salary. He told her the starting
salary at the B.A., and M,A. levels and asked her if she planned to
do graduate work. She said she was considering doing graduate
work. Circle raised the question about attending Ellsworth
College or Urban University. This began a discourse on mental
health which led to Circle giving his philosophic position on crime
in the big city.l

e - A

A County Superintendents' Meeting

Level - Top L. | t
- Task - Comunity . , ' ’
Purpose . - To exchange ideas with other superintendents in the county
and maintain relations between districts. o
Actors - Circle and other superintendents in the county.
History « A notice of the meeting had been sent with a tentative
agenda for the meeting. The meeting of this group was regularly
"held during the school year.
Abstract of Behavior - Circle attended a County Superintendents®
Meeting at which various topics of interest were discussed (e.g.
the Community College, special B,0.C.E.S. program, pupil transpor-
tation, income tax laws, the next meeting, surplus property, school
budgets, a 'thinking period,' and Circle's board problems).
Outcome - Everyone had a good time but no group decisions were made.
Description of Behavior - On arrival at the Steak House where the
. meeting was to be heid, Dr. Circle remarked, 'I will get a lot of
. kidding.' He said, 'Among other things, they kid me a lot about ;
» my feet., I wear a size 143 shoe.' Several members of the County !
' School Executives were seated around a table in one of the private |
conference rooms. Ten school superintendents were in attendance at )
this meeting. There was a lot of joking at the County Executives'
Meeting. They referred to Dr. Circle as 'the old philosopher.' ,
Expressions of sentiment at the meeting indicated that those in at -

lDaniel E. Griffiths, et al., Operational Taxonomic Units, U.S.

Office of Education Contract #5-079242~12-1 (New York: New York
‘University, 1966), OTU 1, p. Al-3. |
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tendance were long time friends.

The meeting lasted from 10:30 until 3:00 P.M.* Business was’
conducted during the cocktail hour, as well as during a luncheon.
The first.agenda item was a discussion as to whether Community

College should accept a $110,000 grant for technical equipment.

The reason for the discussion was that the president of the college
had indicated that this equipment would take up several class-
rooms,. and the.college was already overcrowded and there was a-

shortage of general classroom space. The philosophy of the presi-

dent was to develop a master plan in order to establish what he
perceived wouid be a model community college. Dr. Circle and a
majority of the school executives believed that the immediate need
should be met, even if mobile classrooms had to be used. It was
also proposed that enrollment of students from other states should
be curtailed or eliminabted so that the college could meet the needs
of students from the local county and state. Dr. Circle made a
long speecn defending his position regarding the junior college.

He stated that th- college should meet its immediate needs and that
he thought a junior college should be for 'the common men' and should
act as a terminal college for certain techrical people, such as |
Ymedical technicians.' He said the president was in favor of
establishing the college as a well known transfer college. Dr.
Circle explained the difference of philosophy between himself and
the president of a junior college. Dr. Circle believed that the

~ Junior college should be a 'little Amherst,' Circle sald.¥¥*

Two other items covered on the agenda were: a special program
for .children with significant hearing loss, a program spor:sored by
B.0.C.E.S., and minimum and maximum distances that students should

be transported to school. S

The county was near the state line and there was considerable

discussion as %o whether certain districts should continue to provide

transportation for students who lived in another state.

A lengthly discussion of personal Feders. Income Tax took place
among the school executives. They all stated the various methods
that they had used to reduce their income taxes. Several of the
nethods mentioned were: use of the home as an office, placing monies
in tax free annuities, and working out a rather complicated procedure
on giving gifts to children for college education. The younger
menmbers of the group were more knowledgeable in this area than the

. olacr members. Dr. Circle thought it would be wise to call in an

accountant to help them with their personal income tax next year. It
was stated by the president that since most of them made $22,500
to $27,500, and since about 30% of their income |

¥Dr. Cirele was second in the initiation of structure-in this group.

. ¥¥XDp. Circle vwas the only person at the meeting with any authority

since he was a trustee of the Community College. The rest of the
school. execubives could only make recommencdations to the president
of the junior college. '
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in this case would go for taxes, it would be well to work out tax
savings procedures vhich would be beneficial to the group. :

The next item on the agenda was salary schedule., Salary sche-
dules were discussed extensively, not only teachers' salary sche~
dules but also administrative salary schedules, and each admin-
istrator related his salary to the exact dollar.

The next item on the agenda was a progress repori on a learn-
ing and cultural center vhich was administered by B.0.C,E.S,

The next item was surplus property, automobiles, tools, fencing,
etc. The members agreed that they should keep in closer touch
with the surplus property board in Albany and kéep their eyes open
for 'good buys' for the districts in the countly.

There was some discussion about state legislation and the fact

nat everyone present should write a letter to their respective
legislators indicating the type of legislation that school men
supported.

The next item on the agenda was a lengthly discussion of the
school budgets for next year. This included the raise in budgets
and vhy -the raises were necessary. Dr. Circle was less knowledge-
ahle in the area of finance than any member of the group and he
adnitted it. He constantly said, 'Well, I don't understand all
of this,' and he certainly did not consider finance one of his
strong points. He stated his strong points were publice relations
and instruction.

The final agenda item was g'thinking period. ' ‘It was Dr. Circle's -

prerogative to introduce a topic. The topic he introduced was,
"Where do we get nistory and English ‘teachers?' It seemed that

all of the superintendents in attendance wanted teachers who would
teach social issues. One superintendent said that he had an
English teacher who was sending students to interview him biweekly
on topics such as, 'What do you think of unwed mothers?' A younger
superintendent jokingly said, 'Does this teacher have tenure?’

The superintendent replied, 'No, do you need a good English teacher?
This one is going to be needing a job.'

Just before the meeting adjourned, Dr. Circle asked the other
members of the schoel executive group what they would do if they
were in his position, referring to the fact his contract had not
been renewed. He zaid, 'You know that the people in the community
are behind me. Do you think I should go for a one year, & three
year or should I go for a four year contract because I can retire
in four years?' All of the members were very understanding. They
hesitated to make a recommendation, however, except to say they
thought Dr. Circle was in the best position to analyze the struggle
in the community, and that he should meke a decision regarding his
position as superintendent in the district on the basis of the know-
ledge and the data that he had on hand.?

2Tbid., OTU 3, p. A8-12,
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. How We Hire A Teacher

Level - Top and Middle

Task . = Personnel
ose «~ To recruit a teacher
Actors - Circle, Superintendent

Sempson, High School Principal S

Mery Long, prospective teacher ' -
History « Mary Long was interviewed during the Christmas Holidays
regarding a position in Central District. She decided at that time
that she would rather teach in another location but.had since changed
her mind. Therefore, she had made another appointment with Circle.
Abstract of Behavior - Sampson and the candidate entered Circle's
office. Cirecle asked the girl if she was really interested in
teaching in Central District. He told her the salary she could
expect. The girl was sent with Sampson to see the building and
meet some teachers. Meanwhile Circle called to obtain a recommen=-
dation. Circle and Sampson discussed the candidate privately upon

returning from the tour. Circle offered the candidate a job at one

figure provided she received a good recommendation or $200 less if

she did not.
Outcome - The girl was offered a job in Central District. The

. highest salary figure offered was contingent upon a good recommenda-

tion. The recommendation was received. (Although not in this spe«
cimen, the girl signed a contract for $5,700 two days later.)

“Description of Behavior - At about 1l:15 Sampson, the high school

principal,; entered with Mary Long. Circle began interviewing the
candidate by asking about her scholarship, honors and schooling.
Sampson left the conference for a few minutes and went into DeVoto's
office to see what the District's specific needs in the area ¢f
mathematics would befora the coming year. Circle asked the
candidate what levels of mathematics she would be willing to teach.
Circle then said to her, 'What is your pieasure---ezger or Jjust

looking?' The girl replied, 'Eager.' Circle then asked Sampson,

'Ts Joe Niehouse back yet?' Then he said, 'Well, Mary, I'm in the
mood to Go business. Are you?' He then suggested to Sampson, 'Have
her meet a few people,' indicating that Sampson should take her

on a tour of the school. He indicated that she had a 2:00 o'clock
appointment in a neighboring district. Circle then said, 'I've
made up my mind. You have to click with the depariment head and
the principals. Salary is $5,500 but there is a possibility that
we “could pay you for your applied experience and semi-teaching
experience.' (The experience he was referring to was that of being
an undergraduate assistant at the college she was attending.)

While the candidate was out visiting the mathematics teachers,
Circle called the superintendent in the adjoining district where the
girl had attended high school and asked him about the candidate.
The superintendent said that he didn't remember her, that he would
look up the information and call Cirecle back.

‘Vhen Sampson returned with Mary Long, Circle asked that they be

Sl
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excused. He and Sampson went into DeVoto's office. When they
returned to Circle's office they told her that they were interested
in hiring her and that after she had her other interview,. she

should let them know what her decision was between the two p031t10ns.
Circle told her that she would have a choice of two positions in
Central District. He also told hiexr of the call that he had made to
her former superintendent. He said that if the report was good he
would offer her $5,700, otherwise $5,500. . However, he cautioned
her to decide on the people that she would work with and not on

the money. He then asked her as he had done with other candidates,
.what the percentages were that she would accept the Ce:tral District
position.. Crrrta,

After Sampson and the girl left, Rowds resumed the task of read-
ing his mail. (His secretary was out this day. ) The superintendent
whom he had called earlier returned his call and said that Mary
Long was a good leader and that he would hire her. He said that
she had been tenth in a class of 180. He stated that she was among
the top students the high school had produced the last few years.3

Who Should Teach Hea}th?

Level - Low
Task - Curriculum
Purpose  ~ To decide whether the teaching of health ‘should be assigned
to the physical educgtion departaent or the school nurses.
Actors ~ Sampson, High School Principal '
Niehouse, Junior High School Principal
History « No specific department in the school vas officially res-
pocnsible for teaching health.

Sampson and Niehouse were in Sampson's office discussing the
health curriculum and pOSS1ble changes which should e made for the
next year.

Abstract of Behavior - Dlscus31on between the two principals regard-

“ing the assignment of health teaching in the school.

Outcome - A general agreement that physical education teachers would

be more qualified to teach health than the school nurses.

Description of Behavior - Nichouse and Sampson were discussing the

health program for the next year when the following behavior takes

place. .

 Sampson: We should decide who is going to teach health next year.
What is your opinion? Do you believe the teaching of
health should be the duty of the physical education
teachers, or do you believe the school nurses should
teach health?

Niehouse: When I was a coach teaching physical education, I felt
there was a close relationship between the two subjects.
I always combined health teaching with the physical educa-

L

31bid., OTU b, p. A13-15.
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tion program.

Circle was passing Sampson's office and Sampson asked Clrcle
to come into the office. Sampson asked Clrcle his opinion regard-
ing the matter.

Circle: I feel the phJSlcal education teachers should be better
' qualified to teach health than the school nurses.

At this point there was agreement by Sampson, Circle and
Niehouse that the teaching of hﬁalﬁh should be in con;unction with
the physical education program.

It will be recalled that a»twq-week field study was conducted
in a settlﬁg of higher educatlon. While this period of time dicd not pro-
vide a V1ew that was as comprehen31ve and detailed of this educatlonal
organization as did our field study in Central Dlstrlct it dld provide
specimens from a different setting. A brief background and two OTUs
from higher education are provided here so that taxonomists may use
them to illustrate their schemata and the reader can understand the
nature of the twenty~four~spé¢imens that were collected in this setbting.

Urban University was located in the heart of a large urban
center. It had a history of more than fifty years and was comprised of
the usual complement of schools, including graduate and undergraduate
divisions. The School of Education was NCATE accredited and offered B.A.,
M.A., Ed. D and Ph.D, degrees., Our two. week field study took place in
the summer and centered on the University's Sunmer School. As the School
of Education accounted for a large portion of the Summer School's
activity, a large segment of the data relates to the activity of this
school of the university. Thus, the position of'Dean of the School of

Educatlon vas vacated and a department head from the School of Education

was appointed as ﬂean of the School of Educauxon s Summer School. Our

bpia., OTU 41, p.A103-20k.
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field study focused on these two positions, the Dean of the Summer

Seedd . .
R

'School and the Dean of the School of Education's Summer School.

Many of Urban Uhiveréity's policies were enacted by faculty
action and reéorded.in minutes of faculty meetings. A complete set of
policies governing the operation of ihe Swmer School did not exist in
a_single'VOlume or as part'df any single volume.‘ The Dean of'the Sﬁmmer
School and the Dean of thé'School of Education Suwmmer School, having
held these positions for many years; had a knowledge of policies which
no one else enjoyed. Often matters which would have otherwisé seemed
unusual for a Dean to handle were referred to the offices upon which this»
.sﬁudy centered. The following are two specimens gathered in thig setting.

| Stars

- Tow and Middle
- Personnel ) _
Purpose - To secure an outstanding professor for the next year's
sunmer session. : '
Actors - Dr. Cook, Director of Sumer School
Dr. Lewin, Acting head of Social Studies Department
History -~ outstanding professors had been recruited for sunmer
‘school teaching as part of the wiversity's centennial program.
- It was the policy to begin recruitment for the next year's summer
program during the summer session so committments could be made
after September lst. A |
Abstract of Behavior - Cook and Lewin discussed the problem of bring-
ing top professors from other universities to Urban University for
the next summer program. They slso discussed the problem of salary
for such professors. - : :
Outcome - Cook agreed that Lewin should contact the specific professor
in question but warned him not to enter into an agreement.
Description of Behavior - Lewin: Can we continue our tradition
(Taughs) we thought of this year of having a star outside
the department this swmer. The justification, remember,
this year was that Brown was coming, is going to take part
in the . « . .
Cook: (Interrupting) Brown is here from the University of London.
Lewin: Yeh, he is going to take part in the Centennial Year.
Cook: Yes. ,
ILewin: The justification for getting stars in the next couple of
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years would be in philosophy as far as our program for re-
cruitment, as we are losing both State and Wynn in the next
couple of years. '

They will both be here next year?

Oh yes, yah. .

And do they both want to teach next year? '

Oh yes, yes. This would be in addition, in other words, this
would be a part timer for someone who has established some

(Interrupting) And Brown is doing this precise thing this

‘year (Iewin interjecting: 'That's right.') so that we could

support a visiting star.

Yes, yes. - |

Brovm's field is really the philosophy of . . .
(Interrupting) Camparative education.

That's right. Do you think we should have someone in with
a slightly different specialization next year?

Oh,yeh. I would want to have someone in philosophy because,
as I said, this would be part of our planned program of
recruiting somebody as a full time . . + . .
{Interrupting) I think that is an excellent idea gnd I think
we are certainly justified in having one visiting staff
(Lewin interjects: 'Right.') member. You will have to,
when the time comes, I mean when you focus on someone,

‘negotiate that (lewin interjects: 'Yes.') as to salary.

Yes, that the . . . . .

(Interrupting) I should, the usual formula that is that we
have implemented this year is that we take the visiting and
we use the salary of his home base and apply our formula to
that basis unless his salary is much more than what is tzue
of the corresponding rank here. :

I see. _ g

In other words, if he is a professor for another institution,
his salary would be much higher than what a professor would
earn here. Then we use the median salary for the professional
rank that obtains this year as a base figurative salary.

But this you will have to negotiate when you focus on some-
one. :

Ya, we have put out feelers to one man vho we are Interested
in. He, unfortunately, teaches, will begin teaching next
yeay at British Columbia.

So he would not be available? . .

Oh, he'd »e available but he would want to get a minimum of
$2,000, but I didn't know this formula.
Well, what is his, what is his institution?

t will be the Univeristy of British Columbia. The University

-of British Columbia.

I see! I just assumed he was doun there on'a . . . .
(Interrupting) No, he's leaving upstate.
You have to find out what his salary is there, his annual

R ; myerova .
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salary (Lewin interjects: 'Uh wh.') for the academic
year (Lewin: 'Yes.") and if it is approximately that of
the median salary here for that rank, (Lewin: 'Yes.®') ;
professional rank, then we would use his salary as the base
(Lewin: 'Uh uh.') and pay him according to our formula.
Lewin: Your formula is? '
Cook: One thirty-sixth of the annual salary (Lewin: . 'Yes.') for
a full week of assignment. In other words, if he taught
. 8ix weeks it would be six thirty-sixths or one sixth of
the annual (Iewin: 'Yes.') or three weeks would be one-
twelfth {Lewin: ‘'Right.') of his salary, I would not
suspect that it would be more than median, what is the
medial for professional rank here? If it were then we would
use the median salary here (Lewin: 'Yes.') for that rank.
The median salary next summer, (Lewin: 'Yes.') in other
3 words, once it is computed after September 1st. :
Tewin: What would that be approximately?
Cook: I don't know. For the past year the median is thirteen.
It will go up certainly (Lewin: 'Yes.') but vhat it will
be for thé next summer I don't know.
Iewin: Good, well that's very encouraging. I think we can work
something out. Then the last thing. Will you be available?
I'd like for you to have . . . .

Cook (Interrupting) Now you might, when you explore again this

matter of salary, don't enter into any firm (Lewin: 'Oh,
no. No.') of any sort. Cause that you and I or whoever
is acting as director of summer sessions will have (Lewin:
'0h, yes.') to do after September lst. (Lewin: 'Right.')
But as of this date I can say to you, go ahead, and think
of having a visitor (Lewin: 'Fine.') in addition to the
two professors which you have at the moment
Lewin: Very good.

"Certification First

Level -~ Top -

- Task - Conmunity

Purpose = A student desires a change in courses to meet certi-
fication requircuents, :
Actors - Dean Caine, Dean of University Summer Sessions

Student

Dan Dudley, Chairman of Department of Sociology

Joan, Girl in recording office

Jim Morrison, Professor in Dudley's department

Aram Hall, Professor in Dudley's department .
History - A shudent needed to take three points during the summer

_in order to meet certification requirements. She was taking a two

point course and wanted to meet the certification requirement.

5Tbid., OTU 64, p. A166-169.
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Abstract of Behavior - The student explained her problem to Dean
Caine. Caine called Dan Dudley to see whether she should take
Independendent Study or whether another course for one point should
be set-up. Dudley suggested that she change to a three point course
given by Professor Hall. Dean Caine agreed with this solution and
told the student how to make the change. Before she left he called
the recording office to alert them to the student and informed them
that the change had his approval. | . .
Outcome - The student met the three point certification require=-
ment by suitching courses.
Description of Behavior - Caine: Let me see if I can get Dr. Dudley, ,
if not, his secretary. Now what is the course number? !
Student: E20.1073.

" Caine: You are a graduate student? |
Student: Oh, yes. ‘ %
Caine? Is the requirement you are trying to meet a certification i

. |

requirement oy a degree requirement?
Student: Certification. ,
Caine: {(aine phones to Dr. Dudley.) Dan, Tom. A student at my
‘ desk, a graduate student matriculated in the school of
Arts and Sciences registered for E20.1073 which is one of
the courses, the 'one in vhich the mistake was made, you
know (Dudley interjects: ‘Yeah, yeah.') three points
instead of two. (Dudley: 'Yeah.') Now how it happened
. I'm not sure. But she, perhaps” it happened because in
this case the checkers would have been the graduvate school
checkers rather +than (Dudley: 'Ah, hah.') the School of
Education. (Dudley: ‘Ah, hah.') It went through without
anyone here catching it. The point is that she requires
the three points for certification. She requires the '
three points in educational sociology for certification
and my question is whether we could do one of two things.
Either give her, she is a graduate student, give her one _
additional point of independent study, which she could ;
work out with her instructor (Dudley: ‘'Ah hah, ah hah.') ‘
or ah, perhaps we could, I think this is the lesser
(difficult) of the two alternatives, we could, ah, set up
‘ ' another course, 10734 or something like that or (Dudley:
'Ah, hah.') for one point and have them meet together
and again they will cover the same thing and that will help
her reach her requirement. Who teaches that course by the
way? .
Dudley: The 1073A is the second six weeks. The second three weeks,
I mean, Jim Morrison.
Caine: Which way do you think would be the better way? I think
: we have to do something, because, we =~ plans (Dudley: ‘'Yeah,
yeah.') are predicted . . . . ‘ : '
Dudley: Could we put her in Hell's, ah, ah, 'Social Control?'
Caine: Would you, you see that ah, ah. First of all that has
met three times, would you permit her?
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' Oh,"yes, since she has been attending the other classeé,

swre.

. Well, let me, ah, ah, would you hang on just a moment . . . .
(Directed to student.) There is another class meeting

precisely at the same time called 'Education and Social
Control' taught by Professor Aram Hall. You have missed,
of course, three days, but since you have attended the
other class we could very easily transfer you. The intro=~
ductory work, first work for these classes is very similar.

" This would give you an educational socioclogy course at the

Dudley:

Caine:

Dudley:
Caine:

Dudley:
Caine:

Dudley:
Caine:

Student:
Caine:

same time of the day and it will meet the requirements and

from our point of view and it certainly will comply with your

certification. If you do not have any objection to that
shift. (Returns to phone conversation.) I think that is a
very much better idea myself. :

Aram would understand and would help her catch-up from where
she is. o .

Would you be willing to speak to him (Dudley: ‘'Yeah, yeah.')

' so that he recognizes here tomorrow and also speak to Mr.

Morrison (Dudley: ‘Morrison.?!)

I believe he is in, and I'1ll pick up, have her come down
here and I'll have her make out & drop-add slip.

No, it has to be made out on a graduate school Arts and
Science form. |

. Oh, all right. Then she will have to get that.

A1l right then I'11l have her come down to your office and
pick up the class card from Mr. Morrison.

All right, wonderful. - ' ~

Fine, thank you very much. {To student) If you will stop
in the education sociology depsriment office, do you know
where that is? It is the second floor of the building next
door, it's called the Brown Amnex., In fact if you will
walk downstairs from my office, on the landing on the second
floor you will see an entrance to the next building, and

I think there is a sign on the door. Co in there and ask
for I~. Dudley or Mr. Morrison, get your card back. Then
go over to the graduate school of Arts and Science and fill
out the drop-add siip, dropping that course and adding
E20.2004., Now, I'm going to call our registration office
to be sure thal there is no problem about change.

Is this course the same dates? .

Same thing, same dates, same hour of the day. Dr. Caine
phones the recording office. Girl in recording office
answers the phone. (Girl: 'Recording.') Joan. This

is Tom Caine, one of our graduate students in Arts and
Sciences registered for E20.1073 which is being given

for thiee points instead of the two. I have been talking’
with Dr. Dudley about this since she needs this for
certification, these three points, and he has made arrange-
ments with Professor Hall for her to enter £E20.2004, late,
dropping the one and adding the other. She is a graduate
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3 ' o Arts and Science student, so she has to g0 back there
: to do it, doesn't she? (Girl: 'Yes, right.') But
5 . T thought that when she arrived you might be raising
* . & question to the 1ateness of the hour and would need
to know sbout it, (Girl: 'Right.') do you want the :
student's pame? (Girl: 'No, I'il remember.") Fine ;
Thank you. | o : !

s
L]

k]

We have not ended tﬁe search nor closed ihe book on the develop-
ment of taxonomies in organizétional.behavior in education. We ﬁave
begun, however. This study raises many questions for futuré researchf;
It also provides an excellenﬁ platform for future inguiry in the organiza=

tional behavior in education.

-~
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A DECISION-MAKING BASED TAXONOMY
by Daniel E. Griffiths o , :
. The model used as the basis for this taxonomy is decision- ' ' :

meking, as described by Griffiths in a number of éourcesl and as .

whe

médified by the findings of the.bévelopment of Criteria of Success
in School Administration Prdjeé%.a This theory is an abttempt to |
explain édminisﬁrative behévior using a set of decisioﬁ-méking |
concepts and certain assumptions as to the purposes of adninis«~

trative behavior. A brief statement of the theory follows. ;

- Development of Classification System - Lo

—

' Theorg o - N :ﬂ.L

The basic assumptions of this theory are fe% and relgtively

simple. The first is that administrabtion is a generalized type

.. of behavior o be found in p11 humen orgenizations. This assump-
tion mérely relates administration to organizations. fwithout
brganizations there can be no admin@stration, therefore one must
coﬁcep%ualize about administration in an organizational context.

The second assumphion is that administration is the process of

directing and cohtrolling 1ife in a social organization. This

assunpbion means that aduinistration is the inplementation of the
purposes for which an orgenization is designed through such pro- : ‘

cedures as establishing criteria for the performance of individu-

als as they live in the organization and establishing controls to

- cmmmres e

1lTn particular see Daniel E. Griffiths, Administrative Theory
(Wew York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1959).

2Fohn Hemphill, Daniel Griffiths, Norman Frederiksen, Adminis-
trative Performence and Personallly (Wew York: Teachers. College
Bureau of Publicsbions, 1902).
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" make certain that performance‘agrees with plans. Administretion
is not an artificial function superimposed on the normal activi=-
 4ies of human beings; it is rather the process (cycle of evente)
engaged in by the members of'a social‘organization in order ﬁo
control and direct the activitjes of the members within the or-
.ganizailon. Admlnlstratlon occurs whenever the life processes
.of an organization are belng controlled. In contrast to this,
it con be said that admlnistratlon is not the production of the
organization. Barnard 1nd1cated this quite clearly when he said,
"pxecutive work is not that of the organlzatlon,'bub the specia-

n3

| lized work of malntalnlnc the organization in opevatlon.

This 1eads to the next assunptlon which is that the specific

function of administration is to develop and regulate the de01~

,sibnnmaklng process in the most effectlve manner possible.

It is sometlmes assumed that ‘the function of the chief executive
officer is to make dec131ons by himselfl because others are in-
competent. This is not the basic assumptlon of this theory,
rather it is the asswiption that it is the function of the exe-
cutive to see to it that the decision process proceeds in an
effective manner. (An effective manner is one which results in
the accomplishment of a stated dbjective.) In fact, the execu-

tive is called upon to meke decisions only when the orgenization

fails to make its own decisions. To put this inbto other words,

3chester T. Barnard, The Functions of ‘the Executive (Can-
bridge, Mass. Harvard Unlversity Prc 85 1938), p. 215.
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if the executive is perSﬂnally maklng decisions this means that

there exists malfunctioning in the dec1p10n process. The execu-

-dive then needs to correct the malfunctlonlno, Barnaxd was\re-'

4

ferring to this point when he said:

"t is the organization, not the executive, which does
the work on the external environment. The executive
is primarily concerned with decisions which facilitate
or hinder in the effectlve or efficient operation of

the organlaatlon.
It can be seen that this theory'loéks at the process of

administration as being the monitoring of decisions which are

made in the organizationo~ It further assuwies that the purpose

e understood in terms of

of the behavio> of agménlstratoys can b

either decision-making or the wonitoring of dev1s1ons made in

an organization.
The theory was further developed by formulating a set of

steps vwhich were considered. to be descriptive of the decision-

meking process. It was not pelieved that a decision-maker would

g0 fhrough the process step~by-step, but pather that his behavior

in administrative situations could be described by reference to

one or more of the Syeps and that one ‘eould predict that his

behavior would result in either a decision or in monitoring the

-

decisions of others. Tne steps: :?

k1pid., p. 211

Seriffiths, Administrative Theory, Ibid., D. ok,
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1. Recognize, define and limit the problem.
2, Analyze and evaluate the problem. ,
3. Establish criteria and standdrds by which the
solution will be evaluated or judged as acceptable
~ and adequate to the need, . ' '
4, Collect data. ‘
5, Formilate and select the preferred solution or
~ solutions. Test them in advance.
6. Put into effect the preferred solution.
a. Program the solution. :
b. Conbtrol the activities in the program.
c. Evaluste the results and the process.

This might be considered the "arm¢hair" version of the
theory. The next step was takeh with the study of the perform=-
' 6

ance of elementary school principals in a simulated situation.

. One of two secondary factors genefated from eight primary fac-

tors was very similar to the theoretical .conception of the

process of decision-making. This factor was naned Facbor X,

'Preparabion for Decision vs. Taking Final Action and its com-

ponents and their reiation to d revised wording of the decision~
meking steps are to be found in Tablé l. The loadihgs are |

betweeﬁ the scoring'camegoriés used-in the simulation study and
Factor X;

Scoring Cetegories

i

., A set of scoring cabegories was developed, drawing heavily
upon the simuletion study and other concepts derived from the
expanded theory. The scoring of operational taxonomic units

(0TU's) was undertaken, but almost immediately it was concluded

that the categories were inadequate. Much of the administrative

6H£mphill, Griffiths, and Frederiksen ibid.
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Eehavior reportéd in the 0TU's was‘dbviously uﬁrelated to
decision~-making. No statisticai analysis qf the scoring was
done at this p01nt; it was so obvious thal the categories were
not appropriate that this séhemé,yas aban&oned. At this point,

the researchers returned tb,the simulation study for further

\
(2

) Non-declslon Act1v1ty

It should be noted that some of the behavior reported in
OTU's appeared to be p01nt1ess-or at least, was mere expendi-
ture of energy. There seemed to be no prﬁblem, nor was there
any obvious purpose to the behavior. At times informa£ion was

exchanged, given, or received which might or might nov be used

. at some time -in the future to solve a pfdblem. With this in

mind the second of the two secondary factors resulting from the
anaiysis of responses in the simulation study was examined.8 It

vas ca]led Factor Y, Amount of Work Expended in Handling the

Item. Nine scoring cakeworles loaded t0 the extent of .50 on

.. Pactor Y:9

Estimated INumber of Words 67
' Usual Courses of Action ' : .65
Number of Outsiders Involved Individually .60
. @ives Directions and/or Suggestions .57
Fumber of Subordinates Involved Individually 57
Communicates by Writing .56
Takes Leading Action ; <53
Gives Information to Subordlnates : .52
Follows Lead by Suparlols . ) .51
8

Toid., pp. 146-147.

9Loc. eit.

T I T T T U L S N L

ST T

- e — e R




-

This factor broadens the range of behavior that must be
con51dered in the description of admlnzstrabors at work. While
Factor X focuses attention upon de0131on-ma51ng behav1or,
Factor.Y veminds us that much that goes on in an organization
is best described.by,usé of terms such as expenditure of energy,

wnfk, and the like.

Classification System

What framework should then be employed to help in the descrip-
tion of administrator behnvior? Each OTU had an input; thatzis a
problem, or an occasion for activity of some sort. The actors had
some stimulatinn to interact with one another.l If there vas a

problem in the OLU, then some type of decision-making ensued.

This behavior covered a range from postponing decision to making

a Tinal decision. Regardless of whether theré'was a problem

there was always, or so it seemed, an output present. If a |
decision had been made, then if was -implemented in some way. If
there was no decision, then information was exchanged and relations

maintained. The schema arrived at was a very simple one:

InIill’lt ’""\
| ' Decisionlfrocess
output an«///

The next question was what cateﬂow should be employed in
each phase of the schema. The procedure followed was to raise
certain descriptive questions such as: Vnat type of problem is

1nvolvcd9 What is the nature of the activity being described?

What is the source of the problem° etc. Concepts were then

A Rt s 2

L
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employed which were draym from all relevant research and theory

known to the researcﬁers. The result'is not a mathematically
of systematically pleésing set of égﬁegories, bui'raxher one

. vhich was a first steé_towards éé%ablishing some relationShips
among & number of disparaielconcepts. The schema follows:

Decision-Making Based Classification Schema

' I. Input

A. Type of Prcblem or Activity .
: 1. Decision made or specific procedure seb for
making decision or decision is in process of
. being implimented -
2, No decision made
3. Specific organizational task oriented inform-
_ation exchange ‘ ' ‘ '
L, Maintaining relations of~se1f.and/or organiza-
tion : - '

B. Nature of Problem or Activity
5. Organizational maintenance
6. Organizational change

T. Business

. Community

9. Curciculum’

10. Personnel - stafll

11. Personnel - pupil

Central Actor
Authority Position
12. Board
13. High menagemen®
1%, Middle management
15, Low managemend
Pover position compared to source
16, ILower
17. ©Same
18, EHigher

Source of Problem or Activity .
19. Svperior
20. Peer
21. Subordinate
22, tsider
. 23. Self




s

E. Method of Transmission
2., Face-to-face
25. Telephone
26. Vriting

F. Feedback Present
27. Solicited " g
28. Unsolicited '

II. Decision-Making
- A. Treatment of the Problenm
-Delays Treatment
29. Postpones
Refers Problem to
30, Superior
3l. Peer
32. Subordinate
33. Outsider
Makes Tmmediate Decision
- 34, Follows Rule
35. Follows Precedent
Follows Lead of
36. Superior
37. Peer
38, Subordinates
39. Outsider .
4O. Makes Decision on other basis
Arrives 2t Procedure for Deciding
Vhat is Done
431, Seeks Opinions
42, Determines Data
Who is to do it
43, Superior
ki, DPeer
L5, Subordinate
| . W6, Outsider
‘ L7. Self
' By What Means
48. Conference
49, Creates Organizational Procedures
50. Looks up Data
51. Conducts Research
52. Receive Conmunication
53. Knows Data
Time Involved in all Procedures
sk, 0-2L hours
55, 2-14 days
56, 2=l weeks
57. over one month

- WA

R
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Number of Procedures
58. One Procedure
59. Two Procedures
60. Three or more Procedures

Type of Decision
.Occasion of Decision
61, Organizational
62. Appellate
63. Intermediary
6, Creative

Orientation toward Structure
65. Political
66. Non-political
Role Dimension
67. Nomothetic
68. Transactional
69. Idiographic
Finality of Decision
70. Terminal
71, Series
Range of Action .
72. One Alternative
73. Contingent
7h. Range

IIT., Outpnt
A. TImplementation of Decision
Informs
- Who
75. Superior
6. Peer
77. Subordinate
78. Outsider
Method of Transmission
79.. Face=to=-face
80. Telephone
81. Writing
Explains
Who
82. Superior
83. 'Peer -
8. Subordinate
85. Outsider
Method of Transmission
86. Face~to-face
87. Telephone
88. Writing
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Carrying Out Decision
Who
89. Superior
90. Peer
. 91, Subordinate
2. Outsider
93, Self .
How

oli, Uses Existing Structure
95. Plans New Structure
96. Plans and Creates New Structure

Control :
97. Sets Deadline
Requested Feedback Used
08. Explicit, time definite
99. Explicit, time indefinite
100, Implied
Non-requested Feedback Used
101l. Face~to-face
102, Telephone
103. Writing
Incentives
Universalistic, reward
104, Praise
105. Salary Increase
. 106, Promotion |
107. Improves Facilities
" 108. Other
Universalistic, punishuent
109. Criticism
110. Salary stays the sanme
-11l. Demotion
112. Other
Particularistic, reward
113. Praise
1. Salary Increase-
115. Promotion
116, Fumproves Facilities
117. Other
Particularistic, punishment
118, Criticism
119, Salary stays the same
120. Demotion
_ 121.. Other
B. Exchange Information and Meintains Relations
122. Receives Information .
Gives Information to
123. Superior
12k, Peer
125. Subordinate
126, Oulsider

<
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Reasons for giving

127. Reply to request
128. Informing
129. Building Morale
130. Maintaining Staff Relations
131, Maintaining Community Relations
' Refers person to F for information
132, Superior ' .
133. Peer .
134. Subordinate
135. Outsider
Type of Information
136. Opinions
13F. Facts
- Nature of Information
138. Business :
139. Community A ——
140, Curriculum ' :
141, Personnel - staff
lll'z [ ]

Definitions

Personnel - pupil

A set of definitions vas prepared for the guidance of the

SCorers. While'not'elaborate, it was intended that the defini-

tions be detailed enough to ensure a desirable level of scorer

reliability.

Input

Decision-making

An input is a bit of information.received
by the central actor which gengrates a
problem or activity. Receiving ah
agenda, Or a phone message ave examples

of inputs.

A decision is a 5udgment vhich affects

a course of ac£ion. This'category vas
scored if 1) a judgment was made in the
OTU, 2) a proceduré vas esteblished by
which a judgment would bé made, 3) the
OTU was concerﬁed with the implementation

of a previous decision.

(\.’I
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No decision

OmganiZational

task

Maintaining
relations

«13-

This category is scored when no judgment
is made, no procedure for judging is

established, no decision is being implé-

“3“

mented, the shbstance of the OTU is not
6orga.nlzatlonally task oriented and the
act1V1ty is not concerned with malntalnlng

relatlons.

Vhen information is exchanged concerning
an organizational task, but no decision

is made, decision process initiated or

- decision implemented this category is

scored. An exchange.of information between
the superintendent and state education
department consultant on a new school

building is an example.

Activities, but not décisions, vhich tend

to enable the central actor or the school

district to relate to individuals or orga=-

nizabtions significaht to their existence
tare scored here, The monthly meeting of

county school executiwes is an example of
- the superintendent maintaining relations

for himself among his peers.

(SN A
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Organizational
maintenance

OrganiZational
change

Central actor

.Aﬁthority
gosition

Power position

f-l’-l-

All activities or decisions relating to
the normal functions of the schosl district
are~scored here. Employihg a teacher,
puichasiﬁg supplies, and taking attendance

are all maintenance behaviors.

This category is scored for all changes in
policy, practice,'procedures, and rules,

Changes in the duties of personnel would

also be scored. The introduction of a

new program of studies in American hisﬁory

is an example of this category.

The central actor is erbitrarily defined
as the one on vhom the observation focuses.

He usually receives the input of the OTU.

This refers to the position held in the
formal. structure. Only four types.of
positions:were used; board, hiéh, middle,
and low management. The superintendent

is high menagement, directors are middle,

and principals and teachers are low menagement.

In the university O1U's the dean of the
university sumier session is high, the

director of the school summner session is

I
il
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niddle, and department chairmen, professors,
and secretaries are low management. This
category is a comparison of the positions
of thejééntral actor and thevsouiée of the
énput. The central actor may be hiéher,
1owér, or the same as the source of the
input. Those having no position in the

formal organization were given a power

rating in terms of their roles.

Source of inpub " The person, group, or organization which

originated the input is the source. The
sources are designated as 1) superior -
holds a_higher position in the formal
structure. o
2) peer - holds
a similar position in the formal struc-
- ture.

3) subordinate =

holds a lower position in formal struc-

~ ture.
k) outsider =

no position in the formal struc-

5) self - the

central actor.
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: | Method of " qhis describes the method by which the
transmission '

input reaches the central actor and may
be’faceato-face, telephone, or by writing.

K-}

.Feedback Feedback‘is defined as an input which
results from a previous decision by the
central acktor of the OTU. These hay be

solicited, that is, the result of a direct

request or unsolicited, that is, not speci-

fically:reqpested. _

Postpones | If the central actor recognizes.a problem
| during the course of an OIU yet delays in

making a decision and makes no plans or
institutes no procedures toward making &

decision, this is scored as postpones.

- Follows rule Mokes immediate decision, The decision is
made in the éourse of.the OTU. If the
central actor makes a decision énd uses a,
written rule as the basis for the decision,
this category is appliéable.

Follows This category is used if the central actor
precedent '

mekes a decision based upon his (or his
advisors) knowledge of previous decisions
made in the orgenization. If this knowledge
is in the form of a,vritten rule; score in

cetegory above.
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Follows leéd

Makes decision on
other basis

Arrives at a
procedure for
deciding

Occasion for
decision

«lT=
This category is scored if the central
actor complies or plans to comply with a
suggestion or request addresséd to him by

s superior, peer, subordinate, or outsider.

This category was not used because all

decisions in OTU's were scored in above

caiegories.

This category is used when the central

actor sets up a procedure through which a
decision may be reached. The procedures
include seeking'opinions informally, looking
up data, holding conferences, creating
organizational procedures such as designa-
ting roles, conducting research, receiving'

communications, knowing pertinent data.

.The occaéions for decision refer to the place
in the organization where the decision is
made. It gets at, in effgct, the geography
»of decision;making. Four types qf deéisions
érg scored: 1) organizational, ﬁhose which
are ﬁade by an individual or group because of
orgenizational assignment, 2) appellate,
those wh?ch are referred to a superior by a

subordinate who would ordinarily make the

decision, 3) intermediary, that which axe

B Akt e s Snbt it ' "
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made to implement a previous decision by a
‘superior, and L) creative, those which are

made by an individual solely by himself and

"which break with established policy.

Orientation '~ Decisions in this set of categories are ;
toward structure |

those_which affect the structure and or

goals of the organization. Those which do

are called'political and those which do not

are called non-political.

Role dimension The way in which.the decision;maker views

| the importance of the organization and the |
jndividual ere scored in a set of categories:
1) nomothetic, those in which the‘primary
impértance is placed upon the organiZation-
as thé'frame of reference in which its
decision is made, 2) ddiographic, those in
which the needs of the individuals are given

top priority, and 3) trahsaétiénal, those in

which both the goals of the organization and
the needs of individuéls are given equal

Weight;

-

Finality of This set of categories gets at the decision-
decision '

maker's expectations as to the finality of
nis decision. One category is called terminal

or those in which the decision-meker believes




' Range of action

Output
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A

that he has made a finai decision and the

,'other, series, or those of which he expects

%o hear more in the future and will, in all

"prdbabi;%ty, have to modify his original

decision.

In this set of ca&egories the decision-maker

forms the instructions he gives to the

implenentor. (This is usually discussed in

terms of the concept of delegation. Since
this concept has been emperically barren the

new concept of range of action is being

explored.) There are three types of decision

implementing concepts: 1) one alternative,
in vhich the decision-meker leaves the.imple-
mentator no choice of action. He, in essence
says, "Do this." 2) Contingent, in which

the decision~-maker 1eé&es‘a‘choice of action
to the implementor in which his action will
depend, in parﬁ, on ﬁhat he finds as he imple-
ments the.decision.- 3) Range,_ih waich the
decision-maker sets forth the parameters

within which the implementor can function.

There are two mejor types of outputs: '1)-
that vhich the centrél actor produces in the

form of a decision, and 2) non-decision

T ‘




Egplementétion

gf'decision

Uses existing
. structures

Plans new
structure

=20~

production in the form of information.

Once the decision is made, it becomes an

“output qnd implementation may get.underway.

(There are, of course, decisions which are
made, but not implemented.) In the process
of implementation the decision-meker may

inform a superior, peer, subordinate, and/or

outsider of the decision and may use face-to-

. face, telephone, and/or writing to transmit

the information. He mey explain ﬁhe decision
to the same btypes of peoPle using the same
set'of ﬁransmission methods. "The decision
can be "carried out" by a superior, peer,
subordinate, outsider, and/or the decision-
maker.' Controls are established and inceﬁ—
tives applied to make as‘certain as possible
that the decision is.imblemenﬁed as intended

»

by the decision-maker.

The decision is implemented using the presentd
structure, that is, the policy, rules, practice,

and. personnel already existing.

The decision-maker plans a new or changed
structure to implement the decision. The

new struchure is not completed within the OTU.

w»,
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Plans and creates The new structure is both planned and
nev structure :

created during the OTU. The change can be
ninor or major but to be scored it must be

' established during the OTU.

Control . ' , antrol is the concept which the decision-

maker employs to determine whether the
decision hés been implemented. He makes
provision for getting information 80 that

he can ascertain whetner or not the decision

has been implemented.

Sets deadline The decision-maker sets a specific time

for the implementation of the decision.

Feedback ~ The concept of feedback is defined as inform-

ation concerning the results of the decision.

There can be both requested an@_ﬁon-requested

feedback. Within the concept of requested
feedback it can be explicit that a definite

or indefinite time be set for the feedback

to occur. There can also be implied feedback

vhich would be suggested by the dialogue.

Incentives As the. decision-maker makes decisions and
. wants them implemented, he uses incentives
of various sorts. There are two general

types of incentives: 1) universalistic,
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thét is, those applied according to written

policies and rules and 2) particularistic,

.that'is, those applied on & personal basis
without written rules or policies. In both
categories there are some.incentives'generally
Qiewed fo be rewards and'othefs vievwed as

Punishments.

e I rohea et | -2

Scoring . . ' o

Al OTUfs vere scored indépendently by two graduate students
trained in the use of the scoring definitions and were checked by a
senior researbher. Differences were {iscussed and a, single score
vas arrived at for each category. The system of écoring was essen-
tially a “go-noigo" one in which each OTU was read and it was deter= %
mined as to whether each scoring category was present or absent.

Two OTU's ere scored in this chapter to demonstrate how scoring

took place. A large scoring sheet was used with the number of the
OTU's on the left and the numbers of the scoring categories on the

top. A 1 was entered in each cell for each category present in an

oTy. 0n1y one i vas recorded regardless of the number of times the
category might have occurred.
The first OTU scored is No.\T which took place in Central District

and concerns en interviev with a candidate for a teaching position.lo

10see Chepter III, "The Field Study" for the complete text of
this OTU,
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The categories used to score OTU No.\% are:

1, 5, 10, 13, 18, 22, oh, 27, b1, U7, 52, Sk, 125, 127, 135,

136, 138, 1ho.

The description of the dTU in terms of the scoring categories follows:

I. Input
A. Type of Problem or Activity

1. Specific procedure set for making decision

B. Nature of Problem or Activity
5. Organizational maintenance
10. Personnel - staff

C. Central Actor

T

Authority Position o

13. High management

. Power Position compared to source

18. Higher

D. Source of Problem or Activity -

22, Outsider

E. Method of Transmissibn
o, Face-to-Tace

Fo Feedback Present
27. Solicited

"'II. Decision-Making
A. Treatment of Problem
Arrives at a Procedure for.Decidin

What is done?

41. Seeks opinions

Who is to do it?

47. Self

By what means?

52. Receive communication
Time involved in all procedure
54,  0-2L hours

Number of procedures

III. Output

g

B. Exchange Information and Maintains Relation

Cives information to
125. Suvbordinate

Reasons for giving
127. Reply to request
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Refers person to 135. Outsider for information
Type of information
136. Opinions
Nature of information -
138. Business
140. Personnel - staff

. . ) ’

The second OTU scored is No. 75, which is from Urban University.

The problem concerns the need of a student to change her ﬁrograﬁ
so as to be eligible for certification. The scoring categories used

ares:

1, 5, 11, 13, 18, 21, 2k, 28, 38, k2, k7, U8, 54, 58, 61, 66, 68,

-

70, T2, TT, 85 19, 80, 8, 86, 87, 9, 92, 93.
I. Input |

A. Type of Problem or Activity
1. Decision made

B. Nature of Problem or Activity
5. Organizational maintenance
11, Personnel - pupil

C. Central Actor

" 13. High management |
Power position compared to source
16, Higher :

D. source of Problem or Activity
21. Subordinate

E. Method of Transmission
ol. Tace-to-face

. Feedback Present
28. Unsolicited

II. Decision-laking

A. Treatment of the Problem

Follows Lead of

38, Subordinate

" Arrives at a Procedure for Deciding
2. Determines data '
Who is to do it?

W7, Self
By what means?

48, Conference
Time involved

5, 0-2k hours

58. One procedure
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B. T&pe of:Decision

g - Occasion of decision

e B 61. Organizational

‘ ' Orientation toward structure
66. Non-political
Role dimension
63. Transactional
Finality of decision
70. Terminal .
Range of action
72. One alternative

o
kd

T AR AT T

III. Output
A. TImplementation of Decision

Informs
Who
T7. Peer
. 78. Outsider
Method of transmission
.79. TFace=-to-face
. 80. Telephone
Explains
¥Who
8k, Subordinate
Method of Transmission
86, TFace~to-face
87. Telephone ,
Carrying out decision’
Who ‘
9l. Subordinate
92. Outsider
03. Self

Analysis of Dats,

Once all OTU's were scored, several types of analysis were
performed: frequency counts of used and wnused categories, cluster
formation, and content analysis of clusters.

Frequency Counts of Categories Used

: Tt is of interest to know which scoring categories actually were

aseful in describing the OTU's since it was assumed that all were
. ’ S

of value. Table II presents the rank order and the number of times




the categories were used.
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Scoring Categories Not Used

Thifty-seven of the scoring categories were not used at all,

- Some of the categories were not sppropriate, for example, since

in the school OTU's the chief actSr was the top ‘administrator, he
had no peer.. Categories in the Control section of categories was
largely unused. Categories deseribing creative acts were also

largely unused. Teble III.liSts.the unused.categories by number

"and short name.
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TABLE III

. Peer . e s e

Categofies Not Used in Scoring OTU' s

Short Name ,‘

Peer
Peer
Cutsider .
Superior ‘ e e

Superior - s

- Peer

Creater Organizational
Procedures

Conducts Research

Knous Datu

2=l weeks

Intermediary

Creative

Peer

Peer ,

Writing

Superior

Peer

Plans New Structure

Implied

Face~to=-face

Telephone

Writing

Praise

Salary Increase

Promotion

Other

Criticism

Salary stays the same

Demotion :

Salary increase

Promotion

Other

Criticism

Salary stays the same

Superior

Subordinate

—— e T T T e SR -
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* Cluster Formation

As Deutsch has pointed out:
"Pheories, taxonomies, models, and schemes for information classi-

fication and retrieval all are alike in one imporsant aspeét. They

~are devices for pubting items of information into the context of

other items."l In an attempt to determine the context in which
the OTU's could be considered & technique called "cluster formation"
was used. in this technique all the OTU'é‘were compared with one
another to'determine.similarity of their scoring categories. The
assumption was that groups of OTU's will emerge that can be scored
by the same categories. Three clusters vere found having at least
90% agreement witﬁ another OTU and two clusters having 75 to 90%
agreement. Since one of the 75% clusters included 86 0TU's, it was
not kept in this analjsis. The clusters are groups of OTU's which
can be described by essentially the same scoring categories and SO

are considered to be classes of organizational behavior. The clusters

and their scoring categories follow.

1yarl W. Deutsch, "On Theories, Texonomies, and Models As
Commurd.cabion Codes for Organizing. Information,"” Behavioral

Science, Vol. II, No. 1, Jan. 1566, pp. 1-17.
L]

S e

———
SRR

oo P O




R e, AT TS

PR e,
e e

.m.:.m . . |
1oqT | - oHT . OtT. 0T
6ET 16T |. S35 . 6ST 6ET Y6ET
. . _ qft OCT QET
LET LET LET LET LET LET JLET LET ILET
OtT OFT |OET |9FT |OET | OET 9T | OfT of T CT |9ET I9ET !9ET PET
GET GET . sel j&5el et
OET
62T | 62T
72T 112t 12et {letl |Zet |Jet lleT | Lot IeT | 12T 1 12T LT
o2t 92T ogT et
AN .
- 12T | 42T 42T |hel IHeT 2T | 42T 12T ol | HeT | teT iiet et -} ~
12T | teT | tet (Tet |{tTeT |Tet | tel 12T 1 T2t .
02T
€6
lﬂn\v . . -
. . 62 . :
gz | @21 g2 | g2 . Q2 qc Q2
. ‘ A S LS <2
—g5, el we | e | e wg ——— g | W | NS | e e Jhel el w2 | el ke
Tl 12l Te | 12 | T¢ 2 1 T2 112 112l 1e (12l Tel Te | T tc
gt otl et ot tgrigri 8T}t QT I QT oT | ot ot [gri gt !l gr | ¢X]| O
: . 16T : €T | GT ¢t
HL ) HT | T | HT | HE . HT | #T V
€T €T ¢t | €T €T CT :
1T oT 0T | OT . OT 0T ;
6 6 6 6
8 g 8
L L L Lty 1A 1k L L
¢ 16 16 [ G 1 6 4 [« 4 S ¢ 1¢ [« ¢ | & -
[ [ S [ [ (S S 3 € € € S (3 R g
2 g
. . T “
“Bg ' ¢g 2L | g9 I w9 L o9l Lo 1 16 Toc fanl 91 2€ | T I ttl oL ! 6 |er | xequmy QIO !

2T # QIO UATH USWSRIBY

g o v ot e A e

Lo aeygeq 30 %06 BUTASH S.0I0 - Tff IS3SUTO



Cluster #2 - Having 90% or Better Azreement

With OTU #16

'OTU_Number 16 _8 25 81 %0 __
3
L L L L
5 5 2 > g
10 1 10 10 10
12 |
13 13 13 |
1k
18 18 18 18 18
21 21 21 21 21
22
ol 2l ol 2l 'alz
o1
‘28
116
121
125 125 125 125
126 ; 126 126
127
128 128
129 | 129 129
s | 130
135 135 -
136 136 136
137 | -
38
110 1k0 1L0

HC e




Cluster #3 - OTU's Having 90% Agreement

With OTU #3

ISR

et T A TR R AT

OTU Number 3 6 13 1. 27
| q 3
L L L
2 2 2 2
8 8 8 8
13 | 13 33 | 13
16 |
17 17 17
22 22 22 | 22
e ol pall ol
120 . ~
121 | 1210 | 121
1.2k 12k
125 125 125 125
126
127 127 127 127
130 . 130
135 135 135 - 135
136 136 136
137 |3
138 | 138 138
iﬁg L 110
L

LRIC
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Cluster it = OTU's Having T5% Agreement

With OTU #75
OTU Number .75 )1 34 52
1 1 1 1
5 5 5
6
9
] _ 10 -
AL 11
13 13 13
, 14
18 18 13 13
21 21
22
23
2L AN ol
. 27
28 28 28
33 .
' 4o :
%) 4y
L2 | "2
L5
L7 L7 L7
3 L8 La
. 52
54 5k 54
58 58
50
ol ol 6l ol
05
66 66 66
o7
66 63 68
70 70 70
71
T2 72 72
T
71 17
78 .
79 79 79
gl
o6
o1
92 ]
93 93
96
. 95
112 |
113 ’
116 . _
12 12
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Each cluster was examined using a non-statistical visual

factor analysis approach. The dominant scoring categories

" were identified and each cluster was named. ~ The clusters,

-

%

their dominant scoring categories, and names follow.

’
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Cluster No. 1

Exchanging Information .

-

Scoring Category # ~ Scoring Category Name

3 ' Specific organizational task oriented
information exchange

5 Orgenizational mainﬁenance
7 o . Nature of problem or activity =
. business ‘
18 Pover position of central actor compared

to source = higher

2l " Source of prdblem or activity - subordinate
2l o Method of transmission - face-to;face |
ok Gives information to peer

136 - 7Type of information - opinion




L

10

18

21

;25

c=h3-

Cluster #2

’Responding'Eg'Subordinates

Séoiihg.Catégomy'#

‘Scoring Category Name

Type of problem or activity - maintaining
relatlon of self or orﬂanlzatlon

Nature of prdblem or activity - organlza-
tlonal malntenance ,

Nature of Yroblem or activiby -'peréonnel e
staff '

Central actor - pover pos1t10n compared to
source = higher

Source of problem or activity - subordinate

Method of transmission - face~to-face

Gives information to subordinate




Scoring Category #

5

8
13
22
2L

125
127
135

-;hg-,

Cluster #3

Responding to Outsiders

K .
.‘an

Scoring Category Name

Problem or activity ~ organizational

* maintenance

Néture of problem or activity = community
Central gcﬁor -~ high management

Source of'prdblem or activity ~ outsider

Method of transmission of problem or

-activity - face-to-face

Gives information to subordinate

Reason for giving - reply'té request.

. ﬁefers persdn to outsider

SR o
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Scoring Category # |
1

13
18
ok
28
7

48
5k
61
66
68
70
2
79

3=
Cluster #4

Decision-Making

Scoring Category Name
Decision made or specific procedure set for
making decision or decision is in the process

. of. belng implemented

Prdblem or act1v1ty - organlzatlonal maintenance
Central Actor - hlgh management
Power position campared to source - higher

Method of transmission —(problenb face-to-face

Feedback present = unsolicited

,Arrlves at procedure for deczdlng, Who is to

do it - self

By what wesons - conference

Time involved in all procedures - 0-24 hours
Occasion for decision - organizational
Orientation toward structure - non-political
Role dimension - transactional

Finality of decision - terminal

Range of action - one alternative

Method of transmitting decision - face-to-face

";"‘ik—-l-:ti:g:i




=l
The approach employed in this chapter resulted in four
clusters or sets of OTU's; three of which are information exchange
and one of which is decision-meking. A classification table was

then constructed. | L)

_TABIE IV

Classification of OTﬁ's

b
*

~Cluster R 2
9 8
20 16

o w |
-F’l-l-‘-'

3
11 25 13 52
12, 8 o7 5
1 90
OTU's .
32
36
)
50
51
7
60
- 6L ' -
65
72
83
89

Q
ERIC

T T
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The next Sfeé wés to study the relationship between the OTU's

clessified sbout and the unclassified OTU's. It was found that there

were OTU's which there was 90% agreement of scoring categories.

Those OTU's which had 90% agreement were classified es members of .
the clusteps with *which their scoring categories agreed. Exception
o this bccurred when an 6fU which was in a eluster in the firsv
.classificaxion (above) appeared again because of a o0, agreement
of its scoring categories. Eleven additional OTU's were classified

. using this approach. A total of 41, OTU's were classified using the

approach employed in this chapter. The final classification is

w.contained in Table V,

TABLE V

‘Classification of OTU's by Dscision Theory

=

Cluéter'#l 1Cluster 72 : Clﬁster.#é Cluster #4
9, 10, 11, 12, 14 | 8, 16, 25, 89, 0| 3, 6, 13, 27 4, 34, 52, 75
32, 36, 42, 50, 51 '
57, 60, 64, 65, T2
83, 89

1, 77, T9, €6 7, 21, 27, 29, 71| 48, 68, &
. o6 .

A total of 43 OTU's were classified and only two fell into two

clusters. It is rather obvious that the four clusters do not consti-
tute all of the possible groupings of OTU's, but it does appear that
they are the groupings which emerge from the decision theory employed

in this chapter.
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A TAXONOMY O ORSANIZATIONAL BEHAVIOR
BASED ON COMPLIANCE THEORY |

Stephen P, Hencley and George A, Chambers

L)

The taxonomy of organizational behavior outlined in this chapter vas de=
- rived primarily from compliance theory--es enunciated in ¥ecent works by

Amatai Etzioni, 1 Although this theory does not appear to have had wide cur- . '

r'

_taxonomy might be constructed. Initial impressions about the theory's pe- | o
tential proved valid as work proce:xded, fte theory appeared to meet the )
criteria of utility, relevance, and power in generating useful taxonomic

 categories for claesifylng organizatlonal behavior, Although 1t was neceesery

-ultimately, to.go beyond the basic theery in developing the final ﬁorh‘of thev

. taxonomy, the theory proﬁed consistently useful in suggesting avenues for.

further development, ' ' - '. L

o | COMPLIANCE THEORY.
What, then,is compliance theory? ,Aﬁd what is the nature of compliance '
in-organizationef Etzioni defines-conpliance.as a relationship'consisting
- of the power employed by superiors to control subordlnates and the oxienta-
‘tion of the subordinates to this power.' Thus he sees compliance as encom-
{: passing a2 structural and e motivatmonal aspect; structural gince there is
.‘concern for the dlstribution of power in organlzatlons; motivational since

“ there is concern for the difterential commitments of actors to organizatlons

(4

=

1See Amatal Etzioni, A Comparative Analysis of Complex uxg_nizgti ns
New York: %he Free Press of Glencoe, Inc.,, 1961) and also Etzioni's Moderg
.nganizadimn_, (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey. Prentice-Hell Inc,, 1964)

. Yo o .t . . [
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The articulation of the gocial nystem and the personality system reilected in

,', this combination is seen by Etzioni as an essential element in the analysis |

{.',of organizational behavior.

Structural Aspects

The structural: aspects of Etzioni 8 theory are concerned with 1) the

. C

kinds of power used in organizations, and 2) the ways in which power is dis-

A tributed, Power itself refers to the ability of an actor in an organization

- to induce or to influence other actors to carry out his directives or any

other norms he supports, Since physical, material, and symbolic rewards or

deprivations are seen by Etzioni as the means that are manipulated to sup-

port directives, his theoty posits threevtypes of organizational power:

i }i a) coercive, b) uﬁilitarian and c¢) normative,

Coexcive power rests on the applioat1on, or the threat of appl1cation of

; x*’physical sanctions such as infliction of pain; generatlon of frustration

through restriction of movement, and control of need satisfaction through

force, Utilitarian pover is based on control over material resources and

h*»rewards through allocation ot salaries and vyages, frlnge benefits, services,

and commodities.' Normative power is based on the manipulation of esteem, -

. preetige, and ritualistic symbols, as well as on allocatioh of acceptance

and positive response, These three types of power are seen by Etzioni as

~ being diatributed in various ways among organlzatlonal elites, i.e., among

incumbents of power positions, Thus, organlzatzonal elites are viewed .as
being less eubordinateﬂ'in the organization, and as having greatex eommit-

ment and performance obligations thah other organizational members,

Motivational Aspects, ~

The motivational aspects of the theory illuminate the differential in-

4

T T
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volvements of organ1"atxona1 participants in on-going organ;zatlonal activities,
‘Etzioni has auggested three kinds of 1nvolvement that cbaracterize the ori=-

:.entations of lower participants to the power exercised by elites: alieﬂa-

tive, calculative and mu;al Alienative involvement designatés an intense,

;negative orientation; calculative involvement a negative or p081t1ve orienta~

tion of low intensity; and moral involvement a positive orientation of high

. intensity, When one or another of the motivational aspects is coupled with

any one of the structural aspects, a compliance relationshlp is formed. The

nine oompliance combinations .suggested by Etzioni are showm in Chart 1 2

Chart 1
Etzioni's Compllance Relationships
Tvoes of Rower  Involvement.

' ﬂ Alienative Caiculative | Moral
Coercive ’  Tl 1 : 2 3
Utilitarian = " - s . | 6
Normative o 7 8 9

Three of the compliance relétionships (i, 5, 9) are congruenta; all

others are non~congruent Etzioni has stated that congruent compliance re<

lationships enhance o;ganmzational effectlveness Hence, organizations strive

\
-

""to move from non~congruent compllance relatxonships toward the following con-
gruent types: coerclve-allenatlve, utilitar1an~ca1cu1at1ve, normative-moral

-To summarize, compliance is v1ewed by Etzioni a) as a universal phenomenon

.'l'-
e

in organizationb, b) as possessing both structural and mot1vat10na1 aspects,

2Et210ni, OD. gi&a’ P. 120

3ucongruent” in the sense that different types of power tend to evoke
complementary forms of compliance, In prisons, for example, coercive power
tends to evoke alienative involvement on the part of inmates,

.
o
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and c) as the- salient component of the'relationship between orgenizetional

elites and lower participants,

'Additional Components of the Theory

Compliance appears to be reLated to many other organizational variables?
"to the goals organizations pursxe, to the kind, location,,and interaction of

thelr elites‘ to the levels and kinds ot consenSus attarned and to the com=

~'umnications and socialization used to attain them, to recruitment, scope,

-

" and pervasiveness, to the distribution and control of charismatic partici-'
'fpants, and to the way tesks and power are allocated over time, -
Eventually, a complete theory will order and encompass all such vari-
| ables into a coherent whole from which the truly universal prOpositions of
organizational behavior will be deducible. In the meantime, study and analysis
of the range of variables. offered in Etzioni's theory suggested two (in addi-
tion to powex and involvement) that appeared highly useful as building blocks
from which classifications could be generated, i.e,, organizational ggglg_
and organizational tasks, : |

Etzioni s theory suggests that the goals of organizations may be en-
compassed under three headings: rder, economic and culture. The tasks of
organizations, on the other hand, may be posrted as routine, 1nstrumental
and expressive. The order goals of organizations are those which are oriented
, toward the control of actors who are (15 deviants in tne eyes of the organi-
zation, (2) deviants in the eyes of some social unit the organization is |
"serving, or (3) non-deviants in the eyee of the organization. Economi.c goals
are those which are related to increasing or maintaining the output of ser-
vices or commodities. Culture goals are oriented toward the institutionali-
zation of conditions needed for the creation and preservation of symbolic
objects, their application, and the creation or reinforcement of commitments

to such objects,

g

e e T
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The task dimensions of organization may be similarly defined under three

headings:  expressive, instrumental, and routine, Expressive tasks are ori=

_ented tovard defining, legitimizing and obtaininq commitment to broad policies

or ends that are to guide the organlzatlon s mlssion or missions, Instru-

'Y K

mental tasks encompass activxtxes or1ented tovard defining, legltlmizing, end
obtaining commitment to means that are to be used or permitted .in pursuit of

broad policies., Routine tasks are organlzatlonal activities which are ori-

a ented toward the rmplementatlon of means,

"With the additiun of a goal component and a task component to the central

;.. .~ compliance dimenaion, four major components of organization became available
e ~ for constructing taxonomic schemes: 1) the kinds of ggglg;pursued and seen
" . as legitimate in the organization, 2) the kinds of ngu_x,used oY permitted

. 3) the chsaracteristics or modal nature of the inv g]yement in the organization,.

3 -

L and 4) the nature of the task in the organization,

THE TARONOMY&=~ ) Jonef Lellen. » Iz o

1

- The selection of four major components (goais, power, involvement, task)

as bases from which to generate a taxonomy of organizational behavior repre-

"gented a significant step in settlng its £1na1 form, Four other steps that

appeared necessary to the deve10pment of the taxontmy were as follows:
1) to délineate the basic attribntes'of the fonr components sélected
- from the theoxy,

2) to develop a schemc for genexating the classes ofvorganlaatlonal
behavior thut might be expected (as indicated in Chart 3, to follow),

3) to develop o detailed codification system (baseo on the components
and their attrih-tes) to facilitate more enact classification of
organizational'behavior, (as indicateo #n the enlarged taxonomy, to

follow),

e e
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4) to define all major terms and concepts in the taxonomic system,

Attxihgseg.gi_kzngnen

..

" The delineation of the.baelc attributes of the four.major components
eelected was relatively‘simpleiv’Etzioni.s theory was quite explicit on this
w nmtter;” The goals of organization'were defined in the'theory'as order goals,
‘v-economic goals, or.cnltute goals, The kinds of powec used in ocganization
" were characterized es coercive, utilitarian, or.normetive.. The tynessof.
f  ofganizational involvemenc.nostnlated were alienative, calculetiveg or wmoral,
L Orgenizationel tasks wefe'defined as expreseive or‘instrumenfal.l With‘the

addition of routine tasks as anothe; att 1bute'of the task comoonent,'the.
} conceptual scheme to be used in geaeratlng further classlflcatlons was com= °

plete. The components and attr1butes derived from compliance theory are

3 ellsummarized in Chart 2.

" Chart 2
Components and Attributes Derlved From Compliance Theory

| \ Attxibute |
" Component ' 1. | 2, 3,

Goal - - Ozder (O) ' Economic (Ec) Culture (Cu)

Power o . COercive.(Coj_' Utilitarian (U) ‘Normative (ﬂ)

Involvement o , Alienative Q) Calculacive (Ca)  Moral (M)

- Task . - ROutine-(R). 'instrumental (¢9) Expressive (Ex)

Generacing‘CIasses of Organizational Behavior

Following selection of the major components and definition of their ectri-
butes, attention was directed toward finding'an answer to the.following question,
What cheoretical classes of organizétional behavior.could be generated from

the components and attributes shown in Chart 2? The important decisional deter-
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minahte that,entered into resolotion of this questioh were.as follows:
1. 411 units of organizational behavior.derived from Various_organizational
:settings would be described in terms of each of the major theoretical.coﬁ-‘
Vponente (goals, power, involvement, task)
2, Only one of the three attributes for each of the four components would

be utilized_in classlfylng a given behavioral unit, Goal,_foriexample,;would

be scored as ejthexr order, g;heoonomic, or. culture~~dependent upon which of

"’ these three attributes réoeived major emphasis in the unit under consideration,

- Each of the other three components would be scored in the same manner. _Thus,

3 ”-‘a unit of organizational behavior in which the goal was order, the power

coercive, the involvement a11enat1ve, and the task routine would.be classified

as an OCoAR unit of behavior. 'Similarly, if the goal were culture, the powert

?i“*'utilitarian, the iﬁvolveﬁent moral, and the task routine, the unit of be-

—:ﬁ;'havior would be o1a831f1ed as CuUMR

Operationally, the appllcatlon of the foregoing decis:onal determinante
led to the following conc1u51on8°

a) the universe of theoretical classes of organ14at10na1 behavior con-

sisted of all possible cOmbinatlons of the attributes postulated for each of B

the four major'components in Chart 2,

b) the numberﬁof theoretical classee.of organizational behavior postue‘
lated was 34 or 81, .The_eighty-one‘theoretical classee of organizatiopal.
behavior are depi.cted in Chart 3,

At this writing, there is no_reasoh to sdppose.that every class of or-
ganizational behavior actually exists, Nor cah it be predicted that even a
majority of them will be identified in educational settings, The important
point is that the theory 1eaes one to suspect the existence of each of the
classes, Thus, Chart 3 provides valuable guidelines for subsequent empirical

tests of the generel theozy,
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The eighty-one classes of organlzatlonal behavxor described above appeared

'very useful for broad, global c1a331f1cat10ns of organizatlonal behavior. How-
ever, they were less’ useful for generatlng precise, highly d1scrim1nat1ng c1a881-
v.fications Since both types of c1ass1f1cat10ns appeared to have wvalue in
terms of organlzatlonal behayiog,.work was initiated toward enlargement of
, .the faxonomic scheme presented in Chaft 2, o |
Development of an expénded téxonomy prdcéeded‘through“sevéfal‘stages.
o First,‘it was neceéséry to search the literature pertaining to organiZationé.

A Y

ﬁb identify characteristics that appeared related to the ma jor components

and attributes presented in Chart 2.4 Secdnd,~the characteristics that ap- *
peared.most useful for classificationlpurposes needed to ﬂe iﬂentified.

Third; the characteristics selected had to be arrénged ﬁierarchiéally uhder |
each component and attribute, The expanded taxoﬁomy ﬁhat was derived through  '

‘this process aﬁpearéd to have sﬁfficiént discriminating ﬁbwer for genérating-‘

precise classifications of organizational behavior,

The ehlarged taxonomy foilows{

100,00 GOALS

110,00 Order goals

111.00 Control of deviants

111,10 hierarchical

-111.11 individual with ind1V1dua1

111,12 individual with group/s

111,13 . group/s with group/s

111,20 peer |

111,21 individual with individual

111,22 individual with group/s

111,23 group/s with group/s - |
4

: The characteristics listed undexr culture goals, for example, were derived
entirely from a study of the task of public education conducted at the Uni-
versity of Chicago., See Lawrence Downey, The Task of Public Education (Chi-
cago: Midwest Administration Center, University of Chicago, 1960),
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112,00
112.10

112,11

112.12
112,13
112,20
112.21
©112,22
112,23

120.00
121,00

© 121,10

121.11

121,12

. 121.13

. 121.20
- 121.21

121,22
121,23
122,00
122,10
122,11
122,12
122,13
122,20
122,21
122,22
122,23

130,00
131,00
131,10
131,20
. 131,30
“131,40
132,00
132,10
132,20
132,30
132.40

. 133.00

133.10
133,20
133,30
133.40
134.60
134,10
134,20
134,30
134,40

«10-

Control of nondeviants
hierarchical
individual with individual
individual with group/s
group/s with group/s
peer :
individual with individual
4ndividual with group/s’
group/s with group/s

Economic goals : : :
Increasing services or commodities
financial support L »
capital goods -
 consumable goods
‘human resources -
operating efficiency
capital goods
consumable geoods
human resources
Maintaining services or commodities
financial support '
capital goods
consumable goods
- human resources
operating efficiency
capital goods
~consumable goods
human resources

Culture goals’

Intellectual
possession of knowledge
communication of knowledge
creation of knowledge

. desire for knowledge

Social .

‘man-to-man relationships
man-to-state relationships
man-to-country relationships
man-to-world relationships

Personal :
physical health
mental health
moral integrity
cultural and leisure pursuits

~ Productive :

vocational information and guidance
vocational training.and placement
. homemaking and family training
management of personal finances

—_—




200.00

210,00
211,00
- 211,10
211,20
211.30
. 212,00
212,10
212,20
212,30
213,00
213,10
213,20
213,30

220,00

. 221,00

221.10

. 221.20

221,30
222,00
222,10

L 222,20

222,30
223,00
223,10
223,20
223,30

230,00
231,00
231,10
231.20
231.30
232,09
232,10

232,20

232,30
233,00
233,10
233.20
- 233,30

300,00

310.00
311.00
311.10
311.11
311,12
~ 311.20
311.21
311,22

i‘

POWER

+ Coercive power AN
status-derived
intraorganizational
intexrstitial
extraorganizational
competence=-derived
intraorganizational
interstitial
extraorganizational
charisma~derived
intraorganizational
interstitial
extraorganizational

Utilitarian power x’
- status-~derived
- intraorganizational
. interstitial '
extraorganizational
competence-derived
intraorganizational
interstitial
extraorganizational
charisma~derived
intraorganizational
interstitial
extraorganizational

Normative powé%'“**”"“W***s\\_

status-derived
intraorganizational
interstitial
extraorganizational

competence-derived
intraorganizational
interstitial
extraorganizational

charisma-derived
intraorganizational
interstitial
extraorganizational

INVOLVEMENT ..

" Alienated involvement .
Formal organization
hierarchical
needs
values

peer
needs
values

R e e eaae ™
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312,00 ' Primary groups
312,10 hierarchical !
312,11 / needs [
312,12 values
. 312,20 peer
- 312,21 - needs
~0 312,22 values -
i° . 320.00  Calculative involvement
£ 321,00 ‘Formal organization
- 321,10 hierarchical
C 321,11 needs
A 321.12 walues
- 321,20 peer
: 321,21 needs -
3 321,22 values ..
3 322,00 Primary groups
3 322.10 . hierarchical
: 322,11 needs
322.12- values |
322,20 peers
322,21 . neéds - L ,
322,22 . values B L :
330.00 Moral involvement ‘
331,00 Formal organization
331.10 ~hierarchical
331.11 ‘ needs
331.12 values._
331.20 peex.
331,21 needs
331,22 values ’
332,00 Primary groups -
332,10 hierarchical
332.11 needs
332.12 values
332,20 . peer
332,21 needs
332,22 ' wvalues
400,00 TASKS
410,00 Expressive tasks .
411,00 Goal-deriveéd policy setting ' - |
411,10 order goal policies . ‘
411,20 economic goal policies . . ' }
411,30 cultural goal policies SR ' B
412,00 Normative integration
412,10 hierarchical consensus
, 412,11 goal derived policies
g 412,12 general values
412,13 cognitive perspectives




stability

o e , =13~
3 412,20 peer consensus’ : L g
- 412,21 - goal-derived polic¢ies - . ' L
-, 412,22 general values o ‘ |
1 412,23 cognitive perspectives’
£ . 413,00 Social integration o . . .
413,10 hierarchical cchesion AP o |
e 413,11 cooperation wy B ‘ ?
- 413,12 . commitment | '
;. 413,13 : need satisfaction
g 413,14 - stability
T 413.20 peer cohesion
4 413,21 "cooperation _
E:" 413.22 . - need satisfaction
1 413,23 ‘ commitment
: 413,24 o ' gtability
" 420,00 Instrumental tasks ! ‘ T S
421,00 . Organizational means policy-setting C a N
421,10 . to effect order goal policies R A L 1
421,20 : to effect economic goal policies ' NN - T
421,30 to effect cultural goal policies S |
422,00 Normative integration R
422,10 hierarchical consensus .
422,11 means policies | K
422,12 formal structure requlremnnts L
422,13 role structure requirements 'ﬁ
422 14 role expectation requirements o
42°. .15 authority requirements
l:2,1% responsibility requirements
42”.,17 technical requirements
- 422,18 performance requirements
422,19 achievement requirements
422,20 peer conscnsus
422,21 means policies
422,22 formal structure requirements
422,23 role structure requirements
422,24 role expectation requirements
422,25 authority requirements
422,26 responsibility requirements
422,27 technical requirements -
422,28 performance requirements
422,29 achievement requirements
423,00 Social integration
423,10 hieraxchical cohesion
. 423,11 coopexation
423,12 commitment
423,13 need satisfaction’
423,14 stability
- 423,20 peer cohesion
423,21 cooperation
423,22 commitment
423.23 need satisfaction
423,24
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£~ 430,00

. 431,00
.- 431,10
i
43112
‘431,13

431,14
. 431,15
431,16
431,17
431,18

. 431,19

431,20

431,21

431,22

- 431,23
431,24

432,00
432,10

432,11

432,12
432,13
432,14
432,15
432,16
432,17

c o 432,18
- 432719
- 432,20
. 432,21

432,22
432,23

- 432,24

432,25
432,26
432,27
432,28
432,29
432,30

432,31

432,32
432,33
432,34
432,35
432,36

433,00
433,10
433,11
433,12
433,13
433,14

program
program
program

. program

program
program
program
program
program
program
program
program
program
program

program
N curriculum

program
programn
program

program

program
program

© program

program
program
program
program
program

Routine tasks , .
Programing instruction and curriculum functions

for
for
for
for
for
for
for
for
for
for
for
for
for
for
for

for
for
for
for
for
for
for
for
for
for
for
for

“14=

establishing curricular content
establishing curricular organization .
selecting curricular materials
relating curriculun to time

relating curriculum to facilities .
relating curriculum to personnel
articulating existing programs
exceptional children

remedial instruction

‘testing

instructional improvement _

diagnosing pupil learning difficulties

adult education - A : -
use of instructional equipment |

research and experimentation on instruction and

Programing staif personnel functions

recruitment of professional staff personnel
selection of professional staff personnel
induction of professional staff personnel
orientation of professional staff personnel
scheduling of professional staff personnéel
supervision of professional staff personnel
evaluation of professional staff persaonnel
promotion of professional staff personnel .
retention of professional staff personnel
dismissal of professional staff personnel
in-service education of professional staff personnel
dealing with irregularities in relacion to pro-

fessional staff personnel

program
program
program
program
program
program
program
program

program

program
program
program
program
program
program

program
program
program
program
program

for
for
for
for
for
for
for
for
for
for
for
for
for
for
for

for
for
for.
for
for

recruitment of nonprofessional staff personnel
selection of nonprofessional staff personnel
snduction of nonprofessional staff pexrsonnel
orientation of nonprofessional staff personnel
scheduling of nonprofessional staff personnel
supervision of nonprofessional staff personnel
evaluation of nonprofessional staff personnel .
promotion of nonprofessional staff personnel
retention of nonprofessional staff personnel
dismissal of nonprofessicnal staff personnel

in-service education of nonprofessional staff personnel

main.omance of staff personnel records

obtaining substitute teachers

scheduling substitute teachexrs .
research and experimentation in staff personnel area

Programing pupil personnel functions

orientation of pupils
scheduling of pupils ,
pupil counselling
student health
student attendance
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433,15
433.16
433,17

.. 433,18

433,19

- 433,20

433,21
433,22

" 433,23

433,24
433,25
433.26

434,10
434,11
434,12

. 434,13 .

434,14
434,15
434,16
434,17
434,18
434,19
434,20

- 434,21

434,22
434,23
434,24
434,25
434,26

434,27
434,28
435,00

435,10
435,11
435,12
435,13
435,14
435,15
435,16
435,17
435,18
435.19
435,20
435,21
435,22

435,23

436,00
436,10
436,11

program
program
program
program
program
program
program
program
program
prozram
program
program

program
program
program
program

' program

program
program

_program

program
program

program

program
program
program
program
program
program
program

and business

for
for
for
for
for

for

for
for
for
for
for
for

for
for
for
for
for
for
for
for
for
for
for
for
for
for
for
for:
for
for

student census

student records

student guidance

assessing student progress

student activities

occupational information services
educational information services
placement services ' -
follow-up services

dealing with pupil 1rregu1ar1t1es
applying extreme measures to pupils
research and experimentation in pupil personnel area

Programlng finance and bu31ness management functions

budget construction
budget control
budget administration
debt service administration
payroll administration
supervising internal accounts
auditing internal accounts
insurance administration’
specifications for equipment
specifications for supplies
purchasing equipment
purchasing supplies
distributing equipment
distribution supplies
inventorying equipment
.inventorying supplles
handling state and/or federal Support programs
research. and experimentation in relation to finance
management ' :

program for preparation of financial reports

program
program
program
program
program
program
program
program
program
program
program
program

_program

program

for
for
for
for
for
for
for
for
for
for
for
for
for
for

Programing school plant and services functions

plant planning .

plant construction

plan.- operation

plant maintenance

grounds maintenance

site acquisition

library operations

plant safety

grourids safety

bus operations

bus maintenance

transportation safety -

school lunch :
research and experlmentatlon in relation to school

plant and services .

1 ‘ 4
Programing school-community relations functions

program for information services to community
program for information sexvices to mass media

R A S
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436,12 program for handling requests for information
436,13 program for conferring with individuals from community
436,14 program for conferring with groups from communit
436,15 program for reporting pupil progress :
436,17 program for use of school facilities by nonschool groups
436,18 program for research on school community relations

*ow

A

Defihition,of Terms

The finallstep in the'development of the taxonomy was to define all major

" terms, The definitions offered by Etzioni for major components and attributes
" “were accepted and used in almost every instance, Where characteristics were

added to extend those offered in the basic theory, definitions were constructed,

' The following definitions of major components, attributes, and characteristics

vere developed during the course of the project,

. Goals., A state of affairs that an organization is éttempting to realize,
A goal is an image of a future state which may or may not be brought about,

A, Order goal.  The order goals of an organization are those oriented
. toward the control of actors who are (1) deviants in the eyes of
the organization, (2) deviants in the eyes of some social unit the
organization is serving (often society), or (3) nondeviants in the
"eyes of the organization,
Vésntrol of deviance. Control of deviant actors through various-
sanctioning processes, ;

. vControl of nondeviance. Control of nondeviant actors through
processes other than sanctions, Examples of nonsanction processes
are coordination, o=1l and written communication, classroom
supervision, teachefs' meetings, personal interviews, etc., with

. nondeviant actozrs, . '

v§. Economic goal, The economic goals of an oxganization are those related
to increasing or maintaining the. output of services or commodities by
utilizing. production factors. The production factors of an organization
are capital goods, consumable goods, and human resources,

Increasing services or commodities. To increase the output of
services or commodities being produced an srganization attempts
(1) to increase financial support to augment either the present
quality or quantity of capital goods, consumable goods, or human
resources, or (2) to increasé operating efficiency to augment
either the present quality or quantity of capital goods, consum-
able goods, or human xesources, :

.
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Maintaining service- or commodities, To maintain the output of
services or commodities being produced an organization attempts
¥ (1) to maintain or increase the financial suppert to continue
" using the present quality or quantity of capital goods, consum=
able goods, or human resources or (2) to maintain or increase
operating efficiency to continue using the present quelity or
quantity of capital goods, consumable goods, or human resources,

C; Cultufe gogl. The culture goals of an brganizafion are those which

CII; Power, The ability of an actor to induce or to influence other actors to
carry out his dixectives or any other norms he supports,

A,

... objects, | , .

Coercive powe: rests on the application, or the threat of application

are oriented toward the institutionalization of conditions needed
for the creation and préservation of symbolic objects, their appli- '
cation, and the creation or reinforcement or commitments to such

[

-

Intellectual-~the maintenance, extension, and/or'improvement of
the capacity of learners to possess, to communicate, to create,
and to desire knowledge., ' .

e -

Social-~-the maintenance, extension, and/or improvement of the capa~
 city of learners to know about, and to practice increasingly ac-

' ceptable man-to-man, man-to-state, man-to-country, and man=-to-

"world relationships, . : T

Personal--the maintenance, extension, and/or improvement of the
capacity of learners to know, to understand, to practice, and/or
to appreciate the importance of physical health, mental health,
moral integrity, and cultural and leisure pursuits to personal
development, Co e " '

.
SR shoeit

Productive--the extension and/or improvement of the ability of
learners to prepare for and to manage vocational, family and fi-
nancial problems and opportunities, : ' :

of physical sanctions such as infliction of pain; generation of frus-
tration through restriction of movement; or cdntrolling the satis-
faction of needs through force,. - '

D

Status~derived--power derived from position ox rank of an indivi-
dual or group, S

ggmpetence~derived-;power which stems from respect for the know- ‘
ledge and judgment exhibited by an individual or group, ' j

Charisma-derived~--puwer derived from extraordiﬁary personal qualities
vhich enable an actor to gxercise diffuse and intense influence
over the normative orientations of other actors,

©omem
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B, u;iliga;ian_pbﬂer’is based on-control over material resources and
rewards through allocation of salaries and wages, “fringe benefits,"
- .. services and commodities, .
Staths-der;ved--powér derived from position or rank of an in-
dividual or group, -

Competence-derived-=power which stems from respect for the know-
ledge and judgment exhibited by an individual ox group.

Charisma-derived-~-power derived from extraofdihary personal
qualities which enable an actor to exercise diffuse and intense
jnfluence over the normative orientations of other actors. '

c. Normative power is based on the manipulation of esteem, prestige,
and ritualistic symbols; and on allocation and manipulation of ac-
ceptance and positive response, -

Status-derjved--power’derived”froﬁ position or rank of an in-
‘dividual or group. R

Cqmgetence-deriVed*-power.Which stems from respect for the know='

ledge and judgment exhibited by an individual or group.

Charisma-derived--power derived from extraordinary personal
qualities which enable an actor to exercise diffuse and intense
influence over the noxmative orientations of other actors,

Involvement refers to the cathectic-evaluative orientation of an actor to

an object, characterized in terms of intensity and direction.
A;"Aliengtive involvement designates an intense negative orientation,

Formal organization=--intense, negative orientation of an actor

to needs and values of the formal organization as defined or ex-

pressed by either the hierarchy oxr the actor's peers,

Primary groups--intense, negative orientation of an actor to the

needs and values of the informal organization as defined or éx-
pressed by either the hierarchy or the actor's peers, N

B. Calculative involvement designates either a negative or a positive
orientation of low intensity. , S

Formal organization--an actor's low intensity orientation (nega-

tive or positive) to the needs and values of the formal organi-
zation as defined or expressed by either the hierarchy or the

actor's peers,

Primary groups-=an actor's low intensity orientation (negative

or positive to the 2eds and values of the informal organization
as defined or expressed by either the hierarchy or the actor's peers,

s P
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€. Moral involvement designates a positive orientation of high intensity,
~ Pure moral involvement is based on internalization of norms and iden=
.tification with authority; social involvement rests on sensitivity
to pressures of primary groups and their members, ‘ '

Formal organization--high intensity, positive orientation of an

actor to the needs and values of the formal organization-as de-

f' . ’ fined or expressed by either the hierarchy or the actor's peers, ' S

3 , ~ Primary groups--high intensity, positive orientation of an actor
: vo the needs and values of the informal organization as defined
or expressed by either the hierarchy or the actor's peers,

"IV, Task. The routine, instrumental, and expressive activities engaged in
.. by actors, ' . - .

A Exg;essivé tgsks--those tasks oriented toward defining, legitimizing
and obtaining commitment to broad policies or ends that are to guide
the organization's mission or missions, - : I : -

Goal-derived policy setting--activities oriented toward the de- |
~ velopment of broad policies to implement order, economic, or cul~
tural goals. S S LT - |

Normative integration--activities oriented toward the development L
co © 'of congruent consensus spheres in relation to goal-derived po-
oo o licies, general values, and cognitive perspectives (hierarchical

"and peer).

Social jintegration--activities oriented toward the development

of positive expressive relationships'concerning organizational

cooperation, commitment, needs, and stability (hierarchical and
peer) in relation to broad policies, ‘

B, Instrumental tasks--those tasks oriented toward defining, legitimizing
and obtaining commitment to means that are to be used or permitted in
~ the pursuit of broad policies or eads,

Organizational means golicy:sétting--activities oriented toward
the development of means to.effect goal-derived broad policies,

Normative integration--activities oriented. toward the development
of congruent consensus spheres in relation to ¢rganizational
means policies (hierarchical and peer), :

. P

Social integration--activities oriented toward the development
.of positive expressive relationships in relation to means policies
(hierarchical and peer). ‘

C. Routine tasks=-~those tasks oriented toward the implementation of
means, Routine tasks axe sufficiently defined in the framework,




-20 . | : v ,MC‘W Gé’/{fz Lot e

CLASSTFICATION OF UNITS OF BEHAVIOR ' |  pw

"The underétanding and utilization of any téxonomic éystem requires com-
;plete_familiariti'with and a working knowledge of'(l) théldefinition of terms;
(2) the categories‘of the system, ahd'(B) the procedures to be tollowed in ap-
| plying the taxonomy, In reviewing the classzflcatlons of units of behavzor
-presented in thxs section, it mav be helpful to refer to the deflnition of
terms and the categories (enlarged taxonomy) presented in the previous sec=-

tion of this chapter,

The step~by-step procedure for the classification of each OIU (organi-

.7.. zat10na1 taxonOmlc unit) was: (1) to determine which, if any, of the four

- components (goal power, involvement, task) were observable, (2) to determlne
which, if any, of the three attributes per component were observable, and
(3, 4,-5) to determine,wﬁich, if aby; of the supra-characteristics; super-
characteristics, ahdlsub~characteristics respectively were observable, Chart

4 illustrates the step-by-step procedure in classifyihg.the 01Us,
» Chart 4 S | g
Step by-Step Identlflcatlon of Components, Attrlbutes, and Charpcterlstlcs '

STEPS- GOALS POWER INVOLVEMENT TASK
1. Note existence ' - '
of components X - X X X
. 2, Identify at- ‘ . o
tributes X . - X X X
3. Identify supra- . | o '
characteristics X - X - X X -
4, Identify super- ] o _ '
. characteristics X - X X . X
5. Identify sub- ) : -
characteristics? X X X X
Final Classification . XXXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXZXX

1Sub-characteristics in the classification system were not derived for all
super-characteristics,

v
R
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Classification of OZU Number 1

-1 Component $ . Goal
2 Attribute: - Economic
2 Supra~-Characteristic: « Maintaining Service or Commodities
+2  Super-Characteristic: Opérating Efficiency
3 -Sub-Characteristic: - Human Resources

3 .122,23 is the final classification utilizing the taxonomic system, (See en-
g . larged taxonomy) A

2 Component: . . * - Power

= 3 Attribute: - Normative !
CR - Supra-Characteristic: Status Derived %
Super~Characteristic: : Intraorganizational }
Sub=Characteristic: No 'sub-characteristics in taxonomy |

is the final classification utilizing taxonomic system, (See en-
" larged taxonomy)

L

'3 ' Component: o ~ Involvement

2 ‘Attribute: ; . : Calculative :
1 - Supra-Characteristic: Formal Organization
.1 . Super-Characteristic: = Hierarchical | (
1 Sub-Characteristic: Needs - i

321.11 is the final classification utilizing the taxonomic system, (See en-
, - larged taxonomy),

"' & . . Component: Task
S 3 " Attribute: " Routine _ |
2 Supra-Characteristic: Programing Staff Personnel Functions
+11 Super-Characteristic: Selection of Professional Staff Personnel

432 11 is the final classification ut11121ng the tahonomic system, (See en- ?
larged taxonomy)

‘CIassification of other OTUs

-

Ninety OTUs were classified on the basis of thé enlarged taxonomy utilizing

the step-by-step procedure outlined aboVe;S The final numeric classification

for each of the ninety OIUs is reportedzin TABLE 1, An examination of TABLE

1 reveals that all four components were observed in each of the ninety OTUs,
%ﬁlattribute was identified for each component, a supra-characteristic and a
super~-characteristic were identified in every instance, and a sub-characteristic

was identified whenever such a category existed in the taxonomic system,

5These ninety OTUs are published in Daniel E, Griffiths et.al., Organiza-~
tional Taxonomic Units: Used in Developing Taxonomies of Organiz:itional Be-
havior in Education (Washington, D,C.: OEO Contract # ), 1966,
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TABLE 1

DETAILED CLASSIFICATION OF ORGANIZATIONAL BEHAVIOR:

PUBLIC AND HIGHER EDUCATION OTUsl, 2

Leevineaves |

' Task =

ZiOTU Number Goal Power Involvement
T 122,23, 231.10 321.11 432,11
2 ' 122,23 231.10 321.11 432,11
3 - 110,00 . 233,30 322,21 412,22
4 122,23 221,10 321.11 ~ 432,11
‘5 121.11 231,30 321.11 435,10
6 121.11 231.10 321.11 436,12
7 122,23 231,10 311.12 432,11
8 122,23 231.10 321,11 432,11
9 - 112,11, 231.10 321.10 432,13
10 112,12 . 231,10 321,10 423,12
11 112,12 - 231,10 321,11 . 421,30
12 112,12 - -211,10 321.11 435,13
13 121,11 233,30 322,22 433,19
14 122,10 - 231.10 321,11 434,10
15 112,11 . 231.10 311.12 434,00
16 122,23 . 231,10 " 331.12 432,12
17 112,11 231,10 321,10 436,13
18 112,11 231,10 321.11 436,12
19 121.22 231,10 321.11 434,21
" 20 121,23 231,20 321.11 411,20
© 21 . 122,10 231,10 331.11 421,20
- 22 121.23 211,10 311.11 432,10
23 130,00 231,10 331,12 433,1
24 . 121,10 .231.20 321,12 411,30
25 122,23 231,20 321,11 432,22
26 122,10 231,20 321,00 436,12
27 122,20 - 231.30 310,00 434,12
28 134,00 231,10 331.12 411,30
29 121.10 231,20 ' 321,11 436,14
30 134,00 233,30 311,12 421,30
31 122,23 231,10 321,11 431,15
32 121,10 231,10 321.11 434,12
33 122,20 211,10 311,11 431,13
34 121.13 231,10 - 331,12 433,13
35 121.12 211.10 311,11 434,21
36 122,20 231,10 311,12 433,10
37 112,12 231,10 331.11 436,15
38 130.00 231,10 331.11 421.30
39 112,11 221,10 321.10 433,24
.40 111.11 211.10 321.11 433,24
41 122,23 211.10 321.11 431,15
42 122.10 231,10 321.11 434,15
43 111.11 211,10 321.11- 433,24
44 111.11 231,10 321,12 433,24
45 122,20 231,10 321.11 435,19
46 111,12 211.10 321,11 433,19




DETAILED CLAS

TABLE 1 (Continued) :
SIFICATION OF ORGANIZATIONAL BEHAVIOR:

Z23-

PUBLIC AND HIGHER EDUCATION OTUsl» 2

" 48

.57

. 68

69

321,11

Number _Goal Power Involvement Task
47 112,12 231,10 , 321,00 432,00
112,12 231,10 321,11 434,11
49 112,13 231,10 321,12 412,11
50 111,12 . 211,10 321,11 432,16
51 112,12 -'211,10 321,11 432,15
52. 130,00 211,10 311,11 421,30
53 ‘ 111,13 211,20 321,12 412,11
54 122,21 211,10 321,11 433,24
55 121.10 231,10 321,11 421,30
56 111,11 211,10 311,11 433,11
122,21 231,10 321.11 434:11
58 ~ 111,11 221,10 321,11 434,14
59 '121,13 221,10 321,11 432,11
60 131.10 231,10 321,11 411,30
61 122,13 221,10 321,11 422,11
62 111,11 211,10 311,12 ° 421,10
63 122,00 231,10 " 321,11 422,14
64 122,23 231,10 321,11 432,10 -
65 . 122,12 231,10 321.11 434,21
.66 112,11 231,10 321,11 431,00 .
- 67 112,11 231,10 321,11 432,17 .
112,11 231,10 321,11 436,12 -
112,12 231,10 321,11 433,12
70 112,11 231,10 321,11 433,11
71 112,11 231,10 321.11 433,16
72 112,11 231,10 321.11 433,12
73 122,13 231,10 321,11 432,11
74 122,23 231,10 321,11 432,11
75 112,11 231,10 321,12 433,12
76 122,13 221,10 - 321.11 434,12
77 131,00 321,10 321,12 412,11
78 130,00 231,10 331,12 431,10
79 136,00 231,10 321,12 411,30
80 111,11 211,10 321.11 433,24
81 122,21 231,10 ° 331.12 434,26
82 112,12 231,10 321,12 433,24
83 131,00 231,10 331,11 431,12
&4 112,12 231,10 331,12 436,13 -
85 111.11 211,10 311,11 432,19
86 112,11 231,10 331,11 432,13
87 133,00 231,10 321,11 421,30
88 121,21 231,20 331,11 434,20
89 112,11 231,10 321,11 434,12
90 111.10 231,10 436,11

PR NI

10TUs numbered 1-53 and 78-90 are public education specimens; OTUs numbered

54-77 are higher education specimens,

2The master list used in codification is presente

section entitled "The Enlarged Taxonomysl

Q

d in this chapter in the
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ANALYSIS OF THE TAXONOMY

4

Several»basic questions may be raised in the analysis of a theoretically-

derived taxonomy of organlzat:onal behaV1or _ This section directs attention

What is the va11d1ty and re11ab111ty of the tax-

onomy? What is the potent1a1 of ‘the taxonomy in dlscr1m1nat1ng among dif-

pes of organlzatlonal behavior? How well d1d the tax-

11y d1scr1minate amono different classes and/or types or organi- o

r be observed through

-

application of the taxonomy?

Valldlty and Rellabllxmy

__The va11d1ty of the taxonomy based upon compliance theory was not sub=

jected to statistical testing. Moreover, the content va11d1ty of -the system

cannot be well established until empirical tests of the taxonomy have been

conducted.6 The theoretical and observable discriminating abilities of the

taxonomy, however, appear to lend strength to the conteant validity of the

system.

The reliability of the system, like va dity, cannot be well establlshed

until empirical use of the taxonomy has been conducted. Some hints regarding

the reliability of the system were obtained by comparing‘the results of inde

pendent classifications of the 90 OTUs, 1In more than 80 per cent of the cases

‘there was agreement on the final classification, i.e., agreement on the com=

ponent, attribute, supra-charatterlstlc, super-characterlstlc, and sub-chax~

acteristic, Progressive improvement in the degrec of concurrence on final

classifications was observed as the researchers continued to apply’ the tax-

onomic system to units of behavior.

6 Intensive empirical testing may reveal certain characteristics which do
not appear in the present form of the tazonomy. :
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{Cla531f1cat10n and Discrimination Potentlal

A slgnlflcant feature of the taxonomy is its utility in c1a831fy1ng an-.
i-dlscrlﬁlnatlng among "types' of organlzatlonal behavior, Chart 5 illustrates
- the classification and discrimination pOLentlal of the system whcn the com= .

ponents, attributes, and supra-character;stics are comb:’med.7

- .

Chart 5

Potent1a1 for Classification and Discrimination Among Types
of Organlzatlonal Behav1or :

Y - k Goal Power Involve~ Task ‘'Discrim= Pimes} Cumula=~,
| S , ment ‘ - ination | tive Dis~-.

~ . o - Po=. , .« crimina-

: ST . tion Po-

~ tential
No. of Components R | 1 1 1 1 - '
No. of Attributes 3 3 3 3 & @ &
No. of Supra-Characteristics 8 9 6 12 5184 (3)3 139,968

-lA given attribute of a component may combine with all the other three com-
ponents, e,g., a goal attribute could combine with the components power, in-
volvement, or task, A given supra-characteristic of an attribute may combine
with all of the three other components and with any one of the three attributes
per component, .

Observed Types of Organizational Behavior

o AT T AR N

18* A

In further assessing the taxonomy it 1s essential to evaluaee its power
to discriminate among dlStlnCt types of orcanl"atlonal behavior, The theo-
retical number of distinct types of organizational'behavior observed is limited
by (1) the number of behavior units observed and/or (2) the discrimination |
potential of the total system In this study 90 units of organizational be-

havior were observed;‘thus, the theoretical number of distinct types of or-

It should be noted that even finer classification and discrimination po-
tentials are available if the super-characteristics and sub-characteristics
are considered, '

Ly
- eI
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. ganizational behavior was 90, ‘Wher. the enlarged taxonomy was used to eiassity
the .90 OTUs, 84 distinct types of organizational behavior were identified,
;A‘.(see TdBLE 1). Identical classifieations were obtained for the following OTUs:i
1, 2, 8, and 74; 13 and 68; 17 and 82; 27 and 80,

In addition to voting the distinct or detailed types of behaVior clasSified

“through use of the enlarged taxoqomy, it is impoitant to note how the system

- discximinated.among classes of behavior at a more general level, i.e., how the
;dllsystem discriminated among the 81 eiassesdof organizational behavior postu-

lated in Chart 3,

o

- TABLE 2 tepotts the classes and freqdeneies of organizetional behavior
classified in 90-units of observed behavior, This table indidates that 27 of
the 81 general classes of organizational behavior were observed, The fact that
33 per cent of the postulated classes of organizational behavxor were observed
in a small sample of OTUs tends to indicate that a large maJority (if not all)
‘may exist, | | | | - |

The ability of the taxonomy to discriminete among types of organiéationalv *
" behavior at both a detailed and general level has been demonstrated. The

classification of additional units of organizational behavior will provide

further insight regarding the discriminating abilities of the taxonomic system,

Patterns of Organizationel Behavior

To discern patterns of organizetional behavior-from a small'numbet of
observations, it was necessaty to focus upon a genexral descriptive level,
Thus, for the purposes of this analysis attention was focused upon the 81
classes of organizational behavior postulated in Chaxt 3,

Three basic questions were raised in an attempt to detect patterns of or~
ganizational behavior ftom the\90;OTUs: (1) What was the observed frequency

and division between oxrder, economic, and culture goals; coercive, utilitarian,
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aod normative‘powerg alienated, calculetive, and moral involvement; and ex-.
pfeseive,"instromentel and rout’ne tasks? (2) Was there a difference between'
. the organlzaflonal behaV1or in pub11c education and in hlgher education?

(3) When one of the three attributes of a glven component was observed with
which attrlbute in each of the other three components d1d it palr? For ex-
ample; when an order goal was observed how often did it pair w1th coerclve;
ut111tar1an, and normatlve power, a11enated caiculative, and moral involvement;
and expressive, - 1nstrumenta1 and routine tasks? TABLE 3 reports these data
‘for the specimené’of behaviorvcollected in higher education and public egu-
cation settings, | | |
Patterns of orgahlzatlonal behavior can also be viewed by notlng the fre-

. quency of observed pa1r~W1se relatlonshlps in a tayonomlc system, The observed
palr-W1se relatzonshlps among the 12 attrlbutes in the taxonomy are presentcd
"in TABLE &4, The follow:ng palr-W1se relatlonshlps derlved from TABLE 4 ap-

[ 4

pear to be of significance:

Pair-Wise Relationships Co Per Cent
(Attributes) o : :
1.” Order goal and normative power ' . 66
2.  Order goal and calculative involvement , 87
3, Order goal and routine tasks o o 84
4, Economic goals and normative power . ' : 78
5. Economic goals and calculative involvement - 73
6 Economic goal and routine tasks - - 88
7. Culture goal and normative power ' 91
, 8, Coercive power and order goals - 69
9, Utilitarian power and economic goals - . 71
10, .Alienated involvement and economic goals . 75
11, Utilitarian power and calculative involvement 100
12. Culture goals and moral involvement 64
13, Moral involvement and normative power : 93
14, Expressive task and calculative involvement - 90
15, Expressive task and normative power 90
16, Calculative involvement and normative power 76
17. Moral involvement and culture goa. | 47

18

. Alienated involvement and routine task .90
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TABLE 3 ’ i

: FREQUENCY AND PER CENT OF ATTRIBUTES CLASSIFIED IN
. | NINETY UNITS OF ORGANIZATIONAL BEHAVIORL

P .

COMPONENTS - oo

o . | Ordexr Economic ' Cultural
o ' o ' - £ % £ % £ % ;
s | S _ ' . E
" GOALS- Public School - 27 41 30 45 9 14 §
3 B Higher Education 11 46 11 46 2 _8 i
E; | TOTAL 38 ‘42 41 457 11 12 é
Coercive Utilitaiian Normative g
£f % - £ “ - f % §
. . Public School 14 21 2 3 50 76 !

. POWER Higher Education 2 8 S5 21 172 71

g TOTAL - 16 18 - .7 8 67 75
Alienated Calculative Moral i
£ % R 4 £ % %
| Public School 8 12 4 67 14 21 i
INVOLVEMENT Higher Education 2 _8 22 92 , 0 0 |
TOTAL 10 11 66 73 : 14 16 {
Expressive Instrumental Routine ;
- £ % £ % S % |
Public School 7 11 7 11 52 78 ;
TASKS : . Higher Education 2 _8 4 17 .18 15 5

TOTAL 9 10 11

12 70 78

10f the 90, units of organizational behavior analyzed and classified, 66
units were in public schools and 24 units in higher education,
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TABLE &

WISE RELATIONSHIPS OF THE TWELVE ATTRIBUTES
IN THE CLASSIFICATION SYSTEMI

-

. Power _ lpvqueﬁent Task

: Coer- Utili- Norma- Alien- Calcul- ‘Moral Imstru- Expres- Routine
. eive tarian tive.  ated ative . mental sive

- Order 11 2 . 25 2 22 2 2 2 32

 Economic 4 5 .32 6 30 5 5 0 36

Culture 1 o 10 0 4 7 4 4 3

ower .

- Coexcive . 6 4 1 2 -1 13

Utilitarian’ o .7 0 1 0 6

 Normative 4 . 50 13 8 8 51

[nvolvement

~ Alienated 1 0 9

? Calculative’ ¢ 7 8 51

- Moral 3 1 10

o

lobserved relationships

behiavior,

based upon the classification of 90 units of organizational

" et s enem
i e on FANE S




" behavior on the bas1s of components and attributes derived from Etz1on1 s

;~:"pub11c and higher educatlon settlnss resulted in the 1dent1f1¢at10n of 27 of

i
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. " SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIO\IS
As indicated in this chapter, Etzioni's theoretical constructs pfoved
'useful and relevant for developing a viable taxonomy of organizational be-

k)

. . . " . . . .
havior, It was possible to generate.81 independent classes of organizational.
work, Appllcatlon of the taxonomy to the 90 behaV1o;a1 units collected in

the 81 classes of organ1zat10na1 behaV1or postulated TIwo classes of organi-

'.zatlonal behaV1or were dominant in the 90 O0TUs: the ONCaR and EVCaR patterns

occurred'most frequently,

In look1ng to the future, it should be emphaslzed that result reported
in thlS chapter are tentatlve in nature, They form only a beginning for
studylng patterns of organlzatlonal behavior, Some 1mportant qnestlons, how~

ever, may be.ralsed en the basis of the work to date,

The Taxonomy., A number of general and specific questions may be asked E
in relation to the taxonomy., Is the taxonomy all-encompassing, i.e., can ’
all types of organizational behavior be encompassed and classified in terms

of the framework? Do all 81 classes of organizationel behavior exist? How

R

necessary is it to go beyond the 81 classes of organizational behavior (i.e.

to use the enlarged taxonony) to describe organizational behavior accurately?
Finally, what is the validity of the taxonomy, and what reliability ¢an be

obtained in classifying organizational behavior on the_ basis of the 81 classes.

of organizational behavior postulated?

v

Patterns of Oreanizational Behavior. A number of interesting questions
may also be posed in relation to pattexrns in the behavior of organizations of
various types, Are there, for example, definite and enduring patterns of

.organizational behavior which appear to characterize public schools? Are
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there regularities in behavior at various organizational levels? How do pat-

terns and reguiarities identified in educational organizations compare with

[

those that may exist in business, government, and hospital organizations?

iy

Moreover, are there different behavior patterns in different schools or

a

' different school systems? Does the nature of goals determine the patterns
: ‘e ‘ . . .
~ of tasks, power, and involvement used in organizations? What is the linkage

between patterns of oxganizational behavior and the nature of extra-organi-

] zational demands? It would appear that attention to questions similar to these

would open whole new vistas in research on organizational behavior,

riranen
e

o
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CHAPTER V. *5+
TOWARD A TAXONOMY O BUREAUCRATIC BEHAVIOR T EDUCATION ORGAWIZATIONS
by MOZELL HILL¥
- The priméry purpose of this chapter is to set fofth é taxonomic

scheme for classifying bureaucraulc behavior in complex modern

kY
@

organlzatlons. As an introduction to the chapter, the theory of

bureaucracy will be descrlbed and explained. Slnve the focus of

the taxonomic scheme will be upon administrative behav1or in organi-
gzations, it will be approprlate to present a conceptual and methodological
- strategy that Vlll be usexu’ in, obs.ervn.nrT aﬂd classifying this klnd

of behavior in Organizations. In addltnon, tbls chapter will 1nclude

“the following; (1) the cla551flcatorJ Cate”Of1€° generated from the
theorj;~(2) the presnntation of a ﬁrl-dlmcnqmonal theoretlcal taxonomlc

model, alono with definitions and expl u" ns- of ToP

classifying administraitve behavior in ormanlzatlons, (3) an analysis

of operational taxonomic units, ("0TU's "-- specimens of administrative
behav1or selected from 1weld study), along thh techniques for classifying
and scorings (%) the listing and analysis of elasses of bureaucratlc
behavior in orﬂaana+¢ons emerging from the theoretical model; (5)

analjses of selected operatlonal baxononmic units taken from case study

materials of the field research; (6) finally, a sumnery of the reseaxrch
with svgzgestions for the wbility of the scheme, along with some

genevalizations and regsearch hypotheses.

Theory of Bureaucracy

The conceph, "burcaucracy’ appeared in the literature with the

writings of the Cern&n sociologist, Max Veber. 1 His concern for

¥Tne author gratefully acknov1edre° the assistance of Professor
" Seymour Evens in the preparation of the work presen+ed in this chapter.
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.explaining the changing character of behavior in modern organizations

. was the first systematic effdrt‘tbward a theory that would accowunt

Qﬂf " for bureaucratic behavior in organizations. Weber saw organizational

<)

‘forms evolving from a relati#ely simple, primitive, sacred, non-

apecializéd kind of eqciéty.at one extreme, moving toward a complex,

-gecular, associational, contractual, and Highly specialized kind

of socliety at the other extreme. In this context bureaucratic be-

T I I AT A SR

" havior in one form or aﬁother'was inherent in every type of organi-

. zation where there were complex administrative problems to be re-

solved, .Accordingly; bureaucracy was not to be confined to politiéal

and busivess institutions as is commonly assumed; it was to be

found in all human institutions - econoﬁic, religious, politicai, _4,. - |

cultural, recreational -- and for our special purpose, in all edu-

‘cational endeavorg, public and private schools, colleges and uni-’:
~ versities.
- In ordér to comprehend Weber's employment of the concept

"hureaucracy," it must be stressed that as used in his theoretical ' ' -

| stheme it 18 an ideal type construct. In other words the concept

is a heuristic device -~ a methodological tool -- derxrived by
abstracting the most characteristic aspects of all known modexn

organizations., Bureaucracy,.used in this scientific sense becomes

%,’ all of the observable behav. irs that are "ideally typical® of
modern-orgagizatious.2 Thus,.as é methodological concept, the term : !
must not be thought of in the popular sense éf the term, e.g., red
tape, ineffiéiency, high-handed authority, corruption, etc. Max

Weber attached no such invidious connotations to his concept.

e CTETE NS, BT R EY 5 e A
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1 _ 'Indeed, he felt thatnbureaucracy was essential for the operation of

any and every modern organization. He beliieved that bureaucratic

vl
.

organization was technically superior to other forms of organization{

_The purpose o£ uureaucracy as he stated it was « & .,"to promote _

J R

CTRERREY

S precision, speed wnanbiguity, knowledge of files, continuity, dis-

cretion, strict subordination, reduction of fr1¢ﬁ101, and of f. | ,_’ ) /

materialr and COSt o o ."3

The crucial contribution of Weber,s theory of bureaucracy

'was'that it provided a framework for a systematic understanding of-

."_ formal organizations. The theory explains the interdependence ’

. among key structural characteristics in the context of complex
%?;;3j~ : bureaucratic organizations. This is to say, the,theory accounts

. for the relationships between organizational attributes which permit

- the classification and analysis of social forms that produce these

relationships. Thus, at the very heart of the Weberian theory are |

- the structural characteristics of bureaucracy and thelr relatfon-

‘ships to each other. | | | | I . ]

Robert Presthus_listed five (5) characteristics of bureaucrary {

‘as indicated by Weberx:

1. Fixed and official juriadictiona] areas,

‘which are regularly ordered by rules, that is, | . | |

by laws or administrative regulations.

2., Principles of hierarchy and levels of
graded authority that ensure a firmly ordered
system of super- and sub-ordination in which

_ higher offices supervise lower ones.

-




. e -g“ o . 'v.’. a ‘
-apparatus make up a "bureau" or "office."

 quite stable and comprehensive.

-

3. Administration based upon written documents;,f
the body of officials engaged in handling these ij EN

documenﬁs and files, along with other mmteria; A“;ﬁ

4, Administration oy full-time .officerswho L

thofoughly and expertly trained.

- 5., Administration by general rules which are |

4

Weber's "ideally typical" aspects of bureaucratic behavior

deals exclusively with'the formal (structural) aspects of modern'

organizations. He devoted very little attention to the unanti-

cipated consequences in terms of their functional and dysfunctional'

5

aspects, Peter Blau” has ey ended Weber's theory to take into

account these omissions. He has summarized the éharacteristics of

all complex'bureaucratic organizations as containing the following:'

Ty . —

1. The regular activities for the purposes

of the organigafion are'disturbed in a fixed |
way as officlial duties -~ a c1ear~éut division of
labor calling for only gﬁecialized experts in
each particular position. |

2. The organization §f offices foliows the prin-
ciple of hierarchy; that is, eéch lower*offiée

is under the contx§1 and suﬁervision of a

higher one, Officials in administrative
hierarchy are accountable to superiors for

decisions and actions —~ have authority over all

CALLs N
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.subordinates and use status perogatives to extend

pover of control. |

3.’ Operations are governed by a consistent system .

of abstract rules . o o avd consist of the appli-'

.cation of these rules to particular cases. This

| assures uniformity 1n performance of every task,

T’L_rega:dless of th_ number of persons engaged. Thus,

¥plicit rules and regulations define the res-

'l pbneibility of each member of the organization
Eahd.therélationéhip between them. | |

4. The ideal official conducts his office « « «

in a spirit of formalistié impetsonality,-» without

hatred Qr passion, and hence without affection or
enthusiasm, Rational standards without inter-—
ference froﬁxpergonal conéiderations mus t prevéii}
‘disinterestedness and lack of personal interest
go together; officials must maintain social dis-
tance.and impersonalldetachmant, i.e., equitable
treatment of all persons;
5. Employment in the ﬂureaucratic organization
is based on technipai quélifications and 1s
protected against arbitrary dismissal. It con~
atitutes a career. There {s a system of pro- |
ﬁotions aécording to.seniority and‘to achieve-

ment, or both ¢« o o0

!
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6. Expe:ichce teﬁds universally tc show that

the pnrely‘bureaucratic type of administrativa.
organization « « o is from c purely technical'v

pcint’of view capable:of attaining the ﬁighest

_degree of efficiency. Tﬁe-fully dcvelopcd. |
bureaucratic mechanism compares iith other .
'organizations ex.ctly as does the machine with
non-mechanical modes of production. Bureaucracy

solves organizational problems by maximizing ‘ R
organizational eff1ciency.6. | | -
Bureaucracy, accordingly, is a formal and rational organiéation

in which ideally a11 of the activities in which members engage are

'functionélly related and coordinated toward the purposes or goals

of the organization. In a similar vein, Robert K. Merton points

to tﬁe importance cnd utility of the concept when he observed chct:'
The function of security of tenure, | Yy .
pensions, incremental salaries and regu- ;
]arizcd procedures for promotion is to |
" ensure the devoted performance of officlal
duties, withoct regard for extraneous
' pressures. -
The chief merit of bureaucracy is its
technical efficiency; with premium |
placed on epeed, expert control, continuity,

discretion and optimal returns on output.

The structure is one which approaches the
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complete elimination of personalized'relation- |
ships and non-rational considerations (hostility;
anxlety, affectual involvenents, etc.)

Authoritx The most salient and most independent variable in

bumeaucratic organizations is authority. Any bureauciacy must be

t

observed as the "flow of authority" within the formal organizational
. structuie. Authority is the capacity to evoke compliance from

another, or the ability to- impose one's will on another regardless

R of opposition. . |

Max Utber identified three sources of authority in organiza—
'tions. charismatic, traditional and rational. Charismatic
authority, he defined as authority based on the magical ‘and mwstical
powers, wisdom and personal characteristics of an individual. The

" charismatic administrator demands obedience to his authority

because of his status as a person of trust whose ways of action
have been "ordained" by him. Traditional authority is based on
the belief in the sanctity of the customary procedures fronlwhich

stems one's authority to exercise control and power, Here the

administrator expects and even demands obedience as well as loyalty

because he occupies a traditionally sanctioned position in the

organization. On the other hand rational authority stems from the

superior knowiedge and technical competence of the.administrator for
allocating.roles and facilities of the organization that are re- |
quired for the achievement of organizational goals. Webei con~
céived both charismatic and traditional authority as imappropriate,

especlally as organizations changed their forms from nonspecialized




g

{,_'5, to highly technical kinds of act vities. Both charisma and

tradition, he conceived as antithetical to the processes of
.‘“tationalization. As a result a rational and legalistic authority
structure has emerged in modern organizations.8

Structural Characteristics of a Bureaucracy

Empioying the Weberian methodological conceptual schene as
" 'a foundation, Robert Presthus’ constructed a model for an analysis

of the structnrel dharacteriétics of complex modern 6rganizations.'

He included the following characteristics in his list: hierarchy, l
"L.specialization, oligarchy, o-optation, and status anxiety. |
‘ Hierarchy - Bureaucracy in formal organizations demands a .‘

system of ranking; that is, the staff of pecialists is ranked
along a descending scale irom the top to bottom of the organi 7ation.
There is a chain of command extending throughout the entire hier- ll
archial system. In this respect, hierarchy refers to "line"
relationship which gives those at the top of the organizational |
etructure the right (authority) to manipulate (through decieion-

nmking) the issues and problems that have to be resolved. Thus,

the main function of hlerardhy, as Presthus stressed " . . o 18 to

assign and to validate authority along a descending scale thioughout

the organization."lo Hierarchy; accordingly is. the foundation upon

.which all behavioxrs rest in bureaucratic organizations.

Specialization - Organization neceqsitate increaoing divxsiond

of labor as they grow and expand. Thus, specialization is another

key structural characteristic of modern formal organizations.




1zation, it refers to those salaried employees at the top of the
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Specialization means that the organization attracts, and then

 arranges individuals into differential expectational_roles or

offices based on the trained and technical abilities and competencies

that are required for carrying out dxfferentiated tasks. A

‘gpeclalist must have a "trained capacity" to perform the tasks

14

of his office.

'Oligefchx - In traditional terms oligardhy means "rules by

. the few" and also "rule by'“he wealthy"° hOJever, in modern organ~

-

hierarchial pyramid who have the power to control. It is charac~
teristic of bureaucratic organizations to assume an oligarchiel
structure by distributing power unequally within the organization .

This generally means that deeisions are made by "the men at the

‘top." However, one should not imply that other merbers of the

organization do not participate in the dec1sion~ﬁmking process and,

‘ that.therefore they are powerless. Men at all administretive levels

must have power to initiate, to communicate, to sancLion and to
direct and to shape the “elimate of opinion" and behavior within the

organization.

Co-optation ~ To fill vacancies, select; promote and transfer
personnel is still another struetural characteristic of bureaecracy;
this is co~optat&oma It is threugh co~optatiou that the eiscipline
and the contlnuity of the orgenization axe maintained., This in-
volves a continuous process by Vhich those in control sclect end

promote and designate their succesSOLS. The function of co~optation




Observing.and3diéssifying Administrative Behavior in Bureaucratic OrganlzationS "= - o

210~

is to preserve internal wity; it mekes loyalty the main basis

for bureaucratic succession. Also, it is through co-optation that

expcctational behavior can be passed on through those selected

after an initial period of 1nduct1on.

§£ggg§_- Organizations generate and maintain a status system.
Status here refers to the different amounts of prestige, privileges,
deference and rights accorded to the various positions in the'
hierarchy. Prestige and privilege which are'accorded to the "men
at the top" tends to decrease at a oisproportionate rate as one
descends the bureaucratic structure. Thus the merbers of the

organization can be clearly differentlated from others according to

their status. Moreover, status can be used as an accurate 1ndicator

of the positional relationships in the bureaucratic organizatlon. .

MLnbers of an organizatlon tend to view the status systennwith |

‘varying degrees_of anxiety, as they consciously move upward at

differing rates in the organizational structure.
(INSERT HEADING)

The theory of administrative behavior as outlined by Arthur

P, Coladarci and Jacob W. Getzelsll was found to be strategically

* useful in this attempt to observe and.classify bureaucratic behavior

P
in educational organizations. They viewed administrative behavior

within a framework of 1nterpersona1 relationehips. ,Structuraily
speaking, interpersonal relationships occur within an organizational
framework of superOrdination - gubordination. Functionally, aduﬂn-
istrative behavior takes place in a hierarchy ‘of relationships ~~‘
“¢he locus for allocating and integrating roles and facilities in

order to achieve organizational goals."12

ARl el v
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Strategically, the authors suggested that interpersonal relation-
oshipe can be viewed through dyads =-- the 1nteraction between two 5
,;‘T;f actors: one unit being the initiator of the administrative action, and
s the other the recipient. The forme: (the initiator) can be ob~-
| served as the in dependent and determining agent, the latter (the
recipient) the dependent and determined.
Administrative behavior, that is, the interpersonal relation-
-;-:ships between~the superordinate and sdbordinate, involves the
:i."handling of euthOrity." The superordinate member of the admin- fe'
' gstrative dyad exerts or has the right to use authority as hc
implenents the goale of the organization. The supercrdinate must .
" have the right to a power base, i.e., e legitimate source of

authority. According to Coladarei and Getzels, o o o the '

functioning oi the administrative process depended on the nature

of the interaction in the two situations (the interactions) as they

: .'determined the superordinate - snbordinate relationships." wl3

Administrative behavior, i €y the interactions between a

;plurality of actors (members) of the organization must be viewed
and categorized explicitlv from three dimensional vantage points.,
These dimensions can be classified in order of importance in terms
of the.magnitude of bureaueratic behavior: (1) The Goal Directional

Dimensiong (2) The Parameters of'the Role Behaviox; and (3) The

Nature of the Affectivity between the Actors.

Goal-Directed Behavior - Bureaueratically speaking, the goal
direction of the interactions (Administrative dyads) between an

initiator and recipient in a formal organization can be observed as
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either rational or non;rationgl,lé Behavior is rational in an

o the effort is to direct-and control the main parts

organization_whe

~ and activities so that each contributes to its maintenance of

57:}.3equ111brium, as each activity moves toward the accomplishmenﬁ'of.

organlzational objectives. Moreover, rat10na¥f§yis objective action

it 1is

based on technical competence and emplecal reality.

'maintenance of a behavxoral nexus between means and ends. In order

A

for the flow of authority (1nherent in administ
ased on explicitly defined (written)

rative behavior) to

ORI

be rational its sources must be b

norms —--— rules ‘and regulations. And as the authority flows from |

superordinate to sdbordinate it must contaln an impersonal character

of what rather than.ghg,ls | . S

"""~ (n the other hand, wh(_ behavior is not referent, or contrary

in its consequences, to the stated organization objectives, then . . I

{t is non-rational. Moreover, the source of the authority is’

either charismatic or traditional, and ofttimes a conbination of

"' poth. In these imstances, actions axe Deither based on technical

e
R

competency of the parties, nor are they necessarxly relevant to

organizational goals.

jfzah Role~bixected Behavior == The parameters of the role behavior
functionally-diffuse

of actors in an administrative dyad are eitherxr

P

or functionally speclfic,

"hen the meubers of a dyad are in-

timately bound in such a way that the obligations of onme to the

other are taken for granted and are in a sense 11mit1ess.“17 the

tehavior is then fuhctionally diffuse. Here the administrator's




'-tend to range far beyond the organization's goals and objectives., |

" It is virtually inevitable that when an administrative dyad is

. coﬁflict situations. The appearance of role conflict is a certain
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: indicatioh that the scope of the roles and facilities have been
managed inadequately, and dyéfunctiohal pétterns of behavior appear

in the organization. On the other hand, when, ". . . the obligations

by'the technical competence'And institutional status of the parti-

.~ cipants, the behavior is then functionally specific."18 Therefore,.

- rights and obligations of the participants are defined by legal and

SRS
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authority usually extends into the pefsonal sphere since its paramaters

functionally diffuée, the administrator often finds himself in role

are restricted to those elements in the relationship that are defined

'

in order for an administrative relationship to keep within the
bureaucratic structure of the erganization, the actors must assuma'l
appropriéte roles compatible to the relaﬁionship as defined in

the rulés and regulation of the érganization.'

Affectivity Behavior ~- This dimension refers to the personal

character -- presence and state of feelings, emotions and their

influence on behavior -~ of interactions between actors. Affectivity

19

was conceptualized by Coladarci and Getzels™~ as being either
o

wmiversalistic or particularistic. An interaction is universalistic

when emotional considerations are secondary to all others. The

official rather than emotional considerations (i.e:, impersonal
competency 1is a greatér factor than personal friendship). In this

instance, the what, has dominance over the who. An act that is
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rational in terms of organizationalvgoals in order to maintain its
. charactex of rationality must be implemented through a functionally

specific role and in a universalistic manner. However, affectivity

must not be confused with positive "human relations" as they occur

in intergroup and intexrparsonal relations within any foimal organi-

zation. S | o

. Behavior is particularistic when it is determined by what'the'.c

oarticipants mean to each other personally rather than the. organi—
zational positions they occupy. The overall administration of the
.organization is influen ed by personal freindships, favoritism,
nepot*sm, and informal lines of communlcation and modes of operation.
Particularism is present, for eyample, when teachers are selected
because they attended a part_cular school or worked for certain
people to which and to whom an administrator has personal ties.
| Particularistic behavior is also present in the succession process
o or the allocation of personnel when the administrator 8ayS, "John

is a good man. 1'11 have to make a slot for hsm.in our summer |
program.". Here, the puxpose of his behavior is guided by whom rather
than what is involved. To relterate, both universalistic and
particularistic relationships may belconducted in‘accordance

with the principles of "good humen relations." Likewise, these
relationships may just as easily be characterized as negative and
" mutually unsatisfactory to the'participants involved.

A Taxonomic Model For Classifying Bureaucratic Behavior

. Figure 1 is a taxonomic tri~dimensional model that has been con-

structed from a rétrieval of theorles and conceptual strategles,

e RS TITRTES ;
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some of which have been discussed above. These theorles and

stratcgles were selected chiefly from the writings of Max Weber,

Robert Presthus, Peter Blau, Robert Merton, Talcott Parsons, Arthﬁr'

Coladarci and Jacob Getzel, amongloo%oral others. The functional

purpcse of the model is to classify administrative behavior.yithin

the context of bureaucratic organizations. As was indicated

earlier, the foundation upon which the model rests is the concept,

, authofitx, Accordingly, the "flow of authority," is the discrimi- |

nating variable that determines the structure and function of

bureaucratic behavior in any formal organization.

INSERT FIGURE 1 HERE

Authority, that is, the way it is handled administratively in

an crpanization, can be observed from three dimensional directions

deéhown a! he front end of thejg;;;;::;QYBLagLamatica&lx mapp§~)in

Figure 1: 1ts goal directions, its role parameters, its affectivity ,

of interpersonal relations, In regax"1 to goald -- purposes or

objectives of the organizations -- "the flow of authority" is either

rational or non~rationa1- the role dimensions of the behavior of

- menbers are eithex functionally'specific or functionally diffuse;

finally, the affectivity of interbersonal relations is either

wniversalistic or particularistic,.

Structurally, administrative behavlior in formal organizations

contains five key characteristics lixted at the top of the Figure:

hieravchy, specialization, oligarchy, co-optation, and status. On

the front side of the Figure each of the characteristics is then
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gub~divided according to its functional aspects.and arranged into

sub-categories of behavior as follows.20

1. BHierarchy 2. Specialization
. Rank . - L Office
. " Line-Staff . , Expectations

| 3, Oligarchy ' ‘Co-optation
. Power s , Selection
Sanction . ' Succession

‘5. Status
Prestige
Privilege

Classifying‘Administratlve Behavior in Formal Organizations
L

It should be stressed again that the purpose of this theoretical

téxonomic model is for classifying adminxstrative behavior in formal

orgaqizatibns. Accordingly, the model.diagramaﬁically arranges

and focusés observations upon distinct categories of events as'they'

occur in the behavior of neubers of an organization. | | |
The strategy outlined by Coladarci and Get7e1321 pzovxdes the

.vantage point from which to obserxve and classify bghavior within

the framework of the model as shown in Figure 1. In this conmection,

behavior is conceived as taking piace in the interactions between!:

individuals and groups in a social structure; the behavior becomes

one of interpersonal relationships between members of the organi-
zation. ' For taxonom;c purposes'the.strategy is to note, record
and then classify each observable interpersonal relationship as
a distinct specimen or “unit or behavior." |

<

Each observation can be operationally viewed as an administrative

dyadic transaction, By administrative dyadic transaction is meant

an interpersonal relationship of two or indeed a plurality of actors

in an organization who are engaged in interaction. One part of the




. Operational Definitions for Classifying Bureaucratic Behavior

R Hierarchx_ The grading of authoritY into a fixed ovdered 8y8tem

of superordinate - subordinate relationships.

"q_x. Rank - Differential degrees of authority accoading to -
position in the hierarchy.

‘L;y. Line-staff -~ The verLical desccnding scale of super—~ .
~ ordinate ~ subordinate relationships between positions
in the organization.

" Specialization - The differentiation and assignment of tasks’:fi
- in the organization on the basis of ability, technical .
competency, and other objective qualifications.,

Office - Clearly defined positions to be occupied by
‘specialists. : .

L Ye Fxpectations - Clearly defined behaviors that acconpany
" " the position occupied.

,Oligarchz_- Occupants of superordinate positions vhich

%

3 s..wax’:{é’ f“i %gﬂ ‘j ;

carry the right to govern the behavior of the members ,?f““""

.- '  of the organization.
'x. Power - The right to evoke'compliance."’
Y Sanction « The means by which complinnce is -evoked,

, Co~optation - A process by which the continuity of the
- organization is assured,

Selection - The recrultment of new individuals into the
organization, .

.y. Succession - The reassigning of individuals within the
organization. | |

Status - Diiferntials in symbolic behavior between individuals |

T in the organization.

 Prestige - The allocation to the occupants of positions
of defined amounts of deference -~ behavior on the part .
of others in the oxganization.

Privilega =~ The defined amount of rights and immunities
enjoyad by occupants of positlons in the organization,

2
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A+ Rational - a goal directed dimension of an *nteraction in which
the behavior of the actors, implicit and/or explicit, is '
- yeferent to purposive organizational objectives.

A= Non-rational'- a goal directed dimension of an interaction in
which the behavior of the actors, implicit and/or explicit,
- falls outside of the purposive organizational objectives.

. Bt Functionally specific -~ a role dimension of an interaction in S
which the behavior of the actors, implicit and/ox explicit, .- :
falls within the prescribed expectations of their office

~ or position. -

%’ B= Functionally diffuse - 'a role dimension of an interaction in

* . which the behavior of the actors, implicit and/or explicit, . : ... = 7

‘ falls outside the prescribed expectations.of their office o ER :
or position. _ ; ; . ERTEE TR S S

C+ Universalistic - an affectivity dimension of an interaction
" In which the behavior of the actors, implicit and/or SO
" explicit, is objective (i.e., defined by organizational rules)
. and 18 conducted on an impersonal basis. - R

€= Particularistic - an affectivity dimension of an 1ntetactionné;

© in which the behavior of the actors, implicit and/or
0 explicit, is subjective (L.e., defined by personal and
... " emotional ties) and is conducted on a personal basis. .. ¢
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dyadic transaction taking place is initiatinqusending or - directing

action;'the other part is receiving that action and is modifying
.~ his (their) behavior aecordingly. This indxcates that the sendex

of action in the transaction is 1ndependent, and accordingly determin-

_1ng the action, and that the reclplent(s) is dependent or being

deteruined by that action. While the interactions cf’sudh adminis- ’

04'\&4/ (,.C« v aeu LT3
trative dyads are, usually oi}? superordlnate-subordinate, at times

they can be of a.vertchi'coordrnate dharacter in the sense that
| P |
1nteractionu do occur betueen specia11sts of the positions on the =

same levels of the hierarchial authority structure;

. 1
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Developmant of Operational Taxonoml.c Units

The field study along with the Development of Operational

Taxonomic Units (specimens of organizational behaviocr), henceforth

to be. referred to as OTUs is explained in Chapter ). of this

report. Procedurally, the classifrcatlon of behavior (administrative
dyadie transactions of interpersonal relationships, actors in an
organization) appearing in these specimens involved five steps;
) 1. Each "OTU" was examined to determine
- which of the structnral dharaeteristics
were present in ea:; event occuring in
the specimen.
2. The goai dimension of the behaviozx
(1nteraction) in these combinations of
characteristics were examined and

determined to be either rational or non-

rational.
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o 3;;iﬁext, tﬁe role dimension was deterrdned
as.either.functionallyspecifio or fun- f
. etionally diffuse. |
. 4. Then the affectivity of the "dyad"
i_f’ wes observed as either uniyersalistic
»or particularistic;, |
| ;5. Finally, each "dyad" nas classified on a .
E worksheet grid specially prepared for
‘ %recording administrative behavior in
bureaucratic organizations within the
framework of the theoretical model.

 'The process of classifying behavior involved the use of a code

| developed'byﬁProfessor Frank Lutz, Director of the Field Study for,'

the Project. (See Chapter ). Each "dyad" was recorded as an
event in the complex series of interactions appearing in a total |

Operational Taxonomic Unit.

Recording and blassrfyinp Tield Study Data

Four taxonomlsts who participated in this research project
eelected five 0TUs from a total of aninety (90) mounted from.the.

field study, to be used in this bodk. Employing different

‘theoretical strategles each taxonomist was interested in explalning

and analyzing data and then demonstrating as well as testing the
applicability of his models for classifying behavior‘in organi-
zations. OTUs #1, #4, #41, #64, and #75 were those selected,

(See Chapter ).
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Eighty-thiee dyadic transactions appeared in these five O0TUs.

The first three OTUs #1, #4, and #41 were mounted from the field study

data on the Central Public School District, and #64 and {##75 from the

‘Urban University case materials. In only ten of the "dyads" were the

goal directions rational in Central Public School District organiza-

tions. The remaining 27 were non-rational; only two of these were

,‘functionally specific in role dimensions, and the remaining 25 in
- - addition to being non~rational were functionally diffuse and particu~

8 . laristic. “On the other hand, each of the "dyads" in OTUS 64 and #75

were classified as rational, tunctionally ‘speci.fic, and universalistic.

By focusing on administrative dyadic transactions, i.e., inter-~

action between members of the organization, one is able to identify

observable behavior expressed in interpersonal relationsh!ps in respect'
to organizational activity. Moreover, by selecting the "dyads" for
observation and classification, one can focus on the series of "events"
that occur in a "specinen of behavior" in an organization. That is to
say, this classificatory scheme forces and guides one to view these
"events" within the context of administrative behavior in organizations.
Chartwl shows the classification of administrative bureaucratic
behavior in termé of dyadic transactlons for OTU #4l. The chart in-

cludes the dimensions of the interactions of these "dyads" or "events"

sRATICERETIWR X TER. = T
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occuring in this specimen of behaVLor, along with the structural charac-
teristics and the appropriate subcategories for each of the five charac~
teristics designated by 1,2,3,4,5.' The appropriate sub~categories as

indicated previously are ‘designated by "X" and "Y" for each characte~
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.ristic. The complete classif :ation along with the scoring (to be ex~

plained later) appears at the top right hand side of the Chart. Thus,
The

' the Chart is A compilation of "events" for classifying A "piecsgj' of

_ pureaucratic administrative behavior in a school orgsnization withiu'

the tridimensional theoreticai scheme of the model.

 IYSERT CHART I HERE

As the OTU begins, Dr. Sampson, the High School Principal, asked

. Mr, Niehouse, the Junior High School Principal for an opinion regard-

B ing who should teach.health during the coming school year. As the

‘.5f'£irst fdentifiable emitted behavior, it was labelled one (1). The

- Placement of one (1), represeuting this behavier, in Chart 1 was guided

. by the logic of the_theoretically devised classification scheme, More

':*] specifically, behavior one (1), in terms of its goal direction was ra-

tional, since it was an attempt to direct and coordinate the activities

f; of the organization towards the achievement of its goals;, Also, the

;“;f_ following structural characteristics were present in the behavior.

Hierarchy: line-staff -- The dyadic transaction took place between

two individuals who were incumbents of positioﬁs in the hierarchy. Rank
 was not present since within the organizational structure of Central
District buth men held positions of equal rark in the school organiza~-
tion, two secondary schocl principals. Thus, the absence of a super-
ordinate-subordinate relationship, but nevertheless it is an horizontal
administrative dyadic transaction in as much as Sampson, the. initiator

of action that is being received by Niehouse, is sharing behavior with

‘another administrative officer of equal authority-
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;;,: . 92x and 2y Speclalization: office and expectations ~- The activity

; f,engaged in was rational, i.e., within the differentiated technical
.sphere (i.e., division of labor) of Dr. Sampson's organizational posi-
tion. Mbreover, his behavior in attempting the implementation of the
job was in accord with his specialized position.

3x Oligarchy: power —— Inherent within the transaction was the A

- power accrued to the occupants of the superordinate positions, the . - |

':*'rlght to control the behavior of the subordinate members of the or-

-

' ”Fganization, (i.e., the ‘power to decide who will teach what).

4y Co-ontation* successlon ~ Number one (1) was entered in this -

| colnmn of Chart 1 since the dyad was clearly an aspect of the function
of reassigning indtriduals within the oxganization.
Mbreover; "dyad" one (1) was classified with regaxd tolits role
i:..-'_’,'..":,4cli.mensi.on as functionally specific since Sampson s actions took place
hh within a role that was appropriate (within the parameter) to the rela-
'tionship of specific role structures of the organization. This same.. B !
.transaction in {ts affectivitp dimension was classified as being |
articularistic, although this was not explicit in the OTU, It was

3 f quite apparent, as pointed out in the brief “case background" to the

OTUs that strong personal ties existed between these administratoxrs.
Indices present in the OTU which wouid ‘result in such a c1assifica—

tion were that the task was conducted orally in a face-to~face almost | té

spontaneous situation; without any written guidelines; the eventual
decision arrived*ﬁt was a verbal agreement and subsequently not conmite
ted as an official record.

The dyadic transaction two (2) emitted by Niehouse in response

to "dyad" one (I) was classified employing the same procedure. Occur-
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ring within the same organizational context, it was classified in the

following columas: ly = hierarchy: line-staff; 2x 22y = specialization: |

office and expectations; 3x,3y - oligarcby: power and sanction; and 4y - _ : P

co-optation: succession, The transaction, however, is non-rational

since Nichouse's decision was subjectively rather than objectively
'Vif'based; It was based on traditional customary or personsl preference
"nxratﬁer than rules_snd regulétions of the school district. It was ap-

~ parent in his response that since Niehouse taught health when he was a

physical education teacher, it should be that way in this instance. In.i‘
order for the behavior to have been rational, it would have had to have:.

- been based on technical competency =- an appraisal of the availability

- of staff in terms of student coverage, i.e., the comparative studenté _"“".
teacher ratios betiween physical education teachers and nurses; the I
building assignments of the two groups; and the specific trainings-
and competences of the two groups. In terms of its role dimension,

~ the behavior was functionally specific since it fell well within rhe
parameters of his organizational position. As with the rest of the.
behaviors in this interaction, they too, were particularistic since | : .

they were based on personal ties,

The remaining behaviors were classified similarly. Dyadic trans-

action three (3); Sampson's response to Niehouse, and four (4), Sampson‘s

asking for Circle's opinion fell into the seme classification as fb}ad"
"one (1) with the following'additions and subtractions for nunber four
@), |
Structural characteristic 1x, hierarchy (rank) was present since

Sampson and Nichouse were ia a subordinate position to Circloy Also,
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from the behavior, Finally, an entry was made

~

under Sx.(status). This was the use ofﬂprescige to signify deference

’

behavior towards Circle (prestige) which was non-rational in terms of

the organizational objectives (i.e., rather than make the decision

-m
*

- they deferred to judgment of a Ymon-expert").

.Circie's response, dyadic_transaction five (5), was non-rational

since it was subjective and personal. It is not based on any explicitly B
defined ndrms -~ rules, and feguiations. Further, it was non-rational
in terms of'specialization since the area under discussion was outside

é of the realm of his (Circlé) organizational position and technical h

competency. For these same reasons, it fepresented the non~rational
- use of power'and sanctions in the performance of a succession action, |
Also, the behavior is functionally diffuse since it fell outside

of the prescribed expectations of his office (characteristic of‘éharismaj.

That 1is, ﬁhere the organizational role is highly internalized, the ad-

ministrator recognizes few parameters to the 1imité of his authority

and presumed expertise., His authority'extended into every aspect of

A T W PN L T P

the organization's functions and beyond to the extra organizational

. facets of its member's lives. With regard to affectivity, the behavior

. was particularistic for the same above stated reasons.

" By way_of‘contrast and for the purpose of further testing the | “;' : . g

- application of the thédretical model, the classification of dyadic

.transactions in Chart 2 contains 31 “events" that took place at a
meeting between the Summer School Director, Dr. Cook, and Dx. Lew}n,
the Chairman of the Social Studies Department in Urban University. Im

it, Dr; Lewin sought and received direction and approval'to recrult an

2 .
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outstanding visiting professor for the summer sescsion. Implicit in
the agreement was that this procedure would also serve as a means of

attracting and reviewing persons to be considered for regular appoint-

L]

ments to the staff.
. <

INSERT CHART 2 HERE

"The dyadic transactions enéaged in were.bureaqcraﬁic; that is,
the beﬁavior of both membexrs of the "dyads" were rﬁtional and in accord
with the objectives a;‘hand. In terms of goal directi n there were.no
observable.éeviations-in behavior from the attainment of organizaﬁional'
goals. The questions and énswers of botﬁ men weré directed toward thé

- making of decisions on the basis of full and accurate information as

;'“7f they had uncovered. Dr. Cook explibicly defined for Lewin the rules

. under vhich he was to operate in negotiating salary with the prospective
staff member, Repeatedly, during the interactions, Dr. Cook rationally

y engaged in privileged behavior in interruptihg Lewin to either seek or

“ .glve additional information. At other times he employed a positive

"g sanction by telling Lewin that his ideas were excellent. Later, he
utilized power to caution not to "enter into any firm agreement,"

Throughout, Lewin responded with defevence (i.e., "That's right,"

~—~

"Very good.").

At no time during.the exchange was either individual observed as
moving out of his organizational role, The behaviors of both vere
functionally specific and the affectivity waé universalistic, Perhaps
tﬁe observed behavior that demonstrates this most categorically took

placé at the end of the meeting when Dr. Cook made reference to himself




;"“V'the intezactions (dyadié transattions) of administrative personnel in
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or whomever else'would be in his position come September., This expresses
~ an objective view of his offxce or the position in the organization

rather than the subjectiva“@iew of the 1nternalized position. Here

" the administrator sees the 1ife of the organization .ontinuing with or R
. without him, Contrast this "official-legal" posture with that of the

L "charismatic-traditional" administrator whose perception of himself is

'vtnseparable from his organizational status.

01asses of Pureaucratic Behavior in Educational Organizations

Eight classes of bureaucratic behavior in educational organizations

o emerge logically'from the tri-dimensional theoretical model. Each class

' - represents a distinct category of behgviof that can be observed through
school organizatioqs. The eight class categories can be labelled as
. f&ilowa: | | v
| 1. Rgg-- Rational - Specific - Universélistic'f
.2, RSP — Rational _ Specific - Particularistic
3. RDU -~ Rational - Diffuse = .Universalistic
4. RDf - Rational = Diffuse - Particularistic
5; NSU = Non—rational - Specific - Universalistic
6, NSP =~ Non-rational - Specific - Particularistic

7. NDU -~ Non-rational - Diffuse = Universalistic

8. NDP ;;_Nonrratidnal - Diffuse =~ Particularistic

Al e S
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- "INSERT TABLE I HERE
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Table I presents the distribution of'glasses of bureaucratic beha-

;,' vior explicitly indicated in ninety OTUs., These data, mounted as speci~

men or “pieces" of bureaucratic behavior, were selected from the case

‘study aaterials. Upon inspectioﬁ a11.ninety 0TUs were found to be.

classifiable within the theoretical scheme. A cursory examination o ﬂiihjft.‘
the table reveals that at least one OTU feil into - /y catégor&{ of the

sy

The table also reyaals that there was a total of 66 OTUs mounted”'

bl .

classifichtory system,

."from the f%eld data collected at CentrallPublip'School District, and a
A:'total of 24 0TUs were taken. from data collected-at Urban-_University.
Of the ninety OTUs, 63 were cléssified as rational and 27 wvere non-
rational. At one extreme, 47 were rational, specific and universalistic;

tat'the,other extreme 22 were non~-rational, diffuse and'par;icularixtic.

There were 39 of a total of the 66 0TUs of Central Public School o | I

Distric that were rational, while 27 were non-rationalj 23 were rational,

T

.gpecific, and universalistic, while 22 (almpst one-half) were non-

¢ rational, diffuse and particularistic.

In regard to the 0IUs mounted from the field data of Urban Univer-

sity, all 24 were classified as rational specific and universalistic in

each of the three of the dimensions of the scheme — goal direction,

roie behavior and affectivity. However, when one views the data col-
lected and mounted in 90 OTUs of the fi;ld study, it is apparent from
this classificatory distribution that approximately one half of éhe ad-
ministrative behavior, éépecially that obsérved in Central Public School
District 15 non~burcaucratic or at leagt of a pre-bureaucratic character;

. . ;;;..v" g.!
Once the behaviors in the interpersonal relations ("dyadic tZans-
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aczions") were classified, each OTU was then categorized and labelled

according to the eight classes of burecaucratic administrative behavior

. generated by the conceptual scheme, - Quintile ranges were employed to

3

account for the varying sizes (the nunber of dyadic transactions) of the :

0TUs, This enabled one to classify and then to compare OTUs regardless

of the magnitude of behavior present in them,
Returning again to the classification grid for 0TV #41, (Chart I)
attention'ia directed to the 8c6ring boxes at the upper right corner.

Thg letters "A", "B" #e" each followed by a positive or negative symbol,

cortespond to the burcaucratic and pre-bureaucratic polarities of the

b*ee dimensions f the interactions. The boxes headed. *1x' ~through

A correspond to the structural characteristic in the scheme. Using
y

a scoring ayscem of 0 to 5, (O meaning no behavior of this type present;
1 nmeaning of the dyads in the OTU, between 1 to 20 percent were of this
type; 2 meaning that between 21 and 40 percent of the behavior fell into

that classification. 3, 41-60 percent; and so on.) The frequency of rhe

- ' ogourrences of behavior in each category was converted {nto quintile

scores, -
The scoring for OTU #41, then can be read as of all the behaviors

present in the "dyads" in the OTU, with reference to their goal direction

Uimension, between 41 and 60 percent of the behaviors were rational while

between 21 and 40 percent were non-rational, In terms of role dimensions,

61 to 80 percent werxe functionally specific while between 1 and 20 per-
cent were functionally diffuse, Finally, all of the behaviors vere
particularistic with regard to theilr affectivity; none having been

clasgified as universaliatic. This was the acgual clazsification score

IR
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context of the behavior, which is dctermined by the actual job engaged
in by the members of the "dyads", and has already been accounted for in |
the classification. I S
The use of'quintile scores enables one te arrange each of the OIUs
- along a continuum ranging from a positive pole (buxeaucratic) at one

extreme, to that of a negative pole (prewbureaucratic} at the other v

- extreme, ‘The quintile score would indicate the degree of bureaucratic

(Z 47
behavior in. the specimen under inspection., By assigning’gggixé%é numbers,
——Rn.

{;E}gfo tde. and negative numbersis;:3‘5 for each of the three categories e
goal, role and affectivity -~ it is then possible to compute meaningful
quantitative scores for the three dimensions of behavior as indicated in

the model,

- The highest possible scores on the two poles of the continuum would

6¢ZZu4¢4h/

be+15’at one end and ~15 at the other. By findlné:the difference p{ the
f"‘.i sums of the positive and negative numbers, the relative degree of
-"J bureaucréty'present in each sbecimen (OTU) could be calculated, A formula

for such a procedure can be stated as follows:
‘ BBa,?ﬂ+B+C) - (=A) + (-B) + (~C)

For example, OTUs #41 and #64 after classification cculd then Sé"
scored by using the above formula, | |
oTy 41 |
ﬂ3+4+0) - (@) + (D) + (5)
y 8

BB = =1

since the scores that follow in boxes 1x to 5y describes the organizational

ST T
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S . BB = ﬁs £54+5) = (0) + (0) + (0)
S o= 15 -0 |
BB H5

The application of this quantitative procedure'along with others

TR SR
'

.&‘ «‘f’s’& . ) : .
3 ‘3fw111 aid in developing moxe refined and discriminating classifications

of behavior within the OTUs. For examplé; upoﬁ closer inspections of

.zTIOTUs 41 and #i64, after the applications of the quantitative method

;of scoring them, it becomas apparent that they are quite dissimilar.

OTU #41 can now be classified as Rational Specific and Particulariatic

" (RSP). It {s ‘an admixture of both bureaucratic and pre—bureaucratic

- pehavior; the score of ~1 indicates'that it falls almost at the center
(zero point) of the contiauum, OTU #64, on the other hand, is Rational,

' Speciftc and Unive*salistic (RSU); the score of +15 means that this piece

of behavior is ~pure1y” bureaucratic,

INSERT FICURE 2 HERE

Figure 2 sﬁows the distribution of the degrees of bureaucratic -
behavior scores in 90 OTU of the study. Tha OTU are placed along a
. continuum with scores ranging from +15 to ~-15; from "purely" bureau-
cratic tehavior to "purely" pre-bureauctatic behavior, respectively.
"The figure indicates that 27 specimens were scored %15, while 9 were

gscored =15. Five OTUs were scored at the zero point of the scale; meaning

‘that they contained equal amounts of bureaucratic and pre-bureaucratic in’

germs.of dyadic transactions. The rémaining OTUs fell along the conti-~ - °

nuum with plus and minus scorxes indicated in tle figure. It becomes

RN
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" apparent that the specimens under inspection, whea viewéd together re~
. present virtually every class category of pre~bureaucratic and bureau-

cratic Behavior.

The ciassification generated fromgthe model must be conceived as
theoretical entities. Nevertheless, ffom the foregoing analysis, it
beconmes clear.that the concepts herein employed caﬁ be specified h
operationally for résearchlﬁurposes. Moreover, the classificatioﬁs

can be vieved in terms of categoric logic to which statistical concepts

 and measures may be applied; However more definitive refinement of

statisticai methods to this initial taxonomic exercise must wait on

future developments and appiications of this and other conceptual

schemes,

Profiles of Bureaucratic Behavior

Taxonomists whose purpose is to develop classifications and then

to test them against empirical reality will always find it useful to

[y
e e

'"érrange their data graphically, and then to see how well the data are

i accounted for by the strategles and theories involved. The emphasis

in this instance is upon observing the relationships between concepts

)

employed in the theoretical framework, The graphic presentation of

the data places them in bold relief and also dramatizes the essential
&2

elements of the theoretical scheme in terms of configurational patterns.

An example of such a graphic presentation is shown by figures 3

and 4, The circles are g;aphic‘representations of "slices" of bureau-

>

cratic behavior in educational organizations which were taken from the

case materials, As such, they are units of specimens of behavior that
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have been lifted out of the case for "microscopis" inspection in terms

‘of the inner structure of particular units of bureaucratic behavior,

‘?“ﬂ Each specimen mounted graphiéally 1s much like that of the stop action

of a moving picture; accordingly, it Zannot'be fully comprehended in -
and by itself; only the.intérnal structure of relationships can bé ob-
'gggged and understood, Howeve% its relationship to other units of be~-
" havior cannot be analyzed. Such "macrascopic" relationships must be

R ﬁiewed and analyzed in the context of the dyhaﬁics or "on goingness" of

the actions and interactions as each relates to the others in the com="

SN

L plexity of the phenomena under investigation,

INSERT FIGURES 3 AND 4 HERE

In figures 3 and 4 the cirCleé:Ere rimmed by the five character-
istics of bureaucratic behavior as presented in the theoretical model:
hierarchy, specialization, oligarchy, co-~optation, and status, The

. apprpFiate sub-categories of}hehavior appear .undexr each of the
characteristics, For each sugzc#tegory of behavior, a.wedge can be

seen in tespect.to the three dimensions of bureaucratic behaviof:

goal, role and affectivity., If, however, the behavior is bureaucrati-

_cally rational a plus (+) mark afpears at the top of the wedge; if, on
~ the other hand, the behavior is bureadcraticaliy non-rational, a minus

(=) mark 1is indicated for that wedge. o |

Each wedge in the circle represents the'naturé of the interactions

in the specimen as it relates to the appropriate concepts employed in

‘the scheme. The wedge also corresponds to the scale used in the scoring

" T s AP
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of NTU as explained earlier in the chaptér.

_ The. two protiles as shown 1n figure 2 and figure 3 are OTUs #41

and #64, respactively. They reveal the patterns of the interpersonal

behaviors (administrative dyadic transactions) occurring within these
. _ — , ,

”stob action" pictures. It becomes apparent to the casual observer
that these two "slices" or specimens of bureaucratic behavior in edu-
cational organizations are markedly different from each other, However,

it must be remembered that these two cross sectional pieces of behavior

" have been lifted from two sets of data: the case materials of the

Central School District and the observations conducted at Urban.Untéen-” "

. v -
‘4
AN N

‘;3?’ . Distribution and Magnitude of Burecaucratic Behavior

The distribution and magnitude of bureauératic'behavior in OTUs #41'

and #64 are also shown graphically in figures 5 and 6. The figures 154.

_clude each of the characteristics'of the conceptual fraﬁgwork, along

with ;he sub~categories. At the left side of the graph are plus (+)
marks at the top and minus (-) marks at the bottom., These indicate

bureaucratic and pre-bureaucratic behavior, respectively. At the bot-

tom of the graphs‘atq the codes for the dimensions of the behavior;

- goal, role, and affectivity. When the administrative dyads that have

been classified and scored, each OTU can be placed on the graph. OTUs
#41 end #64 reveal sharply different patterns in terms of the distri-

butior and the magnitude of particular interactions within the inzer

. gtructure of these "pieces" or units of behavior. Again, they also in-
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‘”ﬂf analyses of empirical evidences, especially in taxonomic research

_\‘: vide the taxonomists with a series of "stop action" pictures of the ca~ = .
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dicate that there may be_significant differences in bureaucratic benl

. havior U;tween Central School'Distriét and Urban Univeisity.

INSERT FIGURES 5 AND 6 HERE

 The use of graphs can be thduéht of as an iﬁpdrt#nb technique or
‘device for the taxonomist. The accumulation of graphilc representations‘
. of units of behavior for matching and analytic purposes not only gets
at the applicability of the concepts but also determines the discrimi-

. nation force of the vériety of variableslemployed.by.tﬁe conceptual ;?7"

i schemes

These il]ustrationq of the utility of these types of graphic
5;,p10jects, suggest that they performed several functions° (1) They pro-

tegories of behavior classified from the real'world; (2) they give one

igﬁfifin part clues and insights regarding the "shape" of the behaviors occuring
7>5§j within the structure;'(3) they show the interrelations'between and

' among the concept employed in the theoretical scheme; (4) they serve

as a check of the utility of the model; (5) they show the discriminating
power of concepts and variables; and finally, (6)'they provide some base

lines for deriviﬁg relevant hypotheses for testing and further research,

/
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SUMMARY

By way of summary, it should be recalled that the purpose

i .‘h of this research project was to develop a taxonomy through the .
classification of bureauoratic behavior in complex modern‘
"'organizations. We began our investigation with the assumption

”‘that a tayonomy is sets of classifications which are ordered and

arranged, and are conqistent with a sound theoretical view. The

'i conceptual strategy selected to develop one of the important aspects ‘”
;';Vof ‘a classification of behavior in modern organizations was based

. on bureaucratic theory.

It was the view of this taxonomist that'bureauoratic theory

“would provide a unified view, and a method of identifying, observ-

.. ing, classifying, explaining and predicting relationships betweeu

the phenomzna of behaviors in formal orgr.\nizationso In other

- words , bureaucratic theoty was selected becauses (1) it 1s a coﬁr
~ prehensive theory fox dealing vith organizational behavior; (2)

{ts dimensions are well grounded in the hehavioral sclences == -

sociology, soclal psychology, anthropology, political science and

ecc-omlcs; (3) it offers strategic heuristic advantages, especially

for classificatory purpose as one moves toward a taxonomy of
organizational behavior.

Thus, to put this another way it may be sald that the sdbject

of this investigation is the classification of organizational

behavior; the subject of our taxonomy, as is the case of all |

taxonomles, is these classifications; indeed, the theoretical




B e

. atrategy upon which the subjects of 1nvestigation rest ‘i8 bureau-

cratic theory. ' ' : : B Coe

B:cause classes of a taxonomy may not be defined by thgir
.ueubership properties but only by :héir relationship, this study
began by grouping toggther individual concepts o£-buréaucracy int;
a system of relationships. The problem then beéame one of un&eﬁ-.

:'standing groupings and their feiationships in conceptual terms.,
This enables one t; make ggneralizatioﬁé and to extend ﬁnowledge in

p

the behavioral sciences from this mode of inquiry. This is to say

that the construction of classes of administrative behavior within
'”.the framevork .of bureaucratic theory may serve as important advances
Lr An each of the behaviorial sciences, including education, con- |
_cerned Wwith explaining and generaliziang about the behavior of
. humans in complex ‘modexn organizations.
There are many generalizations inherent in this research
project that are implicit in the relationshlps between the concepts.
| employed in the scheme for c1a351fying behavior of administrators |
in organizations. At this summary point of an initial effort to

- develop a taxonomy, it might be su 'estiyé to put these ggneraliza; -
’ : ¢ 88’5:_&}2‘

tions in the form of a series oﬁ\propositioqs.' These propositions | A
'm.y serve as summary statement that could become research "bench-

marks" for generating useful researchable hypotheses in organi za~.

.tional behavior of school administration. The six statements

listed below represent examples of fruitful and relevant propositions'

-




1. School administrators whose organizational .

.behaviors are ratiornal with regard to goal
directions tend to delegate more authority\

than do school adninistrators whose oréani—t »
- zational behaviors are non-rational. .- f;‘
2.. School adminiétrators whose organizational .?
behaviors are fuﬁctional specific with regard

‘to role dimensions tend to handle the "flow

""of authority" in their school organizations

mére rationally than do school administrétors
. whose Behaviors are functionally diffuse. |
N 3; .School administrators who organizagiongl |
‘.behavioré are universalistic, that is, based .;«7 _:E°T_
'on_impersonal consideratiéﬁé, in their interf
actions with staff members, tend to.ﬁse less.
power and to evoke fewer sanctions for com-

pliance than do school administrators whose

'_ organizational beﬁaviofs are particularistic
and whose interactions with staff are based
. on personal coﬁsideratiops.
4, Adninistraéive béhavior that.depends

"man

“.upon tradition and the charisma of the
at the top" of the hierarchy as the source
of authority in the school organization tends

to generate more role conflict among its
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. members tﬁao a&%inistrative behavior that
L -depends upon "legal"}and "offieiald rules as the |
- source'ot authority.
'115. School administrators whose behaviors are
Viﬁﬂ; part1euIa1istic in affectivity dimensions, tend
.? Sg;to co-op -~ select and promote ~- personnel that -

“ins "indifferent" and accordingly have low morale

..xt’.

:“,to the goals of the school organization, while
’ ;\: '.school ‘administrators whose behaviors are wni-
versalistic tend to co—Op —— select and promote --ll?.
;'personnel that is committed and accordingly have fj}f'
high mora]e to the goals of the school organi.-'
.zation. o o
flif-'i. f 6, Scirool administrators whose behaviors ere‘
| rationally based teod to allocate éreater
tprestige and.greater'amounts of pr#viieges to
o . ..its staff personnel than do school administrators.v

whose behaviors are non-~raticnal,

Finally, some examples of relevant .hypotheses in respect to

the rabidly growing theories and knowledge in educational adminis-

‘tration can be generated'fzom this taxonomy; The hypotheses

emerging flom this. study are presented to demonﬂtrate the util!ty
of this tri-dimensional theoretical schem2, The effort ere 18
to show the relationship between and among theories and concepts

and those of other theoretical schemes now in current usage in

educational,adﬁinistration.' The following hypotheses thevefore

L ms e o« e




. are glven as example of some areas of needed research in .

~38- B A 4

-/
educational administration:

*,

" (communicstions) betwecn scﬁool administratore

and the penbers of their organizations are

" particularistic and rests primarily on

,"_traditional and charismatic behavior, then

,there will be a greater tendency to deny the

.\”f authority of those administrators than those '

N\
;,..\

‘whose communications ave universalistic and

LA ,

based on “legal"dwritten rules of the _: .

| organization. ‘ : 5
2, ‘that if school sdministrators.used their |

‘offices as sutonomous in‘decision-making then ..
'i_tthe behavior of subordinates will tend'tof:{iefé;:ffi:

. eshibit _greater dysfunctional behavior in’;f-_t <“.f§g'

.; role expectations than will the behavior ;ti't,

of subordinates whose administrators S

" allocates authorities, specify the scope

and function'of duties of subordinates.

3, that if school sdndnistrators'co—op-—~
recruit, select and promote ~- personnel

" in thelr organization with partiéularistic

affectivity, then there is likely to be a

greater proportion of "indifferents" and

~;~3;r 1, that if the "dyadlc transactions” - ?fiifiﬁ_ﬁ;,¢of§j




-'_ > than among school administrators who co-op personnel
| with universaltstic affectivity._ ' B ’
4, that;if administratofs are rational in theirl
?17'V;' ;I}:ti- . ' actione in”terns'of organizetional goals, then,there»f*;. - |
; i‘ | will tend to be'e.greater amount of compliance in B o é

g ja'j”  ¢;iE'F | the behanior of sutordinates than'anong those vhose f_:;‘ |
;;"7;§57 ' “adudnistrative behaviors are non-rational in ternof.:f: L ‘;'i
{ ‘f *< or organizational goals. R ' "Qf;;gfj?; | |
f;" f'~ 'fr? 7v .l" S. that administrators of larger school o_gggiéizif?;i . :
5 .i:. - zations tend to run their organization vith  f::f?f" . _‘ . | if- !
) greater dégrees of bureaucratizetion than do aﬂ~7”:f;‘ ' | é
‘ miniettatofs_ofijmal}.sdhool organizations. jgﬂ?i' E
; , 'n:6. that administrators in rural (gemeinschaig)if iﬁi?;
7 :7:{}fTJ.;A ,}"school districts tend to score lower in bureau-'?fitrt :

»

Q:iﬂ*;}ilﬁi' " ‘cratic behavior than do scheol administrators '{

ﬁﬂnL:? ja? . of ugban (gesellSchaft) school districts. Lo

ff.'. L . 7. that vhen there is an increase in Schiali“ \ y o

o zation in school organizations then the effect

. winnkely result in: S e

(a) a "flatter" status structure

L —

() a shift in decision-making toward |
lover levels of the structure |
(c)\a decrease in authority at the top
of the structure . %
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ff 8. that when the behavior of administrators are g
} nonnrational and functionally diffuse then the '.(t
._712;' .. o effects will tend toward: . jﬁikif_,‘?
'ﬁ”??}itff:%'.'l?~'lf} (a) "taller" organi zatfonal structuree.fit;;};fziiit'
ﬁfﬁ:z;?igﬂ;iff ffi_#;" (b) smaller spans of control RN

fz . .;(c).the locus of decisions at highet . Vij}:?fégéfi
f-;%;f;’f'\".k~,< ~ points in the s tatus structure"i"7l:!?ii%}?ﬂe
fé;; : _9;' that the more heterogeneous the membership'of : ;;
;?ff a.schooi organization, the higher the denree ofhp ";i
E;gl bureaucratic ‘administrative behavior of the '7"€" il
| } .gg%g%ffiyf' organization. f
E '.v';'iﬁﬁigf-‘]if.ilo. that the greater tne nunbery bf oer«ons in.'jf ?
f | a school. organization wlith personality need K | J
'i " , | dispositions for power, the greater will be the '
# ;323 | tendency for the organizational hierarc y to -

be "ealler" than when there is a small number of

o - "nf7€.'fL persone with su~h needs dispositions.
) 0 i : v

.W-11. that the more adaptative and flexibie the o ~ii4

B - personality type a'school adndnistrator.has in
“respéct to playing "tough-minded"lroles in
% o school organizations, the more likely his

behavior wi]l be rational than non—rational

in nis organizational decisions,
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R 'n;'ﬂ non-rational, and functionally diffuse then the

o " effects will tend toward: Lo e
e “ ?L'i, ~ (a) "taller" organizational structures , 3

il it o o (b) swaller spans of control

“'.“ ‘(c) the iocus'of.decisions at higher . ",',:i

ffi . points in the status structure "",?jjfa :

§. that the more heterogeneous the nmrbership of

a school organization, the higher the degree of

bureaucratic‘administrative behavior of the .;t JQ;?

-~

: organization. <

" 10, that the greater the nunber of persons in
fﬁn'f; - aschool organization with personality need

£;1  dispositions for power, the greater will be the ;

f.?if ; ff{ .. " tendency for the organizationel hierarchy to
be "taller" than when there is a small nunber of
B ;ff: B persons with such needs dispositions.

11, that the more adaptative and flexible the

\r.:'lf ‘ personality type a school adudnistrator has in
. ‘respect to playing "tough-minded" xoles in

9 -' "8choo1 organizations, the more likely his

behavior will be rational than non-rational

in his organizational decisions.
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12. that administrators who engage 1n’1nformaf
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relations with members of thelr organizationé

that are particularistic in affectivity are more
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iikely to produce a greater amount of gtatus

,‘ “an etx among the menbers than do administrators
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PROFILE OF BUREAUCRATIC BEHAVIOR WITHIN AN O0.T.U.
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CHAPTER __VI

7 SYSTEMS THEORY AND TAXCNOMIC INQUIRY INTO

ORCANIZATIONAL BEFAVIOR IN EDUCATION

by Glenmn L, Immegartl

That systems theory was used as one of the theoretical strategies.

- in this research is understandable if for no other reason -than “people

- tend to think in texms of systems"2 and, at present, systems ap-

~
L]

- proaches and conceptualizations are in vogue, The rationale for the
use of this body of theory is, of course, more logical in origin,

. Systems notions have proved of value as theoretical constructs,3 as

-

lThe writer wishes to acknowledge the contribution of Mr, Frank
Pilecki who served as a graduate assistant in the course of this xe«
search, Not only did M¢, Pilecki play a vital role in the conduct

- of the research, but he also assisted greatly in the planning and - ...
~ formulation of this chapter, S :

_2pdapted from Daniel E, Griffiths, "Use of Models in Research,"
Educational Research: New Perspectives, Danville, Illinois:
. Interstate Printers, 1963, p. 1206. ° |

'BSee, for example, Daniel E, Griffiths, "The Nature and Meaning
of Theory," in Behavioral Science and Educatior®Administration. '
N.S.S.E. Yearbook, Part f{I. Caicago: Univecsity of Chicago Press,
1964, pp. 95-118; Jemes G, Millew, Wpoward a General Theoxy for the

Behavioral Sciences,” American Psychologist, Vol. X (1955), pp. 213~
531; Gordon Hearn, Theory Building in Social Work, Toxounto:
" University of Towonto Press, 1958; and Karl Menninger, The Vital
Balance, New York: The Viking Press, 1963,




vehicles for understandi.ng organizational phenomena ,l“and as a class-
'- 1fication or taxonomlic framewox:k.s * Systems theory has, thpreforc,
;ﬁ already exhibited some relevance foxr the matters at hand and has

2 given indic stlon of even greatez. potential in a vast realm of appli-

cati.ons with behavioral phr::nomena. |

A Before looking d.!.rectly at the theoretica]. base used in this
-A:I.nquiry, it should be pointed out: that no explicit, comprehensive
formulatls n of systems theo:y exists. Rathes ’ there are a number of
;"‘closely related, more or leas complete, more or less rigorous, and

" more or less emnirically verif:.sble ’ thecmies (witb. a smal]. "t")

" emanat:mg from von Bex: alanffy's conception of General Systems |

, Theory,6 the science of cybernetics ,7 and the operations research

4See, for example, Stanford L. Optner., Svstemq Analysis for

'Business and Industrial Problem Solving, Englewood Clifis: Prentice- |

. Hall, Inc,, 1965; and F. K. Berrien, "Homeostasis in Groups," in

. General Systems, Yearbook of the Soclety for Ceneral Systems Resear'ch,
Vol, (IX, " 1964, PP. 205-2138, : .

| SSee, for ¢;=::sta1'ﬁple:9 N. M Smj.i.h, and M., €, Marney, "The Domain

of Adaptive Systems: A RLdimeni.ary‘ Ta.xonomy," in Ceneral Syst ems,

op. clt, pp. 107-134, .

6Ludm.g von Bertalanffy, "General Systems Theos ys" Maln uurze"zts
in Modexrn Thoughz;, 11 (1955), P. 77,

7Norberi. Wiener, The Human Use of Human Beings, Garden Ca.ty,
" N. Y. : Doubleday Anchox Books, 19563 and W, R. Ashby, An Lg:cro«

| ducti.on 0 Gybemef'lr-s, New York: John Wiley and em ’ 1950.
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3
j--mdvement,? The diverse gources of systems ideas should in no way be
Y disccncer ting since the similartfies of resultaﬁz theévies gtve evi-
deﬁce of thelr pctentlal for eventLal unification into a Theory
(with a capital "”") whioh will hopeful]y "co1tain universal princx- |

%”:ples applicable to all BYStemS-"q

In this research 2 number of systems'theoLies were drawn upon,
Lhe thanretical base is necessarily eclectic amd indebted to a varlety
of researcners and scholars. By uslng systems concepts drawn Ixom a
number of sources, one is not hampered by the usual problems in
'comb nlng theories because, in fact, systems theories, in gpiie of
;f_lthelr origiu, are remarkably similar and depavt from.eacb othmr more

jaffin terms of emphaaia or focus than substance of formo

Systemns Theory

In explicating the theoretical base fox this taxonomic inquiry

" into organizational behavior in education, definition of the term

system and clarification,of basic systems concepts are essential first

considerations., Numerous system definitions have been advanced and

8¢, W; Chuzchman, and Others, Introduction to Operations Ree
geazch, New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1557 = :

9adapted from von Bertalanffy, op. cit.s P. 1,

B
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%can-be founé | in the growing literature on systems.lg In this chaptex
%uSe of the term.coaforms with the definition enunciated by Hall and
iFagan' "A system is a set of obJects together with relationships

'11 ThlS definition

;between the obJects and between their attributes.
iwas selected.not only because of the freguency of ite uge in the
2systems' literature but also because it contains ‘the basic elements
?iembreced.by'most system.definitions. Furthex, this definition is
E?relatively eas ily grasped by those not famillar with systems concepts
?;or the systems mode of thought. If additional definitional clari-
‘.fication is needed, Grinker s delineation of g systiem as "gome form
i-in structure or operation, concepts or function, composed of united

‘and integrated parts" should be adequate 12 Those definitions are

quite compatible and smutually inclusive.

The term system can be used to vefer to a vast array of things

! 4 ':(\ ¢ [! ‘\

; 0gce 0. R. Young, "5 Survey of General Systems Theory," in
' General Systems. op. cit. pp. 61-82, for a comprehensive listing
GF definitcions and sources of definitions, and a generally good

classification of systems concepis. -

. - 1la. p. Hall, and R, E. Fagen, "pefinition of System," in Generﬁ£‘
Systems, Yearbook of the Society fox Cenex ral Systems Reseaveh, Vol.
1, 1956, p. 18. A

12Roy R. Grinkero Towu?q_gvpnufied Theory of ‘Human Behaviow,
Basic Books, 1856, p. 370.
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§§ from the smallest "whole' to the total universe. There are value

v . /' - o . . e . E
systems,‘number systems, solar systems, school systems, spacecraft
system s, and even bettlng systems, Or, viewed in another wéy, as

Miller notes, there are conceptual systems, concrete systems, and

g dbstracted eyatema.13 In any event, laxge ox small, simple or com-

1. All but the smallest systems.havé sub=-gystems,

2, Alllbut the largest systems have supransystems.

a3;’ All syesteme have factoxs that ?ffect the structure and
. function of the system. Factors withzn the system are

varlables, factors in the system's emvlronment are

A,
T .‘~‘\Barameters.

4 All systems have boundaries whlch are more or le 8 afbitraryi

demarcatlons of that included wzthln aud that excluded from

\/

the systen.c

5. All aystems bave envmronment which is everything external

to (without the boundary of) the system,

6, A1l systems exist in timeespace,

13Jamés G, Miller, "1iving Systems: Baslc Concepts," Behavioral
Science, X (July, 1965), pp. 201-209, .

14Egsentiall ly £rom Griffiths, op. ¢ites pp. 116-117; end Hearn,
-’20 Cjizaag ppo &’é""JOo
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“ from and not related to their environment, “All closed systems char-

3 acterlstically move'more or less directly toward entropy, actually

i; capltalize on theiz environment can combat entropy ‘and thu can

exist in a dynamic life-state, a "growahmstat | typified by ordef,'

t“xesearch is concerned only with open uystems, the theoretical base

" be dimensionalized and studied. Weiss,; fox example, investigated

T

a R TR T

6
7. All systems tend toward entropy, & state of randommess,

disorder, and inertia.

. ; . -

There are two general clnds or types of systems-uthe “open"

? system.and the "closed" system. Open systems are those which exchange

ﬁ matter and.energy W1th thelr environment, Closed systems . are jsolated

4'}.'

"death-state," whlle open systems by virtue of thelr ability to

?§.d1fferent1ation, ‘'variation, and 1ncreas1ng complex1ty. since this

is derived from.theories of open systems,

Existing theories evidence the variety of ways open systems can

systems in terms of structuxe and :unctlon 15 Optner has noted

 systems can be examined in terms of subsystem (mlcroscopxc) or

outcome (macrosaoPLc) nolyszs}6 And, Millexr has obsexved that systems

- Lpaul Weiss, "Anlmal Behavior as System Reaction: The Orien-
tation Toward Light and Gravity of the Reotlng Postures of Butter-
flies," in General Systems, Yearbook of the Society of General Systems

Research, Vol, Lls 41937/, pp. L-&&.

',]‘6-Opi:ner9 op, Cites Po 28,
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can be viewed in terms of thelr compcnents, form of organizatlon, or

prccesses (e.8.: ateady state or life hlstory).17 Such ways of

?: 1ook1ng at systems illustrate the various perspect es used in the

:formulation of existing opeh 8y stem thGOLleS. Resultant theories

are neither mucually exclusive nor all-lnc;u31ve, and at present

:' tc maximize the underotandlng of a systems a multi-theoxy approach‘»

}, is advantageous; if not essential. The precise advantages of the
multi-perspective, eclectic approach used in this research wiil‘te

?t.set forth in the next section on c1a831flcatlon strategy and the

specific c]assiflcatlon schemes used, Flrst, however, the overall

theoretical base needs to be described,

Review of systeme literature has revealed essentlally fout
distinct theo:etical ‘approaches toward conceptuallzlng systems. They
'; ares

1, Comprehensive systems theories or "theories of the whole'-

These theories focus generally and often subjectively on
~ total or "whole" systems and their obvious components, the
components' attributes, and the relationships between the

components and theixw attributesela

17 5ames G. Mlller, "Living Sysuem3° Structure and Process,"
Behavioral Science, X (Octobe:, 1963), ppe 337-338,

'lssee9 for example, Havl and Fagen, (2 cit., PP. 18-28
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"process" or subsystem theories- Theories of this type are

concerned with microscopic analysis and focus on the pro=

éessing of inputs'thfough system subsystems’into system
output.19 . <

Theories of szgtem;gxopertiesu These theories represent

' macroscopic analysis and derive from the_recufh%ﬁé proper-

~ ties and states evinced in the life-space of a wide variety

- of systems.zo

| Output theories oxr output analysis- Theories of this tyﬁe "

 focus on the outcomes dr.products of system.actioﬁ7?e1ative'
to theix impact on the system and/ox'its'environment.21

f Together'these four cétegories.of theoretical formulations constitute

" the theoxry base for this systems approach to taxonomic inquiry  dinto

" organizational behavior in education,

19g5ee, for example, Ashby, op. cit,* Optner, OD. cit,s PP. 36-51
(in particular); and Miller, " iving Systems: Structure and Process,"
op, cit, - . . o .

ZOSee, for example, Hearn, op. €ift., PP. 4L3-51: Griffiths, op.
cit., pp. 116-118; and George S, Maecid, "An Educational Theory Model:

General Systems Theory," The Ohlo State University Center foxr the
Constzuction of Theoxy in Education, Occasional raper 62-126, 1962,

2lgee, for example, Optnér,‘gg, cit.; and Edgar H. Schein, Q-
ganizational Psychology. Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, Inc.,
1965, pp. 20-100,
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. System Theories of the Wholem Systems by definition are units oz

5 whol.eg and an obV1ous advantage of the concept of system is its in-
herent concern for totallty rather than 1so]ated aspects ox selected
parts of wholes.22 In ‘taxonomic research, especially in the early
;' stages relatlve to a fange OL phenomena, it is imperatlve to be

2 coonlzant of the entire entlty to be classified, Selected palts or

-l

’sets of parts of the whole may oxr may not be characteristic or re=-

f?hpresentative of the entity pec se, Systems, as entities, are composed
of components oOr parts but take their unique meaning from these com=
ponents and their attributes and‘the relationships that exist between
these componcnts and attrlbutes. | | B o

'iﬂ: © In behavmoral units (or systems) such as those which can be

found in eduratlonal organizat1ons, there are obvious components such

as actors, inputs, organization, and ocutput, and attributes of these

" components such as chax racteristics and loc1 of actors and 3nput or-
ganizetionel'mechanisms,and sub-systems, and af fectlve or productlve
resultants or outcomes, Such components and their attributes can be

linked in an infinite variety of ways and their relationships in

. terms of this linkage relative to output 0¥ the products of system
action form one way of looking at a system, '"Wholes" or organiza-

tional behavioral units can be represented or concepiualized in terms

e

2211a1l and Fagen, Op. gig,,.p. 25,
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of categorles derlved from relevant gcneral system concepts such as

actozs, input, organ12at10nal mechaﬁlsm(s), o:ganlzatlonal sub-

systen{s), output, and locus or loc1 of forces to give meaning to

otherwise amdrphous entities and to enaole them to be systematically
compared Comprehensmve or inclusive systeme theory can provide a
means for viewing systems, reducing them to manageable units, and

clasaifying.them.accordlng to theoretically derived categories.

Such theory, however, has somewhat limited utility since it

tends=not to'reduce ambiguity, doeé not minimize subjectivity, and,

due to the complexxty of most‘meanmng;ul systems, tends to gloss
over many lmportant and specific system characteristics, Obvmously

to maximize classificatory power, moie precise and detalled theo-

.vetical comstructs are also needed to augment this kind of theory

in order to achieve the goals of ..xonomic research,

Process Sy#tems Theory«.The essence of systems as revealed by all
forms of systams theoxries is the iﬁputéoutput relationship, Process
theories are concer ned precisely with this aspect of the total system
concept, They deal Wlth the transformation of inputs through PLo=
cessing subsystems into outputs and the res ulting effect of output

on subsequent input in terms of feedbacle, The classic "black box"

conceptualization of a system illustrates this type of theoxy

e
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- graphically,

Figure 1

The "Black Box" model of .the 5

" basic input-output system,

- _w-.w“
et - N“

Feedback

Processing Subsysten(s)

11

"Black Box'

23A

&

shby, op. ¢it,, Chapter 6
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According to these theories inputs in the form of operands

* (those inputs which are to be processed) and operators (those inputs

{ which are to do the processing)24 are transformed through functional

subsystems into output (outcomes ox prodﬁcts of system action).
Results of system action are 1nva£1ab1y evaluated in open systems
and such information in the form of feedback is channeled back into
the system.and affects~future‘system.activity.' To some extent out~

put potenulally 1nc1udes pfoducts, sffectivity, and feédbagk,-and

ﬁ " output in continuous tlme-space becom@s system input relative to

future system activity.

The above simple model failé, however, to reveal fully the dy -

- . namie and potentlal of process systems theo cies, Within the context

of an organizational entity, numerous 11put-outpuu processing sub-
systems exist and often more than one subsystem is used in transe-

forming input into output, The following figure illustrates this

possibility.
Figure 2
" The basic input-output syst emnmodel
jllustrating the linkage of multiple
processing subsystems.
Input %_Subsystem_A.~_~”Lb,Subsystem B.__ts Subsystem C | OQutpui
‘ .

“Black Box"

24pelix ¥, Kopsnelﬁ, "General Systems Theory as the Basis for a
Theory of Imstruction,'" Papex pfesenLed at the Annual Meeting of
the Society for General Systems Research, Decemb°1, 1956, pp. 17-13,

Q

s
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;Each ok the processing subs;sLems 1s; in effect, an 1nput-outnut
zqystem.in its own rlght and could as well be represented in the fol-
éloﬁing way: | |
" Figure °
The linkage of subsystem input

and output xelative to the basic
input-output system model,

Input;>{Subsystem.& Quiput.
7

S
Input ubsystem 3 Output<
: : 0
i [ ] '«
- Input -, Subsystem C Output>
"Black Box" | .

All but the most restricted syocem.p ocessing can, therefore, be
;sub—d1v1ded into decxnlte input~output subuySLems, and furthe y &S
seen in the gbove xlaure, sysLem ouput is linked dlrecLly to or

becomes system input for new subsystem or system functioning,
Also, as stated above, there are both operand and operator cate=

gories of input, Input is not a single quantity but is rather multi-

~dimensional. Likewise, output is as well mulii~dimensional and can

RO s

VN A2 R STV et s
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be categorizéd in terms of productivity and affectivity. ' This is
illustrated in the following figuxre:

o » Figure &
~ The multi-dimensionality of input

and output in the basic input-
. output system model,

-

I o erand ' ' W 8

. S . .
P > Processing ' ﬁ}p
u___— Subsystems |- Ju

" -y, _—;Fo- ‘y-
"Black Box" =

o ® e
e )
. . . A

Finally, feedback (actuaiiy an output phenomenon) can be con-

sidered in greater detall in terms of its effect on system function~

ing., Not only is there internal system feedback or evaluative infor-

mation occurxing within a system but also since open systems exist

and function within an environment, they characteristically receive

external feedback resulting from environmental evaluation of system

‘getion, Both internal and external feedback affect future system

N
sction in terms of input and control over subsystem processesS, The

9,

following figure illustratces these kinds, and functiong)ofé%feed

nack,

e et e e B
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Figure 5

o  The basic input-output System model showing
. internal and external feedback and thelr
effect on input and subsystem processSes.

an
-
(4

//’/’/A/’f;;;erna Feedback

174

\

\

xf o \
. S _ . \
Input Processing output \
~ s Subsystem{s) L 7
‘\\ < ///’

Internal Feedback

DA
o

Since the potential forms of input and output are infinite in

scope and a finite but extensive variety of processing subsystems

can be identified in any sizeable open system, characterization in

texrms of process theories offers a fruitful approach for taxonomic

research., Through this theoretical perspective not only can an

of a system be focused

&)

extensive number of aspects OX attribute

upon but also theix linkage and relationships can as well be sciu-

einized., Process systems theories provide both a comprehensive and

detailed means for charvacterizing syBtens, 1Tne approach is, in

I S0 2
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: |
?n essence, microscopic and descriptive,

eorles of Systems Properties~ One of the striking outcomes of the

aopllcutlon of systems notions to a wide vaclety of phenomena has

ki

been the consistent observatlon of a number of p:opeft;es, ox char-
| s e
acterlstlo states and processes, in the various sys»ems belng stu-

dled 25 guch recurrence of the same p:overtxes (staues or processes)

i
- . i

has undoubtedly given rise to theories of open system px coperties,
These theories deal with mstandessriptions of systems and contend
that all open systems exﬁlblt ldentlcal properties which include

the follow1n0'26

1. Open systems exchange enexgy and information with their
.J, . |

envivonment, (That is, they have inputs and outputs,)

PR

2, Open systems tend to maintain themselves in steady states.

(A steady state is a level of system integration character-

ized by a dynamic ratio of system components and properiiles,)

3. Open systems are self-regulating,

25Ludw;g von Bertalanfly, "Ceneral Systems Theory - A Critical
Review,'" in General Systeus, Yearboo& of the Society for Ceneral
Systems Research, Vol, Vii, 1962, pp. 1mi9 and James G, MilLe
"Living Systewms: Structure and F °“oce°sg op, cit, ,

26Essentia11y from Hearn, oOp. cit,; and Criffiths, op. cit,

Iy -
e e ——— . ———————
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4, Opeﬂ systems exhibit equifi

“1den»1ca1 resu]ts from differéent initial conditions,

nality which means they achieve

5, Open systems maintain their steady states through the

Y
%

dynamic interaction of functional subsystems,
6. Open systems maintain thelx steady states, in pavt, through

feedback processes,

7. Open systems'disnlay progressive segregation ox the process
- of lelSlon 1nco a hierdvchxcal o:aer;ng of suosystemu.

8, Open systems display B;oove531ve mechﬁnxzatlon or the ore

~dering of certain procedures Or processes as fixed arrange-
ments,

9, Open systems tend coward equilibrium, a state of znextxa,

but by their nature {their ab;llty to capitalize on their

environment) can tend towzré negenur0py, the state of order,

differentiation, and/or complexity.

_.Systems can be analyzed 1n.term of these proPeities. Each of
the properties can be assessed in a sunber of ways relative to a
pgrthulaf type of system, For exzmple, in organlzatxoqai systems,
inputs can be normative, uaique, oxr crisis in nature and they can'be
directed toward action, organization, OX policy., Similax character-
ization schemes can be devised for the other pxopprties. The pxo-

perties theoxy approach tC. sharecterizing systems goes beyond mare .
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descripfion and permits dimensionalization of a system in terms of
a meta-conceptualization of cex stain fundamen 1 properties (states
and processes) an& relationships existing invall open systems., The

advantages of this approach for taxonomic research are those of the

macroscopic view of a system in terms of universal systems propex-

ties and the assessment of a system vrelative to a particular refer-

\ : .
ence point in time-space, both of which contribute to classifications

of an evolutional nature

Systems Theories OFf Ougput Analysis- & number of systems theories

-

deriving.l 'gely from the ope rations feseazch.movement focus . px¥
mavily on the outcomes or products of system action, Such theories
aﬁéiprimarily concerned with the overriding end fesults Qf.system
acéivity.27 Aithough the nature of the diﬁensions available to
characterlze Youtput" :elatzve to o rganizgtional systems makes any
such approach to categorization suo1ecuxve, the approach still has
merit for taxonomic research in.that 1t allows for a oualltatwve

asses sment of certain system attribules and an 1&»easxve 1oo< at

O,
system achievement.2°

Accoxrding to these theories, system output consists of “he

270ptner, gp. cite, PP 28-29,

288ystem achlevement, output, or eI fectiveness in terms of mul-
tiple system functions as advanced by Schein, op, cit., PP. 06-98,

P WA
S
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fOIIOW1ng. N ,'_' - | o ) %

1. P“oductxvvty - the attalnmeﬁu of Of8&11231101al goals ox
29 |

o

the fulfillment of organizational purpose.

92, Organizational Health - the ability of an organization to

maintain itself and its pxoductﬁvity in terms of dynamic
interaction of the organization and its enV1xonmenu.3o

3. Integr tion Potential - the ability of the organization to

mesh the needs of 1nd1vm r1als and/oz groups within the
31

Pl o Fandiores

'organization to‘organizatlcnal goals,

4.'.Feedback - organizational evaluatlon or the inspection and/ox

modification of inputs relatave to the response of the

organization or its eaviwvonment tO system activity.sz“

ions for a Soclologlcal App:oach to
i

297alcott Parsons, "Sug est
Ininistrative Science Quarterly, Vol,

‘the Theory of Organizations,’ Ad
I (June, 1956), pp. 6467,

et mitoms e

30y, @, Beanis, "Toward a ' "uly' Scientific Management: the

~ Concept of Crganizational Hea Lbhgn in Ceneragl Systems. Yearbook of

the Society for General Systems Reseaxrch, Vol. Vil, 1962, pp. 269~
82, .

31gchein, op. cif., PP. 97-98.

32 Essentially the concept of feedback as advanced by Ralph
M. S;oodlll jin Individual Behaviox and G OLP Achievenant. Wew'Yo*k

oxford University Press, 1959,

TP .. [ ———— e S
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Productivity can be vic 7ed in terms of product or services

gutility; organizational.health can be assessed in terms of prdced~
?ural adaptability,.identity sense, and capacity to test reality;
;integration potential can be revealed through the extent of group
idecisioneméking, individual self-actualization, and individual

% changefflexibility manifest iﬁ‘organizational activity;'and,
g{feedback can be viewed -in terms of desirability of, or penetration

| of, oxganizationzl evaluation, quetheﬁ such outcome diménsiohs pTo-
;hvide a framewsrk for the output analysis pf system activity, They

; can be subjectively rated as to the extent of their presence indi-

| cating boéh the oPennéss of a system and the system's ability to

? maintain a dynamic.existence.(steady state).33 By scaling such
~'subjective'ratings (frdm low to high degree) outcome.ﬁrofiles can be

_obtained, For taxonomic resezrch this kind of characterization

permits convenient comparisons of classified objects in onder to

assess similarities and dissimilarities in texms of specific vage

iables or gemeral scale profiles,

33The greater the extent or degree of presence of aay ox all of
these dimensions in system "output" the more Yopean'' is the system
and the more “"dynamic” (as opposed to static ox eatropic) is the
system's life-state.:
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The. Derived Classification Schemes for Taxonomic Research

», The classification or characterization of specimens (herein
g7behavioc units W1th1n the educational 0£ganlzag10na1 coatext) for

" taxonomic purposes is necessarily in terms of both similarities an
34

%
¥

Members of a taxonomic class.or order ére both

 dissimilarities,
'sxmllar to each o»he: and dlSSImllaf tO'membe:s of other classes or

*’orders.' The taxonomxst s eriteria £oL sorulng,qucJ?ens into o*dered

-
g
2 ,,

3 grouplngs are, 1n essence, (1)'m1nuceness oL’ eséﬁblance and (2)
-multiplicity of SIlealLtleS.ss Couversely, lack of cesemblance and
dLssxmilaLLuy'may also be applled in sorting the subjects of. taxo-

v‘-

ch or scheme in taxonomlc research

O]

nomy, Any classification appro

..._.y_

"o,

“»

' needs to account for these matters,

L

. Since no one alle-inclusive systems theory exists and since
available systems theO?Les have specific focl and limited vanges of
utility, a multi-scheme approach ﬁsing-the four'above‘cited theo-
retical emphases was devised for éhis research. This approach has its
advantages in providing a multi-pezspective view of the phenomena

under study and in maximizing the possibility of applying the ordex-

ing or soxting criteria of minuteness of resemblance and multiplicity

of similarities, The greater the number of characteristics used in

S

34gee George Gaylord Simpson, Principles of Animal Taxonowmy,
New York: Columbia University Press, 1961, pp. 23 £,

351bzd.9 P. 88
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sorting specimens, the greater is the assurance that crucial and

 significant characteristics will be accounted for, Classification

TR T e )

- indices (oz significant characteristics) can be more accurately
revealed by such an approach and not assumed as may be the case
CEE

when using a relatively small ox highly selectivg‘numbef of charac~

texistics,

The four derived systems classification schemes used in this
taxonomic inquiry into organizational behaviox in education, inclu-

ding their theoretical referents, kinds of categories, and intended

functions for this research, can be explicated as follows:

e 2

1., CLASSIFICATION APPROACH I: Comprehenéive'ggstems Chaxac=

terization Schene,

prehensive systems theoxies,

Classification Categories: actors, inputs, organizational

mechanisn(s), organizational gsubsystem{s), outputs, and
locus of forces,

Method of Chavacterizing Specimens: verbal description re-

lative to the above categories of each uait of oxrganizae’
[

-

tional behavior,

Function: (1) to organize each behavioral unit ox specimen

jnto an oxrderly, workable 'whole" in terms of basic systems

-~

rerminotoey and coacepts: end (2) to reduce data relative
. (= 7 (N )




* tion or contenu analysis for °0ft1n° (classxflcatlon) puzr-

- poses, : o,

TSRS
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~ to each behavioral specimen into a form amenable to 1nspec-

‘ ’ t

CLASSIFICATION ADPRQACH IT: TInput-Cutput Linkage (Sub-

systems) Scheme

. Derivation: £rom process or subsystem theories using stan-

- (products ox p0"1ommaﬁce), affectlvmty, and feedback {in-

of detailed attributes (subdivisions of the above generic

»

dard organizational terminology and standard educational

task aress and terminology to provide specific operational

subcategories within the framework of the process or sub-

system;sheO‘ies.

{

Classification Categories: dinputs in the form of opekands

(information, enexgy, and resources) and operators (control
structures, operations, and personnel); functionzl sub-
systems of the followinw types--administrative, SUPEYVLSOLY ,

instructional, pufnose deteim 1nationg personnel, recor

keeping, client-constituent rela ions, business management,

and negotiation; aﬂd output in the form of productivity

ternal and external),

-

Method of Charactexrizing Specimens: checking the presence

classification categorles) ori a structured woxksheeso ‘ E
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Function: to microscopically characterize behavioral spe~

cimens in terms of (1) imputs, subsystems, and outputs; and

(2) 1nput»output linkage through LUnctional subsystems{

CLASSIF[CATIOV‘APPROACH II1: Ana1v51s of System Properties==-

States and Processes.

Derivation: from theories of universal open system piopex-

-8

~ ties,

Classification Categories: input, output, input~output

relationship, steady state, relatlonshlp of funct101a1 subm

3ystems, self-regulation, feedback, negentropy, progre651ve

- segregation, pxogsﬂssive mechanization, and equilibrium,

" Method of Charact erlzlng Specxncas. checking appropiriate

detailed characteristics under each category on a structured

worksheet,

Function: to macroscopically characterize behavioral spe=-
cimens at a given p01nu in time-space in terms of the uni-
versal propcrtues exhibited by all open SYSLemu,

CLASSIFICATION APPROACH 1IV: Outnut Ana1y51s Scheme.,

Derivation: £rxom output theories or system outcome analysis, -

Classification Categorie§; productivity (in terms’ of pro-

duct and services utility), ox -ganizational health (in texrms

of adaptability, identity sense, and reality test capacity),

o




-

-integrutlon potentlal (in terms of selx-actualization,
'group dcw.s;on~mékxng, and individual change flexibility),
and feedback (in_terms of desxrablllty and penetration).

Method of Chargcterlzlng Specxmons' rating of each of the

c1a331f1cat10n categbrles on a four-point scale relative to

degree of presence (from low to hlgh) and plotting proflles

for each specimen,

Function° (1} to qualltativelv assess system.output

variables and system.adhlevement, and (2) to 1nd1caue the

degree of "openneSQ" evinced in system action.

The . ratlonale for thls fouf scheme approach can be‘clax"'ed

further by illustratlng plctorlally the relationship of the classm-

fication schemeg,. Figure 6 below attempLs to do this.

\/’




Figure 6

/.

. Relationship of the four classification schemes
' dexived from systems theory

e

&

(

Appxoach III:
alysis of System Proper-
ties Scheme '

Approach II/
Input-Qutput| Linkage -
(Subsystem) Scheme

Approach 1:
Comprehensive Systems
" -Classification Scheme

Approach IV:
Output Ana-

lysis Scheme |

/
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Thus, Approach I provides a comprehensive look at the specimens,

I

Appro: .ch II characteflzes in detall the input-output linkage'and

[
¥ 5‘--

transformatlon plocessg Approach III focuses upon the universal chare-

acteristlcs ox propcrtles of all o#en systems, and Approach IV repre-

-"b

v.' I l
R oe\

_sents a qualmtatlve assossmenu of system output or the end product

variable's_,"

p*ehens

subJects of.thls taxonomlc 1nqaLry.

The speclflc tools useé in chacacterizing specimens or behavioral

“-

‘units in this research fol}ow in the Lorm.they were used, Operational

definitions of the torms used on the worksheets appear in Chizpter

- Addendum I, The definitions are listed according to the woxrksheet

to which they apply. It should bé noted that the major or essential
definitlons (those welating to fundamental systems concepts and
higher level categories in the classi fication schemes) represent
collations of definitions from the literature, the essence of current
.systemé thought, and/or weight of usage in systems literatuxe,

Minbr or detailed definitions are largely derived from commoil Usage.
Those terms not de¢¢ned (those WLfn'mOSu obvious meanings) should

be viewed relative to prevailing use,

"
=2

B T

e




Classification Viorksheet~~1

Comprehensive Systems Characterization Scheme

%

i Specimen Topic

g Actor(s):'

Input(s):

Organizational
Mechanism(s):

:;Organizational
-~ Sub-system(s):

Output(s):

or
Loc"sAFﬁ Loci of Forces:

Ead

Major Minow

System

Subsystemn

Environment




e

Classsification Worksheel II

9

Input-Output Linkage (Subsystems) Scheme

© Specimen °
1.0 INPUTS
1.1 Operands
(1)__ T1.11 Information
-(2) 1.111 Message
(3)““}.112 Inquiry
G) _1.113 - Expectatlons
(5)__1.114 Strategy
6)__1.12 Energy (behavior)
(7) 1.128 , Rational Behavior
(8) 1.1211 Performance
(9) 1.12111 Individual
(l0)__1.12112 Individuals
(11) 1.11113 Group (s)
(12)__1.1212 Interaction
(13) 1.12121 Individuals
(14) _1.12122 Groups |
(15)__1.122 Irrational Behavior
(t6)__1.1221 Performance
(17) _. 1.12211 Individual
(18)__ T 1,12212 Individuals
- Q9)__ T1.12213 Group (s)
(20)__1.1222 ‘Interaction
Q1) ___ T1.12221 Individuals
(22)__ T 1.12222 " Groups
.(23) 1.13 Regources
(24) 1.131 Matezial
(25) 1.132 .. Ruman
1.2 Operators
(26)_1.21 Control Structures
27)__1.211 Formal
(28)__1.2111 Legitimized
(29)__1.2112 Institutionalized
(30)__1.212 Informal (operative
, - role)
(31)__1.22 Operations (processes)
(32)__ TT1.221 Decoding
(33)__1.222 Advisory
(346) _1.223 Decision-making
(35)__1.224 Communication
(36)__1.225 Memory
(37)__1.2251 Formal (conscious)
(38)__1.2252 Informal (unconscious)
(39)__1.226 Work '
(40)__1.2261 Routine
(41)__1.2262 Special |
(42)__1.227 Rectification (check)
(43)__1.228 Encoding
(45) 1.23 Personnel
(46)__ TT1.231 Individual
(47) __1.232 Individuals
(48) _ 1.233 Small Group
(49)__1.234 Large Group °

2.0 FUNCTICNAL SUB-SYSTEMS

(50)__2.1
(51)__2.11
(52)__2.12

(53)__2.13

- (54)__2.131

(55)_2.132
(56)__2.133
(57)__2.134
(58)_2.14

- (59) __ 2,141

(60)__. 2,142
(61)__2.143
(62) _2.144
(63)__2.15

(64) __2.151
(65)_2.152
(66)___ " 2.153

(67)_2.154

(68)___2.16
(69) 2,161
(70) __ 72,162
(71)__. T 2,163
(72)___ T 2.164
(73)___ T 2.17
(74)__ 2,171
(75)__?.172
(76)__2.2
(77)_2.21
(78)_2.22
(79)__2.221
(80)__2.222
(81)_2.223
(82)_2.23
(83)__2.3
(84)__2.31
(85)__2.32
(86)__ 2,321
(87)__ T 2,322
(88)_2.323
(89)__2.324
(90)__2.325
(91)__2.33
(92)__2.34

(93)__2.35
(94)__2.4
(95)__.

(96) _2.42
(97)__2.421
(98)__2.422
(99)__ 9 5
(100)___.
(101)___ 2 511
(102)__2.512
(103)__2.513

Administrative
Decision Making
.Communication
Policy .

Formulation
Interpretation
Enforcing
Revision
Rules and Regulations
Formulation
Interpretation
Enforcing
Revision
Arbitration (of’ conflict)
Intra-organizational
Interstitial
Extra-organijzational
Between Spheres
Research
Opcrations
Program
Personnel
Clients
Work
Routine
-Special

Supervisory
Control
Development

Orientation
Improvement
Re-training
Advisory
Instructional
Teaching
Curriculum °
" Development
Testing
Implementation
Modification
Revision
Extra~curriculum
Materials
Facilitation
Purpose Determination
Coals (educational)
Objectives
Operation
Program
Personnel
Organizational Staff
Recruitment
Seicction
Assignment
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3 ‘ - 3.0
52104; 2.514 Orientation 3.1 Productivity
- (105)__2.515 Development (155 ::3,11 Product
§106 3_2 .516  Separation 2156 ) 3.111 InTormation
(107)_2.52 Pupil Services . (157)¥%3.1111 Viritten
5108;___.2.521 Health ﬁlsag_-_}.lnz Oral
- (7109)__2.5211 Physical 159)__3.112 Decisions
: 110%__2.5212 lental (260) _3.113 Policy
- (111)__2.522  Testing (161) _3.1131 Formulation
: 1123__2.523 Advisory (1623___.3.1132 Revision
0 (113)__2.5231 Guidance (163)__3.114 Rules and Regulations
(114)__2.5232 Counseling (1643__3.1141 Formulation
- (115)__2.5233 Placement - (165)__3.1142 Revision
' (116)"_2.524 TFood | (166) _3.115 Resources
117)__2.525 Transportation (167) _3.1151 Personnel
- (118)2.526  Control (168)___3.1152 Course of Study
2119 — 2.6 Record Keeping 1693_“}.1153 Facilities
120)__2.61 Staff 170)__3.1154 Tiscal
121)_2.611  Professional 171§_~}.116 Planning
122 ”_2 612 = Non-professional (172 __}.1161 Strategy ‘
123)_ 2.62 Student (173)_3.1162 . Operatlonal Plans
124)_2.621 Health ' ' 174)___3.117 Records .
125)" 2.622  Academic 175)__3.118 Reseaxrch -
.(126)_2.63 Fiscal ' - 176) __3.119 Contract
127)__2.64 TFacilities . . 177)__3.12  Performance
128)__ 2.7 Cllent~00not1tuent 178) _3.121 Behavior
. Relations 179;__}.1211 "~ FRational
129;__2.71 Information 180)3.1212 -  Irrational.
130)"2.711 Dissemination. 1813""3.122 Decision Transmit
131)__2.712 Clarification é182 —3.123 Information Trans-—
(132) _2.72 Participation , - : mission
133)_2.721 MNaintenance - (183)__3.124 Policy
134) 2.722 Assistance (184)" 3.1241 . Enforcement
-135&_“2.723 Developmental - (185)” 3.1242 Interpretation
136) 2.8 Business lanagement 186)" _3.125 Rules and Resla-
137)__2.81 Tinancial Affairs “” | tions
(138)_2.811 Budgeting (187)__3.1251 Enforcement
(allocation of funds) (1883 3.1252 Tnterpretation
(139) __2.812 Purchasing - (189)__3.126 Arbitration
§l403__2. 13 Remuneration (190;' 3.127 Consultation
141)_2.82 Physical Plant (191)"_3.128 Viork
-(142)_2.821 Plaming 3.2 Affectivity
143)"_2.822 lMaintenance | 1923 3.21 Organization
144)__2.823 Hodification 193)__3.211 “Préfessional Staff
145)  2.824 Improvement 194)  3.212 Non—nrofes51onal
146;_"2.825 Addition (195)__3.22  Clients
147)__2.9 Negotiation | 196) _3.221 Students
148) 2.91 Employees 197)__3.222 Parents
149)_2.911 Professional staff (198) _3.23 Interstitial Groups
150) 2.912 Non-professional (199)__3.231 Board of Lducation
151) _2.92 Other Governmental (200; __3.232 PTA
' Agengies (201)__3.233 Citizen AGV1sory
152§ 2.93 Community I Groups
153)" 2.931 At large (202)__3.234  Other

(154)__2.932  Groups

e Wit




 (228)_3.3222

:(203)__3.24 Supra-Educational

] Organizations
:(204)__3.241 Intermediate (County)
1 (205)__3.242 ‘State
(206)__3.243 Federal
(207)_3.25 Extra-Organizational
-(208)___ 3,251 Parents “

- (209)__3.252 Citizens

- (210)_3.253 Community

- (211)__3.26 Profession

- (212)__3.261 Individual(s)

- (213)_3.262 Associations

f(214)__§.263 Movements§~

: 3.3 Feedback

- (215)__3.31 Internal

(216)__3.311 Positive
(217)__3.3111 Ongoing

- (218)__3.3112 Post facto

- (219)__3.312 - Negative

- (220)__3.3121 Ongoing ..

(221)__3.3122 Post facto °

- (222)__3.32 External

' (223)__3.321 Positive

- (224)__3.3211 Ongoing

- (225)_3.3212 Post facto

- (226)__3.322 Negative

- (227)__3.3221 Ongoing

Post facto

31




Clzosification Worksheet III | 32
] Analysis of System Properties--States and Processes
épecimen
i. Input: ~
(300)__Routine (Ordlnary) 303; Action
;301 —_Special 304) «rganization
5302 __Crises : (305) Pollcy
2. Output: |
(306)__Routbine (Ordinary) (309) Tunctional
(307)_Special o 5310 —_Dysfunctional
(308 CrlSIS — Non~-functional

| 311
3. Input-Output Relatlonshlp.

(312)__Direct {(315)__Unchanged 318) __Energy Increase
(313) Indirect 23163 Adapted 319; Energy Equivalence |
(314 —__None ' 317) Changed 320)" Energy Loss

4. oteady State (System ILife State):

321) _Maintained Unchanged (324) Stable 326)__Responsive
(322)"_ Progressive Modification (325)  Permeable 3273 Adaptive
(323 Regressmve Modification . 328)  Inflexible
5. Relationship of Punctional Subsystems:

329)_Close 53333 Formal © (335 3 __Programmed

:(330)__Vorkable 334)__Informal . (336 Spontaneous

331)  Impeded | : , |
(332 None
6. System Self-reguvlation:

(337) __Complete (341)__Fixed (334)__Reflexive
(338) _Partial 2342 —_Ad hoc (345)__Cognitive Immediate
(339) _linimal 343)__Accidental . (346)__Cognitive Delayed
(340)__None
7. Peedback (Informatlon Flow):

347)__unlimited 350; Formal ] é 352) Intermltbent

348)Limited (351) “Informal 353) _Continuous

349)__None | ‘ ' 354; —_Proportional
| | ' 355)__Relay

.(Tendencies towar&i)

ot

Degree of Existence State of Tendency
- ' emain
High ! Mod. Low :None Incr. | Same Decr.
8. Negertropy (356)] (360) | (364)1(368) (372) | (376) | (380)
9. Progressive I : ]
Segregation (357)1 (361) | (365)1(369) (373) 1 (377) 1 (381).
10. Progressive Lo | o
""" Hechenization | (358)1(362) 1 (366)1(370) (374) | (378) 1 .(382)
11.. Equilibrium erSS)_j§63) (367) 1(371) (375) ‘(379) (383)

B S |
et riid
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Class:Lf:Lcat:.on Worksheet IV
s Output Analysis Scheme

SUBJECTIVE OUTPUT RATING SCALE

o
=

' Specimen

(product utility

I. 'Productivity B
' <le_;_ez:v:‘.ces utility
., radaptability | o .- .
f' II. Orgam.zat:l.onal ? . > > < -
Health | ( identity . . . .
reality test |
icapability | - e e . .
ﬁelf-actuallzaulm | e e e e
. - group decision- _
III. Integratjion | making _ e e e e
individual change , ,
| flexibility s o e .
f des:.rabi.llty of . . . .

IV, Feedback | _
. Qgenetzatz.on of : . « - o .
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Applylng the Classification Schemes

7 - to Behavior Specamens

The four s ystems schemes &eV1sed for charaétellzlng o:ganxza-
t10na1 behavior in education wereﬂused to c1ass1fy the 90 behavioral
unite (0.T.U,'s or "specimens") that are the subJects of this taxo-
nomic research These behav10£a1 units as noted elseWhere were oOb~

tained from two particular forms of educational organlzaulon-nphe

- - public school district and a private ingtitution of higher education.

In classifying the behavioral units uéing the systemS‘approaches ii

'-was'necessary to look.bejbnd the units ox 0,T,U.'s in order to peimit

- categories was requived,

detailed classification, 1In addition to the unit ox 0,T.U. being
considered, 1nformation from other 0 T, U s and sPeclal background

data provided by the field study were used, Even with such other

' data it was not always possible to operate at the greatest level of

. specificity and, at times, use of more generic characterization

-

Each "collected and mounted" behavioral unit or specimen from

“the source organizatlons was classified according to the various

schemes by two researchers working independently. Comparison of .
the independent classifications fox the schemes in approaches 1, 1L,

and TYII revealed that a high degree of intew-rater weliability

e e e e i —————p .

T N N
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- was achieved. Vexy seldom.(ln less than one per cent of the possxblc
j instances) was it nece,sary to resolve a classification discrepancy
3 by the use of deflnltlons or joint-ratex reassessment; rather, erroTs
. of omission (e.8., failing to check oxr overlooking a relevant char-
acte:istlc) were typlcal of the relatlvcly few classlfication
differences (approximately three per_cent). Tnter-rater reliability
relative to approach IV (fhe subjective output rating scheme) was
not as great as foxr the othexr apploaches. The lack of specific
.operatlonal ‘criteria for "degree of presence" resulted in oéé rater
tending to use higher scale. values fox ratlng output varlables thmn
the other rater, Howeve:, the COﬂLl&Uf&thﬂ of the proflles reallzed
was similar and the overall classifications comparable. This gene
erally'high level of intex-rater reliability contributes to the
dbjGCthlty of the classification pzocess and was due in part to the

detailed operational deflnltIOHS that guided the classification

.p_i:ocefss',.,g6

Since it is beyond the scope of this document to present the

detailed classifications of all of the behavioral units, the chau-

36pbviously related to jnter-rater reliability was the
femiliarvicy of the raters with the concepts and definitions used.
guch resulted from the review of systems literature, development oI
che classification schenes, & and the process of formulating 0pevaulon°l
de finitions for the study. it is appavent that the level of inter-
yater reliability achieved can be attx ~ibuted to undevstanding of the
concepts and terminology emoloyed Some “eraining for use' would be
required for othex rasearchere ‘n ordexr for them to apply the classifi-
cation schemes with a 1like degree of 1nte£ure {chn reliability,

e ——— AR T T




acterization of two such units in terms of the four classification

schemes will be deécribed. For illustrative purposes one unit each

" was chosen from the public school and higher education contexts. The

L:"units selected illustrate quite well the application of the'genéral
classification procedures and are rather central specimens to the
.'presentation in the data analysis section of this chapter. (The

units are #4, and #75 as found in Chapter III.)

. .

A}

. Classification of "A Prospective Teacher Interview," Behavioral Unit wmh--

The verbal characterization of this behavioral unit on Worksheet I

(the Comprehensive Systems Characterization Scheme) in terms of general

o or
 systems terminology and a general t:# inclusive view of the specimen

N

was as followus:

Actorggjz Superintendent; High School Principal; Teacher
candidate; and Superintendent of a near-by district.

Input(s); Actors; Actors perceptions and expectations; and Work,
Decision, and Communication processes.

Organizational Mechanism(s): Interview; and Personal background

" check on candidate via telephone.

Organizational Subsystem(s): Administrative; and Personnel

(recruitment and selection).




I3 A
e e AT - e

gptzﬁts: Decision to hire candldate, Ofier of contract (salary

conditional on recommendatlon), and‘Ag eem°1c that accep~

.'g.-

i
T T

tance or recjection of contract is to come after candidate

interviews for another position,

Loci of Forces: Major, from an organizational subsystem; and

Minor, from the environment,

Classification of this behavioral unit on Worksheet IT (Input-
3 Output'Linkage Scheme) in terms of the specific characteristics in

"this schene was as follows:

Input: Operand Inputs in the form of (a) Information-Expectation:
(Characte“istlcs #4) on the part of the Superintendent,
Principal, and Ca*md:;.date, (b) Energy-Rational Behav:.or

| ,Indlvxduals (Characteristic #13)-~the interaction of the

Superlntendent, Principal, and Candidate in the inter-
view situation, and (c) Resources-Human (Chaxracteristic ,

#25)=~the teacher candidate; and COpexratox Inputs in the

form of (a) Control Structux cs-»Fo zmal (Characteristic

#27) ~=behavior is obviouslyucontrolled by the foumal

) ) .
e e <ttt T e e . . IR e
e . B N
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school organization but greater specificity {in terms

of legitimized or institutionalized control) is not

evidenced in the sPéciman itself oxr the background data
on the scnool system, (o) Operallons (Proceoses)-Dec1-
'wfiélon~makiu
A i} A
3 istics #34, #35, and #40)-na decision is to be made,

relevant 1nfo:matlon transmitted, and the kind of woxk

done usual or normative to tne'sySLem, and (¢) Personnel-
Individuals_(Characteristic #47)--the involvement of the
Superintendent and Principal with no éVidence that these
organizational members.function as a formai or estab- |

- lished group ip-any sense of the word,

Functlonal Subsystems: ThelAdministrative Subsysten in terms of

g

Declslonnmaklng and Communlcatlon (Characterlsulcu #51

and #52)~--administrative decision-making (choice between

alternatives: to hire and to qffer contract) and infor-
mation processing occurs in the specimen; Personnel~
Organizational Staff subsystem in terms of Recruitment
and.Selection (Characteristics #101 and #102)--the be-
havioral unit involves the attraction, and the evalu-
ation and selection of personnel; and the Business Man-

agement»%Financial Affairs subsystem in texrms of Remun-

eration (Characteristic #140)--the salary for the position




" 45 consideied and determined in the specimen,
Prcductivity-Prodﬁct~Info*mec101 in an Ozal form (Character-
‘istic #158)--0ne reeultant of the behaV1ozal inter:

e s,

‘informatlon, end -Plannlng ‘in the Lcrm of Opefaulon al Plans
(Characterls ic #173)--1t is aareegf;@lﬁffhe candldate will
decide afteé interviewing o ano»nec c051t10n and uhgc the

alary is conelngent upon a recommendation to be.processed;
Product1vzty-PeLLormance in terms of Rational Behavior - (Char~

acterlstlc #179)=-~the behavxoc of the Superuntendent is pue-ﬁ

poswve (dlrected toward obtalnlng an organlvational member),

and xn terms of Int ormacloﬂ Tiransmission (Characteristic
.#182)-«1nfprmatlon is transmitted between the members in
the intereccion situation; Affectivity-Organization
(Characterlsclc #192)~~the o'oanlzatlon will, in fact,
be affected by the candidate' s acceptance or rejection

of the job offer (greater specificity not possible due

to available evidence in specimen) an%(Profession-

Individual (Characteristic #212)-=the candidate is af-
fected by the interaction and at the time is simply a
member of the teaching profession; and Feedbec k-Internal
~Positive~Post facto (Charactexistic #218)n«reinfcrcing'

evaluative infcrmation is evinced (e.8e» candidate's

reply, "Eagex') an%TNegativewPost facto (Chaxracteris
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.#221)--evaluative information against the direction of
system activity is also present (c.g8., the near-by Superin-
téndent initially did not remember the candidate). 1In

all instances the feedback in the process sense is M"after

.thc fact.

;fL_J91f1cat10n of thls ‘behavioral unlt on Wbrksheeu 111,

A T

PR A

Ana1y31s of System.Propectles - States and Processes) was as follows:

In ut: Routlne (Characteristic #300)~~the 1npuu state (actlon
Lnput

state on obtaining personnecl) is owxdinary or normaulve to

‘the systemj and Organization (Characteristic #304) =-=the input
B | . 4 ' ° 4 .
state is functional in terxms of organizational maintenance

(thv prov13101 of organization weimbers).

OQutput: Routine (Characterlstlc #306)--the output ‘state (that of
selecting an organizational member) is ordinary oOF normative

to the system’ and Functional (CharaCteristic #309)~~this

*
3 - -
o o T T T IR T RS R
I ST e T

state contributes to the positive fulfillment of system pure-

poses (the selection of members and perpetuation of the organ-

ization).

InputwOutput'Relationship: Direct (Characteristic_#312)»~the in=~
itial and terminal states (timej and timeg or tj and t3) are

essentially immediate effective and consequentialj;
] d >

Unchanged (Cnaracuerxstvc #315)==no change or modification

is made in the conuent or goals of sysLem.actxvxty

i ae ot LAt Bk e e g e
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from tj to t; and Energy Equivalence (Characteristic
#319)--output resultants approximate and neither. sur-

pass or fall short of intended system activity goals,

Steac State: Maintained Unchanged (Characteristic #321)--the
sysfem steady State~i§ unaltered-(neither changed to a
more or less functional state); Stable (Characteristic

' #324)~-the system staﬁe éives evidence of being able td
withstahd the impinging forces.(feedback re candidate aﬁd
candldate s desire to interview for another p031t10n),
and Adaptlve (Characterlstlc #327) --the system consc1ously
encompasses impinging forces (abpxg).

sty

Relationship of Functional Subsgsteﬁsﬁ' Close (Charactexistic

#329) ~-~the Superintendent's relationships to the Principal
and the reference giver are maximizing; Formal (Charac-
teristic #333)--these relationships are controlled by theé

legltxmlzed oraanlzaulonal structure; and Programmed

(Characterlstlc #335) ~-~the relatlonshlps are fixed by the

organizational structure,

System Self-Regulation: Complete (Characteristic #337)--the

controlling of system action is total (full adjustment

to impingements on the system); Ad hoc (Characteristic

#342)~=al regulation (e.g., of obtaining reference or

establishing operational plans for acceptance-rejection

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

e
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/" of job offe ) results from specially devised ox sit~
uational means; and ngnltlve Tmmediate (Characteristic
#345) -~regulation is rational (thought out and especially
.deviséd) apd achieved without deiay.

Feedback: Limited (Characteristiq #348)--the reference is not

initially achieved and the candidate does not accept the
JOb offer at tz, Formal (Characteristic #350)--feedback
flows through prescrlbed organizational channels; and
Contihuous (Characteristic #353)-~evaluative information

occurs througnout the unit.

Negenurogz. Exxscs to a Modevate Degree (Characteristic #JOG)“”

due to the order within the unit of activity but not
High Degree since complete order (job acceptance) is not
achieved; and Increasing State (Characteristic #376)--
decision to hire candidate, to seek reference, and to
set operational plans for the candidate's decision give
evidence of increasing order and complexi?:yo

Progressive Segregations: Modefaue (Characteristic #361)-~since

there is some heirarchical qrdering'of subsystems {infor-
mation gathecing and operational planning) in this unit;
and Remains the Same (Characteristic #378)--since there

is no increase or decrease in the state of tendency

noted.

e o RN YA T A TN 7 e
. i S
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Progressive Mechanization: Exists in a Low Degree (Characteristic

- #366)~--only operational plans for a decision are fixed
as arrangeﬁencs between t] and t2; and Remains the Same
(Charactéristic #378)4~no‘increase or decrease in the
state of the tendency is noted. .

Equilibrium: Exists in a Low Degree (Characteristic #367) -~

there is some inertia (indecision re acceptance) still - %
evidenced (in spite of “eagerness") at ty; and Decréasing |
Staté (Characteristic #573)-~inerﬁia decreases somewﬁét

from t; to t due to the seeking of reference infofmation

and the determination of operational plams'for the can-

didate's decision,

’

The classification of this behavioral unit on Worksheet IV

L

- (Output Analysis Scheme) in terms of scale ratings of 0 = none, i =

low, 2 = moderate, and.3 = high (degree of) was as follows:

Product utility: Moderate (2)--the acceptance decision is not

yet reached and full usefulness is not yet realized,

Services utility: High (3)=-assistance potential for decision
activity is maximally achieved,

Adaptability: High (3).-~the organization is flexible to both

the candidate's desire to look at another position and to

forthcoming reference data.




. | : - b4
Identity: ~Moderate (2)~-the organization evinces what its
goals are and what it is to do but to neither a hign or

low degree,

Reality Test Capacity: Moderate {2)--the organization searches

out and capitalizes on relevant environmental properties

(the candidate and reference giver).

§§1f«Actualization: High (3)=-~-candidate can maximize ind%vidual.

goals by choosing between two positions.
P

GroqE_DeciSion-Méking;m Moderate (2)-¥the Principalﬂis involved

to some degree im the decision-making process.

Indmvxduql Change Flexibility: Low (L)--oaly a slight modL-

flcaulon in terms of opesauloﬂal plans is achleved to

accomodate candlaate.

Desirabillty of Feedback: High (3\-weva1ua ve ifAformation 1s

actzvely sought by both parties,

Penetratlon of Feedback: Modc*ate (2) --complete evaluative in-

» St

formation (the desired decision on the part of the can-
didate has not yet (at t 2) enuered the ~system aJ chough

... other evaluative information has been received, .

,Classification;df."Studeﬁ“'COursm Cbanre ; bethL0~&1 Uni ¢ #75 - Due

ot

to the PdueﬂSIVQ aescalntlon needed to Lllus ate how the ;oukuscheme

systems classi catlox approach 18 aoplhed to bonavio al units, this

secdnd unit'will”be'illustrated i texms of only Lna classif “ication

Q

[ o e et e
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"~ categories employed, However, in instances where different charac-
E'teristics than used in classifying the foregoing specimen have been

i observed these will be described in detail for the reader's infor-

X

mation. , ¥

Verbal characterization of this unit on Worksheet I (the Com-
i prehensive Systems Characterization Scheme) was as follows:
Actor(s): Dean; Student; Professor; and Clerk,

Inputs: Actors; and Student's request for course change,

Organizational Mechanism(s): Informal conference,

Organizational Subsystem(s): Adminisﬁrative; and Pupil Placement,
Output(s): Course change effected; Student advised of procedure;
| and Plan for 1n£orm1ng instructor of new course of student

- formulated,

lLocus of Forces; Major, from organizational subsystems,

Classification of this behavioral unit on Worksheet II (Input-

~Output Linkage Scheme) was as folloﬁg:_

Input: Operand Inputs in the form of (a) Infdrmation-Inquify
'(Chéra¢t¢ristic #3)-~a formal request was made by the
student.:(b) Information-Expectations (Charactéristic
#4), and (c¢) Energy-Rational BehaV1or~Interactlon-Indl-

V1duals (Charactexistic #13); and Operator Inputs in the

form of (a) Control Structures~Formal-Legitimized

. (Characteristic #28)--prescribed organizational controls

U s s ¢ Attt -
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and authority (via Dean and course change procedure) were

used, (b) Operations-Advisory,~Decision-Making, and

-Routine Work (Characteristics #33, #34, and #40)--the
former since the student is receiving consultatlve advice

and suggestlons, and (c) Personnel-Individuals (Character-

istic #47).

Functional Subsystems: The Administrative Subsystem in texms of

pecision-Making (Characteristic #51) and Routine Work
(Chaéacteristic #74) --an ordinary organizational task (the
processing of a course transfer) is performed and Per- 
sonne1~Pup11 Services~Placement (Characterlstlc #115) ==
the studenu is placed in an appropllaue learning “situation

.
-
H

(a class to meet training goals).,

Qutput: productivity-Product-Decision (Chuaracteristic #159)--

a terminal choice from.alférnative'is made; Productivity-
Performance-Decision Transmission (Characteristic #181)~=

the decision is transmi;ted (or plans for transmission made)
to all concerned in the specimen; Affectivity-Clients-
Student (Charactéristié #196) ~-the decision (output)

directly affecLs the student, and Feedback-Internal-Positive:-
Ongoing (CharacterLstlc #217)-~eva1uaulve information is
from within the unit, is reinforcing, and is continuous

throughout the unit.
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The classification of this behavicral unit on Worksheet III

k(Analysis of System.Properties - States,and Processes) was as

ﬂfol]cws~ | | | |

Input: Routine (Characteristic #300) ; and Action (Characteristio
#303) since system work was to be done. )

Qutput: Routine (Characteristic #308) ; and’Functinnél (Chax-
acteristic #309) o | | |

Input-Output Relationshlp- Direct (Characteristic #312); Un-

changed (Characteristic #315) and Energy Equivalence (Char-

L

actéristic #319).
Steady State: Mhintained Unchanged (Characteristic #321); Stable

(Chaxacteristic #324); and Responsive'(Characteristic #326)
~-the system was quite aware of the impinging forces of. (a)
certification‘neéds_and (b) the instructor's ability to cope

with “transferring in" students, and initiated action ac~

cordingly.

Relationship of Functional Subsystems: Workable'(Charactéristic

| #330)--it was operationally facmlitating but not maximizing

Formal (Characterlstlc #333); and Programmed (CharacterisCLG

#335),

System SelfnRegu]ation° Complete (Characteristic #337); Fixed

(Characteristic #341)-ma11 regulation resulis from consciously

prescribed and deV1sed means (follows eppiOpriate channels),

R S )
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and Cognitive Immediate (Characteristic #345),

Feedback: Unllmlted (Characterlstlc #347)--eva1uat1ve 1nforma-

',tion is not impeded; Formal (Characterlstlc #350), and
Continuous (Characterlstlc #353).

Negentropy: Exists to a High begree (Characteristic #350)--a

maximal level of order (ccmplete goal realization is reached);
'and Increasing State (Characteristic #372),

Progressive Segregation: None (Characteristic #369)--no hier-

archlcal ordering of subsysiems occurs here,

Progressive Mechanization: WNone (Characteristic #370) ~-no or-
‘dering of processes as fixed arrangement occurs in this

specimen,

Equilibrium: ZLow Degree of Existence (Characterlstlc #307), and

Decreasmng State of Tendency (Characterlstlc #383)

Cla351f1catlon of this behavzoral unit on WOrkshect IV (Output
Analysis Scheme) in terms of scale ratings of 0 = none, 1 = low,

2 = moderate, and 3 = hlgh (degree of) was as follows:

gpoduct utlllgz. High (3)~~ultimate usefulness (the course
- change) was realized,

Services utility: High (3).

Adaptability: Moderate'(Z)-uthe organization is flexible to the

student's desixe to change courses but to neither a high or

low degree,

Identity: Moderate (2).
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Reality Test Capacity: None (O)--organization:environment ree-

lationships are not jnvolved in this unit and not re-

<

levant to it .
Moderzte (2)--student goals (but only short- -

SelfwActualizatioh:

‘ texm, immediate goals) can be realized.

Group QecisionsMéking: Moderate (2).

Individual Change Flexibility: None (0)-~innovation or adap-

tation is mot involved in this unit.

Desirability of Feedbaclk: High (3).

.Penetration of Feedback: High (3)--the evaluative snformation

tends to be used throughout the unit by all of those

-~

involved,

s - The four systems classification schemes formu~

rch proved to be readily

Othex application

lated and applied in this taxonomic resea

Although some behavioral units o%

" usable classification devices,

specimens vore more difficult to handle than othexs (due to the

kinds and extent of available data), in general, the behavioral
units under scrutiny could well be chaxacterized according to the

schemes, ‘Realizing though that cther types of behavioral uﬁits might
inquicy intolorganizational

equally well be the subjects of taxononmic

7 behavior, the four scheme systems approach was tested with othex
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M kinds of specimens, A number of larger, wore complex units of organ-

"

. ,,:.-,{i 1/

izational behavior involving more data, greater detail, and longer

som A '“;"’T’

time spans were classified, Several cases in educational adminis-

tration (long and short, written and filmed) were the subjects of

~this additional test of the schemes.3’ It was found that the

,.systems schemes (especially schemes III and IV) could be even more

easily applied to the more comprehensive behavioral entities, The

systems schemes appear to have potential for use with behavioral

~unilts othexr than those focused on in this research and the macro-

- scopic schemes seem to be particularly useful in classifying behavs-

ioral units that take place over extended time periods, a.potential

for deVeldpmental or evolutional taxonomy.ss.

-

37The schemes were applied (1) to several written cases froa The
University Council for Educational Administration's Written Case
Series (Columbus, Chio); (2) to a number of educational cases deve-
loped by graduate students at the University of Rochester; (3) to tie
filmed case, "The Conference' (Chio State University, Motion Picture
Division, Columbus, COhio); and (4) to the cxtended case study, “'The
Jackson County Stoxy,' by Keith Goldhammer and Frank Farmer cf the
CASEA of the University of Oregon, Eugene, Oregon,

38Eleutional taxonomy is concerned with the growth patterns
of its subjects and the development of classes in time space, It

. is essentially a dynamic classification framewoxri concerned with

speciation and developmental forms, according to Simpson, op. cit,,
p. 67, the basis of, or focal approach of, modern taxonomy.,

~
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/o Data Analysis

Analysis of data comnsists oz gomparison of the ninety behavioral
:units that are the subjects of this?taxonomic research in termé of the
characterizations of these units accordiﬁg to the systems classifi-
~cation approaches oxr schemes, Before logking at some of the results

- of analysis and conclusions thai éap be;drawn,it is important to dis--

. cuss briefly the ways the classifications of the behavioral units

according to the various schemes were analyzed. Following this S

exémination of analysis procedure, the results of analysis and rele-
'vanﬁ conclusions can be more meaningfully treated. The xesults of
 analysis (the sorting or grouping of behavior units and discussion
'of the groupings) can then.be placed in appropriate taxonomic per-
spective in.order to facilitate geheralization.and, later, the dis-

cussion of the implications of this aspect of the larger study, y

Procedure

Classification approachigne (the Comprehensive Systéms Charac-
tzrization Scheme) was designed té organize each behavioral unit or
specimen into a worksble “whole" in systems terms and to reduce data
‘relative to each behavioral unit into a foum amenable to inspection
and/or content analysis for soxting purposeé. This approach sexved
well its first purpose and was functional to the overall classifica-

tion process in terms of organizing the behavioral units into more

Eﬁﬁfgeable entities, Inspection analysis, however, failed to sort

IToxt Provided by ERI
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}'fhe behavioral units into'meaningful.taxonomic.groupinés. Due to the
 exient of verbal, descriptive data in the scheme one classifications,
gféupings tended to be characterized mozre in terms of standard organ~
izational terminology than systems concepts. Analysis Bf this scheme
was not pursued fu:ther since little promise of more productive re-

. sults through content analysié (dﬁe to .the limitations of the verbal

;'data) could be anticipated,

-

Classifications of the behavioral units according to approaches

'two (Input-Output Linkage Scheme) and three (Analysis of System Pro-
perties~~8tates-énd Prbcesses) were subjected to computer'analysié
to determine'(l) those qharacteristics.in the ‘schemes used in
classifying the behavioral units that ave the subﬁects 6f‘this téx-'
.oqoﬁic inquiiy, (2) overlap in.the'use‘of these éharacteristics,_
“and (3) overlap in charactéristics between the behavioral units in
the study sample, Caxrds were punched recording presencé oxr absence.

of each of the characteristics on the worksheets foxr schemes two and

three for each behavioral unit. Thesé were then processed and form
the basis for the sorting of benavioral units into taxonoﬁi& group=
irgs, Three lkinds of information vesulted from the computer ana-
lysis and the use of each relative to this analysls section can be

- briefly e:iplicatedo First, the computer analysisvrevealed the ex-
tent to which eac@ characteristic was used in classifying the behav-

%
o0
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ioral units or specimens sndiéhieh characteristics were not'ﬁsed.
Thls can be utilized to describe the demain represented by the spe-
cinens in systems terms and to pomnt to pOLentlally dlscrrminatlng
characteristics or sets of characterlsulcs. Second, the use over- .
'lap for each of the charactcrlqtics with each othe: cha;acterlstlc
in these two schemes was indicated Thls can be used to reveal
;those characteflstics that tend to be'lxéggﬂ or found toéether
in the behaV10‘a1 unit semple oxr wnlc; are‘synonomous or tend to
characterize or measuie the same thing. Thixd, the number'of_char-
acterisﬁics ghared in common in terms of presence Or absendei(oﬁer«
1lap) between each behavmoral unit with each oLher behavioral un;t was
.obtained In addltion to posit:ve oveclap, negatxve overlaa:xQ-hose
fcharactec;stics commonly absent from.each pair of compared unlts)‘
gndltotal overlap (positive'plus negative) were also revealed, This
" analysis can be emﬁloyed to compare beﬁavioral units or specimens
in terms of similavities and dissimilarities and as a basis for

placing behavioral units into taxonomic groupings.

Clagsification approach fourﬂ(oetpﬁt Analysis Scheme) was de-
vised and developed later in the course of this research and was
anslyzed only b;/inspection. Since chavactewizations of behavioral
units by this scheme axe in.texms of profiles, they lend themselves

well to manual inspection analysis pwrocedures, In this research

S’

e ISR




.54'
‘hese characterizations functioned best tC corroborate the results of
he analysis éf classmficaulon approaches two and three and in terms
of checking on thé "openness"(essentially an output state),bf‘the

nlts and the taxononic grouplngs evinced,

he Results of Classification

General Characterlstlcs ofwthc Domaxn--A number of generalizations
T

about the organmzatlons studied can be made as a result of analysis 1

revealing frequency of use for each characterls ic in classification

gchemes two and three, Tnese generalizations are descriptive oi the
domain renresented.by.the subjects of this taxonomic inquiry ia
'systems tefmxnology and relative to basgic systems concepts., They -

-ean be set forth 1n both general and more specific texms,

In gencral, rzlative to concepts émbraced by the input-output
A.llnkage scheme (classmflcatLon approach 11), this, o:gunlzational

behavior in education can be "hafacuerwzed as having multiple 1nouts

in the form.of operands and opvratorq and muleiple outputs in the foim
of products, affects, aad Leedback As could be expected when
focusing on members of administrative positions-in an organlzation,
inputs were channeled most often into the administrative subsysten
.‘for processing into outpuc(s). In regard to feedbéck, the "openness"

of the organizational systems studied is attested by the fact that in




only a few of the behavioral units was feedback not evinced,

Other more 8pe0L;1c observations can be made .about the analysié
of‘the scheme two classifications, First, information 1nputs were
most prevalent., In terms of behavioral input, individual performance
:and intexactive behavior occurfed with equal frequency. Human re-
sources were operated on, howeve ) considerably more thaﬁ were_ma~
terial resources. In terms of operatbr in?uts the legitimized.formal
icontroi structure:was ﬁqed predominantly aﬁd'deciéion, communication,
and routine wofk proceéses typify the behavioral uniits., Interestingly,
individual wo*k as oppoued to group work pxeaomxnated in splte of the
fact that operand inputs anolved pe nxormances and 1n»eract¢ons almosL

'equanly. :

As has been indicated, most input was channeled into the admin-
istrative subsystem, The decision-malking and communication sub-
- gystems of this subsystem were most frequently used, followed by the

routine work subsystem. The client«constituent relations subsysten

and personnel subsystem.were next most often utilized in proce551ng

system input,

In regard to output information, decisions and operational plans
represent in almost equal amounts the majority of product outputs in

these specimens, Information transmission occurred most oiten as




56
performanée productiﬁity. Output affectivity was svinced most in
tgrms.oﬁ,the'arganization jtself and/oxr organizational personnel,
Next most often affected by output were ciients, the immediaté.en-.
vironmenf, and'individuéls.in the‘géofessioﬁ. Fecdback tended to be

positive (veinforcing) rather than negative (against the direction

of activity) and predominantly internal as opposed to external.39

-

The analysis of the scheme thyee (systems'properties?-states and

processes) classificationé_indicate'that it can generally be stated

:',that these behavioral units exhibit the qualities of "openness" and
" to a lesser or.greater extent the full range of characteristic pro-
i. pextiés of open'systems.' Mbre'specifically, input and output -
" gtates tended to bé routine. ox normative (65 and 67/90 respectively)
end to have a direct relationship (88/90). Although inputs were
mostly action oriented (54/90), a number (52/90) were cbncérned with ;

organizational structuxe and maintenance, Outputs were almost

391t should be noted that sccording T6 Miller ("Toward a Gemeral
Theory for the Behavioral Sciences," op. cit., P. 529) negative
feedback is necessary for the maintenance of an open system's steady
‘state and, thus, is a factor enhancing system "openness," One ¢can,
therefore, question the extent toO which a system which is charvacter-
jzed by positive feedback is, in fact, "open' or at least maxinally
open, The same point can as well be made relative to internal and
external feedback, the latter & more significant factor in enhancing
system "openness,” . ' |
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: totallv (ua/90) functlonal Although system;steady state was main-

f tained’ unchanged in over 85% ef the behavibral units'(78/90), a pro-
'.gressxve modlflcatlon was noted in 12% (11/90) of the spec1m ens,
'Steady state thus tended to be stable (72/90) but was more 1:ke1y

a adaptive (40/90) or respon31ve (32/90) than 1nf1ex1ble. Funculonal

i’ subsystems were related formally (85/90) in most of the unlts and at

least at a workable level, Self regulation was essentlally com-

" plete (69/90) and inmediate (85 §0). Formal feedback.(79/90)

of an unlimited nature (56/90) predomlnaued and in only four beha~

v;ora‘ unlts was no feedback eV1nced Negentropy was present to |

some degree in all but one specimen and the expected inverse re-

i]'latioashlp of it and QQUllLbflum.WdS reveeled In only a few-eéecimens

was negentropy decreasing (3/90) and equmllbrlumzlncrea31ng (4/90)

Pfowre ssive mechanlzatlon was noted in over one-half (47/90) of

the units although pfogre551ve eeoregaelon was evidenced in onljl

20% (18/90)“OL the spee;mene. This attests to the formalization

of the organlyatlonal s&stems studied and the extent of already.

prescxlbed chammels and to some lesser extent proceduxes.'

It is apparent from the LoLegolng description of the donaln re-
 presented by‘the subjects of this taxonomic xﬁquiry that a great deal
- of homogeniety'existso This in no way indicates a lack of discrim-

tnauory power onr the paxt of the acv‘sed classmxlcatlon schenes,
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Rather, and as most students of organization would expect, behavioral

. unmts from a two member sample would tend to be homogeneous to a

noticeagble extent. Befoce it can be detecmlned that the c1asszf1-

~ cation schemes are low in dlscrlmxnatory power, appllcatlon needs to

 be made to a greater numbe:_and kinds of educational organizatlons.
In fact, as will be seen in the next two parto of thié analysis

- section, the systems schemes (II, III, and IV)_exhibit considerable
ﬁiscriminatory'power'with the rather homogeneoué domain representedl

oy the behavioral unit sample,

A,completé tabulation of the use of the oharacteristico on
worksheets twovand.thzee appea?s in Chapter Addendum I1Il. Those
groups of characteristics that tend to discximiﬁoté can readily
be noted along with those tﬁat have low discriminatory power, The'
fofmer.ére the groups, sets,,or'pairs of specific cha:acteristics
" that tend to be used relatively equally while the latter are those
which load relatxve to one characuerlstlc in the group or set,

It should be noted however, that all seLs that load on a glven char=-
acteristic may not be of low discriminatory power since they'may,
in combination with othex characteristics, contribute to the sorting

- of behavioral units,

Overlapping Characteristics - A number of charactericstics on classi-

fication schemes two Mnd three were fevedled by computer analysis

e A R e R S R TR -
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' to appear con51seent1y together in the class1flcatrons of the behav-

‘\ioral Lnits. Thesc overlaps were examined to determxne whether such

3 pairs of characterlstlcs tended'merely to be found Logether ox wnether

they were synonomous and, thus, characterlzed the same thing. In no

| .nstance could it be determrned that any of these- 1tems were, in fact,
synonomous ox characterlzed the same thlng. Apparently they simply

had a tendency to occuxr 51mu1taneous1y whether by atcldent or design.
In no instance did such ‘overlap occuxr at a level of 31gn1f1cance that )

'ensures that\nnen one is present or not present the other w111 be llke-

Eafwise present or not present It can only ‘be concluded that the char-
‘acteristics which were found ox not found together occuxr by chance or

L

some cau al elcment net rcvealed by Lh@ anelysrs. lt is, of coumse,

regard,

Those characteristics which consistently appeared together were

the characteristics that tended to be used most 0rten in c1a3311y1ng

-the behavioral units, Most of the cha acterlstrcs whlch overlaooed
‘extensively appear in classification scheme IIL and can be readily

‘identified by examining Chapter.Addendum'II.

Toward Taxonomic Group1ngs~«The ultimate aim of taxonomic inquiry is

the soxting ox ordering of phenomena o objects into groups or classes

- go that they can be bettex ‘understood, Tne placement of obJecLs int to

-taxonomrc grouplngs not only facxlltates the undcrstandlng of like
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objects but also helps iﬁ'uhderetanding tse differences and rela~
itisnships between more or less similar objects and categories of
;objects; Two criteria may be applled in assessing the V1ab111ty of
ia claSSLflcatlon scheme (or set of schemes) for taxonomle anulry.
fFirst, and quite simply, does the scheme (or schemes) sort the ob- |

‘jects being studied? Second, and of significant import, do the tax-

‘onomicfgroupings derived contribute to the understanding of the ob-

-

‘jects or phenomena so ordered?

<oy e -
e

It is to these ultlmate purposes of taxonomic 1nqu1ry that we‘now
turn, Although a number of the characterlstlcs in ehe systems
ﬁschemes two and threo were not used in classsfyxng the 90 beaavioral
units, and a.number of others were used SO extensxvely as to charac=
eterlze the domain of obJects, 1t w111 be seen that the schemes gid
'prOV1de a basis for sorting the behavioral unlts or -specimens and
,that the resulting groupings can be descr;bed in terms of svstems

,,5‘

[ebncepts. It should be ceusloned that a taxonomy was not produced

}certainly the number of specimens studied and the exploratory nature

' of the application of the classificatiog schewes militate agaiust any

~such a pretentious notfon. None-thenless similarities between be-
havioral units were revealed by the classifications,and the schemes

/

- together zuﬁctloaed to place specimens into distinct groupings.

- o e =




R A e AN
.

-6l

Once 016331f1catlon strategles have been developed and the sub-
Jects of taxonomlc research classxfled the tdxonomlst 13 confronted
with two approaches for formlng classes or taxonomic groupings, As

discussed in detail in Chapter II the avallable approaches are. those

of (1) empirical (or numeflcal) tax01omy and (2) theoretlcal taxonomy."

Obvxously some meshing of these approaches does take place in Laxono-u

mic research and, dependlng upon the purposes of taxonomic inquiry,
6ge approach or the other might be more utllltarlan. Certainly _both
approaches have their advantages or strengths as well as weaknesses,

both singly and in combination,

Since this research is basmcally explgratory and is concerned
more.WLth testing c13531f1caulon sﬁrategies than pxoduclng a taxo~'
nomy, the two available approaches for formulating taxonomic group;ngs
will be pursued relative to testing the systems classifications as
means for fo:nulatlng groupings that enable the phenomeaa under study
to be better understood, It is recognized that some blending of the
‘approaches might poteatially be of greatest value, However, at this |

p01nt in the development and testlng of c]aswlflcatlon devices fox

‘taxonomic inquiry into organizational behavior 1n_educat10n it is felt

that the pure polar approaches will better jndicate the viability of

‘the schames,

EKC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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F011owiﬁg is the application of the ewpirical and theoretical
{approaches towand the formulation of taxonomic groupings based on

_the systems classifications of the subjects of this research.

LiTaxonemtc Grouplngs Using the Emplrlcal (NumerlcaJ)ApE;oach!-As noted

?;in Chapter II, the emplrlcal or numevlcal approach to farmulatlna

; texonomic groupings is baqed upon (1) the strategy of identifying

" 'an extensive number of characteristics for use in classifying ob-

. -

; jects and (2) the derxvatlon of groupings on the basis of sxmllarlty
or number of overlapplne characterlstlcs between the obJects clas-'

f slfied The systems schemes as developed (pazt 1cular]y schemes two
end three) lend themselves well to such an approach £hese schemes
contain an exLen31ve number of discrete characterlstlcs which can
functien in terms of thelr presence O% gbsence to provzde a basis for

establishing similarity (or degxee of} between the behavioral units

classified,

gimilarities in the empirical approach can be established be-

‘tween two objects in terms of characteristics in common (positive
overlap of characteristics) and in terms of comion absence of certain
characteristies (negative overlap)., Just as the presence.of certain
body characteristics may help in classifying animals, the absence of
horns or other charactexistics may alse be of valﬁe. Accoréing to any

classification scheme, positive and negative overlap can be used in
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:‘a§Sessing degree of similarity. By using both of these dimensions
" of overlep,‘minutenéss of resemblence and multiplicity of similawity

i . _
?A%gﬂﬁaximized. Simpson has noted thgt this is importgnt in any taxo-

; nomic work, but when dealing with taxonomic inquiry into organizational'

3 behavior in education, a rather delimited domain, such maximization
is essential, The subjects of this study may be put in perspective

~ in Linnaean terms to reveal this necessity for maximizing the com-

e

;.parison base;\
N Kingdomﬁ Fuman Behavior'

‘Phylum: Human Beha?iof iﬁ WeStern Cultures
Class: = Human Behavior in Amefica- S
Ofder: |  Hﬁman Behavipr in;Organizations
VFamily: Human Behavior in Public Organizations
Genus: . Humaﬁ Behaviox in Educational Organizations

Species: The results of this inquizy

It follows that to group specimens at such a level in a hief~
archy of human behavior, a substaﬁtial number of characteristics must
be used and a.high degree of overlap (positive, ox ﬁésitive and
négative) musf be evinced, Systems schemes two and three together
provi&e a total of 312 potential charscteristiecs., Use of the scheﬁes
in this study indicates the characteristics can in fact be found in

specimens of behavior from educational organizations and that they are

- ERIC 4OSimpson, op. cit,
. e -
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netjduplicative or redundant, The total number of charecteriStics
ehould, hewever, be reduced to'267 since in seheme“two a number ol
:"the more generic, hierarchical (or embracing) concepts were not uscd,
(The hierarchical nature of this scheme rules out the use of some
characteristics even though 1t is often not possible to work at the
finest level of specificity due to deta 1im1tations.) At txmes,
higher order categorles must be employed in any such sclieme Some
o were, but 45 of the more generic categoxxes were not and this redueed

\

the numberx of useble characteristics in the two schemes to 267.

Since no establlshed criteria exist relauive to determining the
degree of overlap needed for formulating taxonomic groupzngs u31ng
ethe numerlcal approach and any such crmtexla as are used relute ul-
tlmately to the purpose at hand, lt was declded to examine the degree
of overlap between all pairs of specimens and to determine from this
examination a level that would begxn to ordexr the specxmens into |
distinct groupings. Perusal OL the comnutef data on overlap between
- each speciuen and each other specmmen revealed that two palfs of
epecimens ovefieéped at a 97% level when accouating foix common pre-
sence and absence (positive and negative 0veriap)'re1ative to the
267 usable characteristics. Another pair of specimens overlapped at
a 96% level and five paxrs of specxmens had a 95% overlap level, It
seens a]most too obV1ous to poxnt out that these overlap levels .cer-

tainly are indicative of smmllarlty. On some 8 pairs of specimens,

ER&C

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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. positive and negative overlap (common presence or absence of char-

acterlstlcs) uslng the systems clasuzflcatlons (schemes two and

three) was 957 or greater,

%

Since only 12 of the total of 90 specimens overlapped at the

95%’or'better levél it was deemed advisasble to seek overlaps at a
lower’ percentage le*el The 93% (oz gréater) level was then used
'to'see the extent to walch specimen oimilarltles ex1sted FOr spe-
cimens to have at 1east 93% attribute commOﬂallty, a total of 247 chaxr-
acteristics wculd need to be shared either positively and/ox nega-’
tively, The pairs of behavioral units that dverlap'at'this criteirion

level (or better),arenlistedlin Chart I, - B

From this listing of paired relationshibs,‘it can be seen. that a
numbeir §f specimens or behavioral units overlap with several other
units, . For example, behavioral unit 75 overlaps with unit 70 at the
97% level, with unit 71 at the’96% level, with units 66 and 45 at the'
947, level, aﬁd others at the 93% level, | Also, unit 65 overlaps with
units 66 and .88 at the 95% 1eve1 and with unit 75 at the 93% level,

At the 937% criterion level, it is apparent that several behavioLal
unlts begin to cluster toge‘her and fall into distinct.groupings.
For exzumple, units 2 and & overl ap at the 94% level, units 2 and 7

at the 947% level,,and units & and 7 at the 93% level. It follows




CHART I

Paired Relationships of Behavioral
Units at Selected Overlap Percentage Levels Using
Systems Classification Schemes Two and Three®

3

| Ovérlag»Percentagg | - *°  Behavioral Uﬁits‘
9% . - 48 and 51; 70 and 75
%% . ... 71 and 75

95% . - 41 and 83; 65.and 66; 65-and 88;
RPN . 66 and 71; 69 and 84

9%7% R 7 2 and &4; 2 and 7; 10 and 11;
R TR 11 and 68; 19 and 70; 40 and 41;
L1 and 61; 45 and 75; 64 and 73;
66 and 753 69 and 77; 70 and 71;

78 and 79 - . .

- - 93% - 4 and 7; 14 and 19; 35 and 70;
o - . - 35 and 75; 39 and 75; 43 and 80;
50 and 84; 56 and 75; 60 and 77;
61 and 763 63 and 78; 65 and 75;
69 .and 75; 70 and 88; 71 and 88;
83 and 86; 83 and 87

*Numbers other than perceﬁtages in this chart refer to the
behavioral units that were the objects classified in this study,

- s e
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that units 2, &4, and 7 together may foxrm a potentlally usable tax-
Ql-onomic group, Such a grouping may p0551bly be at the species’ level
{(see the Linnaean hierarchy above) relative to an ultimate taxonomy

;_ of human behavior, .-

The clustering of specimens or the taxenOmie.grcupings resul-
ting from the systems cheracterizetion of the subjects of this in-
quiry can belbest illﬁstrated by obsexrving the linkage of paired
relationshipe between behavioral units at two arbitrely overlap
percentage levels. First, if ve look et fhe.clustering of sPecimens
ox behavioral units shaxlng at least 954 of their characterlsulcs
'with at least one other specimen, four dlstlnct clustefe emerge,
These taxonomic groupings appear in Figure 7. Three of the clusters
involve only two behavzoral unlts but one cluster contains six
behavloxal unlts. Each nay be conceived as a species of organiza-
 tional behavior in education and the one species embracing six be-

havioral units may potentially contain several subspecies,

K

The 95% overlap level accounts for only 12 (or 13%) of the'oblu’f

jects classified in this taxonomlc inquiry and, at best, is an arbl- '

travy designation of criterfon level, It is important to look fur-

ther and to observe the kind of clustering that occurs using another

criterion level, Using the 93% (or better) level of -overlap, 40
behavioral units or approx1marely one-half of the classified objects

£all into texonemic groupings., These are revealed in Flgure 8
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It can'be seen that the behavioral units oxr specimens in’ Figure
8 fall into eight rather than four dlstlHCt grouplngs. By mOV1ng |
Tto a lower over}ap level, one of the groups (the largest in the
?previous clustexr diagram) is linked to.another-df the formerly

fdistrict groupings and five additional taxonomic groups emerge.,

e i o re v T e i e

‘At this crlterlon 1eve1,_subspecle clusters are more graphically
frevealed wzthin the distinct (or species) gfouplngs. Particularly

within the group or specmes with the largest membershlp, a number of

‘possible subspecies may be identified.

These groupings can be put iﬂto perspective in'still another
way. Farney and Smith in thelr rud