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. . A : to
) ‘ . R '(’ . ABSTRACT B
' ‘The purpose of this sEudy was to develop valid and relidple

/’

instrumentation to measure the perceptions of teachers regardin e

-
. 4 -

) structures for making decisions .and the level of inVolvementfof

teachers in making potent decisions in IGE schools,

~

The theoretical framework for the study was decision theory, *

* »

Elements gf Lipham's model of the decision-making process and of

Dale's definition ef decentralization of decision making were incor-
: : : g

~
’ A}

. porated into the instrufment. In contrast to previous research on )
decision theory, this study attempted to ground the theoretical )

§€' framework in observed and reported phenomena as well as to examine

.
~

"relationships with bther constructs: -
>
14

- ' The ééudy was condugted in three phases: 1) the definition

- . -

phase; 2) the instrument construction phasej and 3) the instrument

)] -

s

. . PO , . ‘/
. testing phase;,’fh the definjition phase, the domdins of decision- content,
. L]

»
»

. ks i ' N » .
. decision structures, and the decision-making process in IGE schools N

~
-

N
were defined, ‘Pata were collected from three sources. ;First,,partigi-; o
'{; o . " T
PR . ? . \ e
-~ _ pants at ‘one- national and ' egional IGE conferences were interviewed

v
.

’'and -asked to respond to a ﬁuestioﬁyaire. Secorrd, interviews were

conducted with teachers, unit léaders and principals in niﬂgrgiéﬁpldry

- ) .

: IGE schools, three'éach from Califorﬁia,fNﬁﬁ'Jersey, and South Carolima, .

A

v -
[y

. .Third, the IGE literature was'reviewed for additional items in each
. S . ‘ . v - - L
Pl R h &,‘ ~a . N H .
w; domai._n. Y . ) N ' DN /\
! \ ‘ b q M . o "
» In the instrument construction phase, a panel of experts rated -
L} ~ '.’ ‘ ) -

the potency of the, decision contejf/iggmé and the most potent "items

O » . ’ ' -
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‘were included in the pilot version of the instrument, The response

" format regarding decision structures and involvement # the decision-

making process were tested’in four IGE elementary schools iuﬁﬁisconsin
2 . 4 - .

~

.and refined for the pilot version. The instrument was piloted in

» s .

v five of the nine sbhools"involvig)in the interviews of the definition

. P - 7z
phase. Factor anﬁf;;is‘and tests for internal consistency were
¥
. . N

utilized to determine the subscales and the reliability of the'pilot
‘ ] version instrument. The pilot version instrument was refined into

N khe final Yersion to be tested.

’
- ¢ @‘

- ‘\\\ - + In the ins%;ument testing phase, the'final version instrument

vas aldministered in 77 raﬁdomly selected IGE elementary schoolswjin 13

e .

states. Seventy7§€ven of the schools returned useable data. Y
The major findings of the study were as follows:

1. IGE teéchefg\ierceived themselves to have moderately high . -
involvement in making potent decisions of unit=-subunit
scope, some involvement in making potent decisions of
. schoolwide ¢scope and little involvement in making potent
decisions J& extra-school scope,
2, .IGE teachers desired greater involvement. in making potent
decisions, especially ifi decisions of schoolwide .and | -
extra-scltool scope. ~ .. ’

3. The 'IIC and the SPC were not functlonlng widely as
dec151on-making structures. . .

v
-
)

4, The I and R Uait was functioning as a declsion;making

,structure for decisions of unit-subunit.scope in the V.
q majority of IGE Schools. ¢ - ’
e

5. IGE pringcipals were perceived as making more potent
decisions presently than was ideal? -

6. iZere was a significant negative relatlonshlp between '
N e percoxvcd level of involvemént of teacghers in the _ -
‘' decision-making process and the‘percelved effectiveness
of I apd R Unit operations. The negative correlations were
minimal, however. .

| S - _




7:'fhe'fnstrument constructed in this study,provided a valid
and reliable means to measure perceptions of the real and
ideéal decision striuctures utilized én and the ‘real and

N . ideal levels of involvement of teachers in the decision-
' . - making process in IGE elementary schools.- . :
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. CHAPTER I T
R . . - _— . ’ \\‘\\ J
- ‘ * . BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY
A . ’ 0 ' .

. v
» ‘ A4
~ N 3
-

T - f;;;\ﬁhapter begins*witn an examination of decision theori,'the
vggeoretieal £ '
id considered.

The chanter concludes with a'definition of terms that are basic to the: .

evork for the study; Next, decision making in IGE/MUS—E /

Then, the problem investigated in the study is stated.

. ._SCUdy.

ecisionvfﬁeory ) S ‘
% . ’

\

The theoretical framewotk for this study was decision theory.
. Qltnough muchfhas been written about décision making, it 'must be viewed '

Several factors conftribute to this im- -

P

' > ag an nderdeyeloped theory.

First, decision making'is a complex phenoménon involving a | fﬂl .
.3 ’

R . \‘ ’ . A3
- milieu 6f situational, organizational, and personal variables. OQut of
. ‘ a ’ i i & . .

ssuch cqmyle;ity, it is difficult,to develop parsimonious models that

+ .

aadequately account for the variations observeé in decision behavior.

Second, the theory has not developed from systematic phenomenologicaI

~

. : o research rather it has been" intuited.1 ‘Although significant scientific

u - b r 2 .-
: theories.often stem'fron intuited creative leaps, at some point a theory

v .
N 4 PR . . .
. . . . « ¥ ’

\ 1Phi Delta Kappa National Study Committee on Evaluation, Eduga- .
tional Evaluation and Decision Making (Itasca, IL: F. E. Peacock 1971), !
- p. 331, . ¢ .

o, . .
] .,

2Thomas'S” Kuhn, The Structure

L3

.o;\Esientific Revolutions (Chicago:

-

.

" University of Chicago Press, 1962).° o




must be grounded in the phenomenon it explains. \The extent to which ob-

¥ N

lvfx\\ served events are represented by various decision models has not been .

hypothesized relationships. Deciston theory is still in the model b

[} [

phaée and, to mature, requires both phenomenological and verificational

’
o

research.

. . ;
As would be expected in an immature theoretical area, most of the

8

- literaturg either has been written to delineate the significant elements

'

of decision making or to prescribe applgcation of decision-making concepts

. in administrative practice. ‘Numerous authors have noted the importance

)

of decision making in administration. As early as 1938, Barnard3 -

. : £ . :
stated, "The essential process of adaptation in organizations is deci-

-
s

sion, . . ." McCamy4 described decision making as "the core of admini-
— étrati&n, all the other attributes of the administrative process being
dependent .on, interwoven with, and existent for the making of decisions."

Simon,5 also maintaining decision making as-central to administration,

BN R

~
~
N ’ -

N N
3Chestei' I.-Barnard, The Functions of the Executive, (Cambridge, " - ,
MA: Harvard University Preds, 1938), p. 286.

1

-3

° anmes L. McCamy, “Analysis of the Process of Decision-Making," .

Public Administration Review, 7 (Winter, -1947), 41,

-

5

Free Press,

Herbert A, Simon, Administrative Behaviér, 2nd ed. (New York:
1966), p. 1. . i .

N <

N EN

g

.




)

teachers, nonprofessional workets, and eGen

»

.
vy

and collectively, make i}fisions which haye impo
system." : - ) . N

-_Prior

- making/
) P

tom either of two perspectives: decision making as a cent

»f//" zation's, structure. Most of the early work utiIizing t
. I3

. spective examined only those e&gnts preceding and including t

N \-

", choite itself. McCamy' rg’ definition had such an emphasis: —~ .
Decision making is defined hene as -the complex human associa- \\\ y
tions, events, and words leading tv, and including, any con- ” i
cluskon for a program of policy or operations. . . . It is \

. the process of people acting upon each other toward a conclu-

sion. . _ ) SR \\\}

Although limited in their examination'of decisions to the evenﬁs T
\ . , &
prior to and- including the act of choice, the early authors recqgnized«,

' . < \ .
\ .
.
\ . L4
.- 3
. -
. \

\

. Ru§sell T. Gregg, "The AdministratiVe Process," in Roald F. Camp-
1 and Russell T. Gregg, eds., Administrative Behavior in Education
///,// (New York Harper and Row, 1957), p. 275. \\ .

\ .

. 7James L. McCamy, op. cits, p. 41, )

‘ o L i5




the complexity of the process. Barnards-stated that physjical, biologi-
cal, social ana personal fadtors of a situation influence the decision®
maker. Tannebaum9 noted several limits effecting the final decision,
" including the definition of purpose, criterion of ratipndlity, conditions

time lfmits and lines

“ of employment, amount of information availabl

’ of- authority. McCamy}o identified five pérsonal factors and seven ex—

erning primarily the organization rather’

:

personal factors, or factoiixsgn
than the individual decision maker, which influenced the deciSion

+ process: ) ;oo )

1+] ,
//;$Ona1 Factors . ’ P

- The prestige of the individual in relation to others
’ involved and in relation to his total environment.

- 2, The economic szcurity of the individual .in relation
to others involved and especially in relation to
. those for whom he feels affectionate respoﬁsibility,
. .. €. g., wife, children, parents. L '

‘ 3. The individual s knowledge as applied in the par-~

ticular consideration. P . a

4, The responsibi}%ty/to the -public or to groups which

the individual feels according to his character and i
ideglogical and moral prediledtion. .

The~tomp of attitudes concerning competence and
‘ personality ch the indiv1dual holds toward others
- in his grouping. :

~~w_,—§€hester-1. Barnard, op. cit.,’p. 286‘,_ ° ' ™

\\\\\he 9Robert Tann\baum, "Managerial Decision-making," Journal of
usiness (January, 1950), 33~ 37.
. - N .

loj;hes L. McCamy, o citn,;44‘&6

‘it
.
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Ex~Personal Factors
1. Events in the field of the agency's work.
BV 2. Knonledge from résearch and analysis, %

. N 4 . .

3. The expectations-of indiv1duars or groups to whom
decision makers are respons1b1e; N
i . 4, The reputztion of the agency, - v
S 5/ TH?*Security of the agency. h
e '
’ 6. The resources available. )

7. The legal conditions which affect* the decision,
Grifﬁiths,11 in his consolidation of the complexX aspects- of the

a decision process identified by»earlier works into an initial statement

of & general theory of decision making in educational organizations, ex-
L tended the concept of decision making beyond the act of choice to the’

.implementation ot the choice.: -Griffiths contended that the,decision
process follows a six-step, problem~solving mode: '1) define the ﬁroblem,
2) analyze the problem; 3) establish criteria of solution, 4) collect

infornBQion, 5) formulate alternatives, and 6) carry out‘the alternative
12

chosen. Simon . also extended the scope of decision theory through hls

contention that decision making went far beyond the formation of policy:

He viewed the decision process as interdependent with, yet separate from,
. y . ‘

r
.

action: .
~~

) ‘
Ve s '

1

11Da'niel E. Griffiths, op. ciff; pp. 132-33.,"

IzHerbert A, Simon, ég. cit., p. 1

’

-




. . . the process of decision does not come to an end when

the general purpdse of ar organization has been determined.

The task ofefdeciding" pervades the entire administrative
organization qlitte as much as does the task of "doing'"-=--
indeed, it is integraliymiied up with the latter. Rt

-

e
.,
",
¥

Dill13 eliminated any dichotomy between a process of choice and a ) i~
process of action in his four-stage conceptualization of the decision
process. 1In fact, none of his descriptors of the four stages even con-
notes choice: 1) agenda building; 2) search; 3) implementation, and 4)
evaluation. Dill, in effect, collapsed the six steps of Griffiths modei
into three stagesf and’importantly, added evaluation, a state in which
the results of previouéféommitments and actions are examined.in order to -
identify new tasks to be includedfon the agenda and help the organization
make decisiong more egfectively. Thus, to Dill, the decision process
was cyclical, continuous arid included the task of '"doing."

Authors of the second pnedominant decision perspective, the'organi-ﬁ

ﬂ 7
. zational decision Structure,. have been concerried primarily with the locus

-

o;/decisions. ﬁ’arnard'sl4 typology of decisibns, later named by Griffiths15

, as intermediary,® appellate, and creative decisions, categorized decisions

4

according to their source within the organization and the required

e
3 . -

[
s

[

. 12’)11iam R. Dill, "Decision Making," in Daniel E. ériffiths, ed.,
Behaviorfpl Science and Educational Administration (Chicago' University
. of ChicagdyPress, 1969); p. 201 ,

»
-~

14Ch_e/ster I. Barmard, op. cit., p. 115,

5Daqiel E. Griffiths, "Administration as Decision-making," in

Andrew W. Halpen, ed., Administrative Theory in Education {(Chicago:
Midwest Administration Center, 1958), p. 144

A\

1y
Ve ~a -1



—. \ " .

. ‘ .
. . , ‘ L
accompanying action. Fayol16 viewed the locus of decisions ;g\a continuum,

with decentraMzation and increased importance of suhordinates at one °

. o .
other, Several authors hAve noted that neither extreme jof the contiruum

_ i ‘
is a desired state. Albers17 stgzzéz ] : ©

. Complete centralization is the concentration of all decision-
‘ making at the apex of the management hierarchy. If this were

possible, there would be no need for an administrative hier-
_ archy. Complete decentralization, or delegation of all deci-
- : sion-making functions to the lowest level of the hierarchy,
is equally absurd. The logical consequence would,be the )
elimination of all administrative positions aboveithe lowest
level. W

6" Pt :\
- ' Similary, Simon™ noted: "It isknoé a question of wanting cen-

3 [
A}

tralization or decentralization but rathew a question of how much of it
19 )

o , . we want." Alien posited'that_"Neither centralization nor decentraliza-
- . tion should be allowed to go to completion; an e&hiiibridm is always
. i necesssfy." ’ ; ot

Numerous studies of centralization have been conducted in a variety
?‘- ) Sy ’ '
of non-educational organizationms. In the work perhaps'having the greatest

~ - . ¢
=~ .
. 16Henry Fayol, General and Industrial Management (London: Sir .
Isaac Pitman and Sons, 1949), p. 34. :

17Henry H. Albers, Organized Executive Action (New York: John
Wiley .and Sons, 1961), p. 135. ’

- * . Ve
-

1$Hefbert A, Sémon, The New Science‘'of Management Becisions (New
York: Harper and Row, 1960), p. 43, - .

' . [} Y
4 - e

19Louis A, Allen, Management and Organization (New York: McGraw-

, Hi1l, 1958), p. 157. .
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. impact on research in centralization, Hage  consolidated the findings Pﬁm . i
' several centralization studies with fhndings of research on other organi—
zational variables into an axiomatic theory of orgapizations. The ﬁéeorf
focused on eight major propositions\\three\of,yhich involved centraliza-
, . . O , (,.,,W‘_ N . -‘ -~
+ tion: : ¢ “ )
'y -~ N - ) ‘
5 I. The higher the céatralization, -the higher the‘
i . production. N .
\, e A l '
e I1I. The higher the.centfalizationj, the Higher the -
formaiization.
VII. The higher the complexity,ithe’iower the cen-
p ) tralization.
3 ' .
‘ ‘. Hage prescribed two measures of centralization, the first intended
4 ., .
¥ ! .
e to be the stronger measure and the second accounting for exceptions:

. ¥ > \
1)#the proportion of jobs that ﬁarticipate in d cision making; and 2)

the number of areas in which decisions are made y decision makers
Three Studies Specific to IGE which utilized adures of centralization

as defined by Hage will be discussed subseq entlyiin this chapter.

.

Hage's axiomatic theory has led to empirical research primarily

because his model was quantifiable. His operationdl definition of cen-

tralization must be questioned, however. Hage equat\d Eentralization
' of decision making with the hierarchy of anthority.' The wider the range
of the hierarchy involved in decision making and the higher the number of
v }

décision -areas in which they participate, then the le,§ tentralized the

organization. This limited view of both the decision process and of
. \

20Jerald Hage, "An Axiomatic Theory of Organizations," Administra-
tive Science Quarterly, 10 (December, 1965), 289-320."




centralizatiop ignores«such attributes %f decision making as potency of
.. ’ \i . ) M ‘

decision content, scope of decision content, 1ength of involvement, de-

gree of involvemente»and differentiated involvemept in consecutive stages
- f

A hypothetical eiaﬁple from education impresses the limitations

,of the decision process.

of Hage's conception of centralization. 'n"examination'of two school

- [A

£ , . . .
districts indicated that in the first school paraprofessionals, teachers

# and the principal were involved over a month's time in over forty-five

bd

deé}sious in five major decision categoyies: student personnel,'staff

~

personnel, physical and financial resources, curriculum, and home-school-

- . N

compunity relations. In the second school, the paraprofessionals and

»
]

teachers were involved in the same month in only'three decisions--two

v
)
*

regarding curriculuuland one regarding staff personnel. The remainder of

- - 4

the” declsions either were not made or were made at higher 1eve1s of the

,,.-

hieﬁ%rchy. According to Hage's definition, the second school was more

.centralized than>the first. o ‘ o n

2

Y

. An analysis of the‘nature of involvement and the content of the

decisions made, however, determined that of the forty—five decisions in
% - .
which the staff of the first school participated, all were of low impor-
N~ wn -
: %
tance--individual decisions such as the pages to be covered by a student

~ »

in reading and the number of pencils, pens and paper each teacher‘is to
« ! ' ‘ i

-

be.allbcated, 1In the second school, the three decisions were of_high

-

importance-—adopting a new reading curriculum, attempting cross-age

grouping of students, and selecting a new principal. .Furthermore, in the

first school, the paraprofessionals and teachers were involved in the

Sl




. * _— .
decision process only by exggessing their feelings to the principal who
xgpess: pas wme

. making is oversimplified.

«

arch&.

1. A° greater ﬁumber of decisions made lower down the
management hierarchy ‘ .
. B PR . > F
* 2 2.+ More important decisions made lower down the manage- .
ment hierarchy T, . )
3. More functions affected by decisions made at lower . .
. .levels.- . oL - )
" "" . ¢ $e ¢« v .
4. less checking requiredton the declslon. Decentrali-

-~ 4 N
. . * 1

then reCommended a decision on most {ssues :;\;E?Eaanea rther up the hier= !

In the second school, the ﬁaraprofessionals and teachers had twWo—-_

\ Al .
representatives with votes on a systemwide program recommending committee;k

-
[ o

Obviously, the lower levels of‘the hierarchy had more involvemenr in de-~

.

ciding important iseues in the secdnd school than in the first, It can

3 ’

be seen that Hage's conceptualization of centralization of decision

’

' .
In an earlier work, Bale21 provided a more adequate conceptualiza-
. ,. ! ( ) . L.
tion of centralization than offered.in Hagg:§;axipmag!! theory. Dale,

~

suggesting four criteria to deGErmine.the nature and extent of decen-

tralization, stated that ‘in cpmparing}tWo organizations, the more decen:i

o 2
tralized structure will have: .

- v

~ zation is greatest when no chéck at all myst be made; :
less when superiors'have to be informed of the dect-
sion_aftef it has, been made° still less if superdors
have to be consulted before the decision is made. The
fewer people to be consulted,'and the .lower they are,on
the management hierarchy, ‘the greateér the degree of de—
v centralization. o . :

. . .
- . b v

N 1 S ) " . )
21Ernest Daie, Planning and Developing,the CogpanyLOrganization !
Structure, Research Report Number 20/(New York: Americangﬁanagement.

Association, 1952), p. 107.

~
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-

. < ) - /{* | )
b ’For ease of discussion Dale's ;Zz:ﬂc:iteria will be referredtto as 1)

e
frequency, 2) potency, 3) scopesand 4)9hierarchical involvemeﬁt. .

,and Welfare Research Ppojecg‘No. 5-0433 [1913], 1966)

T

. \
Dale s four criteria were largely ignored untff’utilized in a

[ A .

series of studies qonduc/gd in coordination with a study by Eye, Lipham,

.
]

\k

Gregg, Netzer«and,Francke,22 coﬁ\crning the locus of administrative de- -

.
-

cisions.\f»decision,poi analysis ynstrument‘was developed for the

major study, as well as for companion studies by Fogarty,23 Reinke,24 -

Tornowzs, Francke,é; and Duffy.27 The instrument combined measures of

P ".1 ———

Dale's/frequéncy, scope, and.hiérarchical involvement yigh the four-lewel

@ A -

A3

’ -

7
T 22Glen G.. Eye, et a{ ,-"Relationship Between Instructional Change
and the Extent to Which Schipod¥ Administrators and Teachers Agree on the

Location of Respons101l1ties E01 Administrative Decision,” (Madison:
University of Wisconsin Cooperative Research Program of Health Education,

. .

. 9‘ . " ~ : s‘
23Bryce M. Fogarty, '"Characteristics of Superintendents of Schools
and Centra1izatlon—Decentralization of Decision Making," unpublished
doctoral dissertation Unlversity r of Wisconsin, 1964. A o

2 - '

. 24Kenneth H. Reinke,“"Authorlty Structure and‘Decision Making in
School Systems," unpublished ﬂpﬁtoral dissertation, University of Wiscon-
sin,” 1964. . -

% - - oL 2«
. . 1
25Eugene W. Tornow,’/"A Study of the.Relationship of Teachers'
Perceptions of Degision Points and the Interactions of the Superintendents
*of Schools, the Director of Instruction and the High School Principal,"

unpublished doctoral dissertation .University of Wisconsin, 1965.

)

A
N )

26Donald C. Francke, "Perceptual Accurdcy_and Personal Variables,'
unpublished doctoral dissertation; University df‘Wisconsin, 1965, )
Dy ) é‘
® 27Emmet James Quffy« "The Role of Director of Instruction--Tasks,
Integactions, and Processes," tnpublished doctoral dissertation, Univer- .»
sity ¢f Wisconsin, 1965. - . . 4
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description of typical school digtrict}s administrative hierarchy
. ' ¢

described by Knezevich:28 1) general administration; 2) central admin-
. T . g : .
istration; 3) building administration; and Z) classroom administration. )

The Decisi%t-ngnt,Anqusis Instrument allowed researchers to
L . .
measure decentralization of decision,making in educational organizations.

.
»

The instrument had two shortcomings, however. First, the decisions in- e
3 - . - s
“cluded on the instrument were not gﬁthered from systematic field observa- s
] * )

tions or interviews; instead, the validity of the decision content items

" was established by a panel of experts,

LT
Second, the instrument utilized an ordinal scale which suffered

4 .
% » \

‘two limitations. First, a four-point scale was utilized, ‘with involve-

%
»
- ¢

ment represented by: one, "Make the decision;" two, '"Recommend the pre-

ferred decision;" three, "ngvide information only;' and four, -"'None.'
¢

These categories did not include such types of involyement as identifying

) D
problems or evaluating results. Also, the categories did not necessarily
\ N
As,O'Shaughnessy29 pointed,

-

- .
represent an ascending order of involvement,

6‘ * A

out, the most influential involvement in the decision process may be

ﬂéfining the problem, providing information, or creating alternatives

rather than the act of decision itself. The final decision may be limited

4 . :
' 28Steph-.n J. Knezevich; Administration of Public Educaﬁioh, 2nd
ed. (New York: Harper and Row, 1974), p. 41. - i
29

John 0'Shaughnessy, Inquiry and Decision (London: George
Allen and Unwin, 1972), :

-

v
[ * v



tion. ‘ . * 1

:
N A} . N .
y * ’
.

and conGrolled by all the_previous stepg as well as the steps of implex “‘

” ’

menta}ion and evaluation.: The Decision Point Analysis Instrument was

useful in locating the hierarchical position ﬁerceived resbons;ble for

<. . : i . SS———

making the final‘decisfon, its major purpose. It was inadequate, however,

for measuring involvement in the-decision-making process. ' '.f .
. v . , & o . .
The earlier wérks in the organizational structure perspective,
unlike the process perspective, 1ed to empirical analyéis. The~ini§ial

o

- research on centralization, however, either was based on 1nadequate

conceptualizations.of decision making or utilized inadequate instrumenta-

.

o

.
. ’ 4
¢ L

Reeent work has expanded, synthesized, and refined decision *a

theory. As was true of "the eaflier writing on dec;siaﬁ.processes, hovever,

«

recent writings have not been verified by empirical research. Braybrooke .

\'and Lindbolm's30 typology of decision ‘making serves as a prime example.

-

- - * . -

They introduced a four-square matrix of decision settings, the two axes
¥

Being the scope of the change involved and the decision hakers' grasp of
information relevant to fhe decision. In two, of'éhe four quadrants in
the ﬁatrix? however, the authors found no decision process to bé/appro-

priate. 1In the two remafning quadrants, synoptic decision making'was
relegated to insignificépt decisions, in which the correct decision is op-
vious from'the information available. This left the authors' -"disjointed"

increﬁen;a1i§mﬁ as the decision process most approp;ia;e for Ehe majority

> ~

oy *

* 30David Braybrooke and Charles E Lindbolm, A Strategy of Decision
(New York:  Freg Press,, 1963), p. 78.

<

/ , o .
QO
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of real world dectsions.‘ The authors buil? a matrix decision-making °~
L . L 3 »

situations with matching deecision strategies, Once constructed, however,

the aut&ors in effect'dismanéied the matrix leaving only one of the four

quadrants as a reasonable methodlo?_solving problems. 4&hqt began as a .
MR ' .

system to describe decision strategies became an intuited argument for one T,
Id . v S -
. ‘decision sﬁrategx. & ‘ : ‘ o

: .
< v - .
A

was applied!to educational de- °

&%&ions by the Phi Delta Kappa National Study<Commiffée on,E);aluation.31 ,

The decis}g@-setting typolagy next

% [

" Tﬁe f?ug qeadrqnts Were;4i LéﬁMetamorphism; for high gnderstanding-~large
ghange; Haﬁeostagis, fb;*higﬁmﬁgderstanding—-small change; Incrementalism,
for low u?defstandiné—-smalﬁ éhange, and Neomobilism, for low unZer-
§§an419g——iargq change. R;cogpizing the‘non-exfbtence'oﬁ the metamor;hic
' ohly. dealt with the other three .

e )

- ﬂg&adrénts. Different decision strategies were offered as épbropriate

Y qpad}ant in education, the committsg' o

pa
v

§ .
for each of the three decision setting;: The synoptic ideal for homeo-

static seftings, disjointed incrementalism for incremental settings, and
¢ * ’ . ’ .

the ‘planned change model, involvihg neomobilistic settinég.t

.In addiﬁion, a decision typology-was inffoduqed with decisions

L] - .

. classified into four céﬁeéories according to whether they perta%ned to
~ . » . s .

;ﬁ/’ § .o ‘ :
ends or means and whether they were relevant to intentions or-actuali- .

\

ties. A flow‘cPa;t offering-appropriate decision strategies for "each,

-
’

'tfpe of decision in each decision seEting was then offered as a gaide to

) % L] & " ‘ “ * , » -
= ’ s a ) <
. 31 ” oo t i ) .
"“"Phi Delta Kappa National Study Committee on Evaluation, op. cit.,
' pp. 61-79. . ‘

\
)

o o~
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(9 o

educational decision makers and evaluatqrs. Once the guide was offered,
L 4 o .
however, the committeg introduced “serious questions about the validity ‘of

) »

..

the dec1s1on strategies, decision typOLOgy, and decision setting matrix

’
-

utilized. They conclugded: =~ | .

The-present formulations [including their own] do not of-
fer . . s him [evaluators] much guidance, «nor is he likely
to get-help' from the professional -literature on decision

. ma¥ing. A better model, based on empirical information
about real-world decision makers, *is very much needed.'32

.

Thus, typologies have been created; used to explaig decision settings and

develop appropriate decision strategies,‘ﬁ%stroyed and tecreated, all with—g

-~ » . % v
P el e aa

out verifying the extent tp which'the bnceptualized categories accurately <

~ )

- ‘ ‘ ) .
represent real world ‘events. Such con¢eptualizations shoyld be tested.
) . ’ ¢

» -
L

“Two other recent.works have ontributed untested conceptuzl refine-
PR

v

' ménts to decision theory. Alkin™~, in developing a theory of evaluationl
R . - . .

. N . 4
1.xeconcéptualized evaluation in the decision Pprecess as'consisting of‘two

s

separate states: l) pr0viding progress information for program improve—

ment during the implementation stage, and ~2) providing sunmmar¥ informatior

LI

for program~certifi¢ation. ‘Alkin also re-emphasized the cyclihal nature

- ="

of the decision process.. Q' Shaughnessy34 idfntified the logical procesges

used in each stage of the decision process. ' He emphasized, first, that
’ T .o 4

s . Ve

Ibid., p 334.

l

32

33Marvin C Alkin, "Evaluation Theory Development," Evaluation
Comment , (Center £0r the Study of Evaluation, University of California,
Losiangeles), 2. (Odtober, 1969), 9, -

N

* 34 3ohn 0*Shaughnedsy, op, cit.




a l g.-", \ .
differené types oqyinformation are needed for each stage and, second, that

. ¥

the manner in which problems are identified and explained greatly re=
4 -

‘. stricts the range of alternatives that will be developed.
£y [y
A\In a recent work on decision theory, Lipham35 synthesized many_ pre-=
t ~0
viously disjointed factors influencing ‘the decision process,into a consis-

¢

tent theoretical model. The model defined decision making within a sys-
) Do e ,

tems context as: . a

y

»

v

., « + a process wherein an awareness of a problematic state

2z

. _ of a-system, influencéd by" information and values, is reduced
- ‘to competing alternatives, among which a choice is made,‘based
upon perceived outcome states of the system.36

'J." . .o~ -' . N ‘.
) 'The model accounted for theé complexity of the decision .process,

€

accommodating the rational and non-rational elements of the process as

<

well as the major elements of the organizational structure and more recent

1

g . evaluation'perspectives. ‘The model is presented in Figure 1. |

Lipham also identified three dimensions useful.in assessing an .

e - ’

. organization's decision process: decision content, decision behavior, and

s .

- ' .
-

decision involvement. In other terms, the three dimensions accounted for
: 1 ]

wnat,the/decision is about, how the decision is made, and who is innglved'

in the decision—makiné ptocess..yAlthough concgptually independent,\the

-

‘ thrée dimensions are Interactive, as depicted in Figure 2.

4 Al

+ ’

. , 35James M. Lipham and James A. Hoch, Jr., The Principalshifj Foun-
Lo . dation and Functions (New York: Harper and Row, 1974), pp. 148-174.

R 381b1d., pi 155. ) o o
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Ilitérature as related to the decision process and the organizational de-

<

19

Lipham's descriptions of the dimensions and the process of decision-
. A N

making have accounted for the major elements previously identified in the

»

cision structure. Consequently, these models were utilized to define

decision making in this study. 1
In, addition to the models, Lipham37 described four modes available:

to utilize existing theory and research on decision making° the develop—

ES

mental mode, the assessment mode, the interactive mode, and. the struc-

*

tural dhange mode

The developmental mode'Vas especially pertinent to

¢

this study

%

Although designated as the iniuial research step of "building,

~

designing, or adapting instrumentation cbncerning‘decision making" that

L -

l-

b

is "unique _to the problems, procedures or issues"”in .2 specific school
l L? . ~
_system, the developmental mode is also applicable to decision instrument

[ Nt . .

va

deVelopmept that is unique to the problems, procedures, or‘issues ‘of-a

* structured innovation, such as IGE.

L

« making process.

Decision Making in IGE .

One’of the primary objectives for changing the structure of schoolg
N : . / .
from the traditional age—-graded, self-contained classrooh to the multiunit

organization was to change the pattern of involvement in the decision- -

’

Through the formation of units, the Instructional Im-.

N provement Committee (11677and/the Systemwide Program Committee (SPC),

many important decisions hhicL formerly were made autonomdusly by the

/

-~

. 37J‘mes M. Lipham, "Improving the Decision-Making Skills of the
Principal," in Jack A. Culbertson, et al., eds., Performance Objectives
for School Principals (Berkely, CA: McCutchan, 1974), pp. 105-109.
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teacner, the principal, or'the central officq nowrwere to be shared. - De-

cisions were.to be made as near the point of their implementation ds pos-—
¢ T '

sible. T g

The ‘results of several studies indicated that decisions were more

»

decentralized in schools adopting IGE than in no -IGé schools. Pellegrin38

found that principals in IGE schools had less impact on decisions‘made by

eggiteachers than in traditional schools, Also, unit leaders were fbund.to
3

have significant infldence on dec1sions in IGE schools in contrast to ‘the
principal's domination .of decisions in traditional schools. The decen-
tralization found by Pellegrin did not centar“aronnd-the IIC as may have

" been expected, however. The effectiveness of the IIC appeared to be

minimall.’ : g /
. . A
Hage s\operational definition of centralization was utilized in
three studies igvestigating structural elements of IGE. Walter,39 in a
w-s ———N ‘

study of the rqlationship of organizational structufe to adaptiveness,
e

found IG§ schools had significantly lower centgalization than non-IGE.

schools and that IGE schools were significantly more adaptive than non--

°
t ’ .

Bproland J. Pellegrin, “Some Orgapfzational Characteristics of
Multiunit Schools,' Working Paper No. 22, Wisconsin Research and Develop-
ment Center for Cognitive 'Learning, Madison, University of Wisconsin,
1969. -

- 39James Walter, "The Relationship of Organizational Structure to

Adaptiveness in ‘Elementary Schools,' Technical Report No. 276, Wisconsin
Research and Development Center for Cognitive Learn g, Madison, Univer-
sity of Wisconsin, 197 3.

-




. ’

. IGE sthools. Similarly, Herrick40 founi IGE schools significantly 1eos

[
Lentralized in decision making than non-IGE &chools. In addition, Herrick
found.higher teacher motivation in scheols having low centralization of

decision making than in schools having high centralization, Gramenz41

o

found the degree of centralieation of decision making to be a significant
predictor of ugit effectiveness as perceived by unit leaders and unit

teachers, N -

.

The role of the IIC as a decision-making structure in IGE has _been

investigated in three studiesﬁnééwosoﬁg.ﬁeund-&hai_ég_ESﬁEe“t of the final

decisions made by tte IIC were of low importance. Smifh43 found signifi-

cant positive relationships between the decision-making effectiveness of

the IIC and: 1) the interrelationship of the chairman's Initiation of

.

- AOH Scott Herrick, "The Relationship of Organizational Structure
to Teacher Motivation in Traditional and Multiunit Elementary Schools,"
unpubolished Doctoral dissertation, University of Wisconsin, 1974.
-, L. . . .
. ) : .. »,
41Gary W. Gramenz, "Relationship of Principal Leader Behavior and
Organizational Structure of the IGE/MUS~E to I and R Unit Effectiveness,"
Technical Report No. 320, Wisconsin Research and Development Tenter for
Cognitive Learning, Madison, University of Wisconsin, 1974. -

42Caroline .Loose, "Decision—making Patterns and Roles in the IIC,"
unpublished Doctoral dissertation, University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee,
19730 . .’

LY

»

63Kenneth Blaine Smith, "An Analysis of the Relationship Between
Effectivenep of the Multiunit Elementary School's Instructional Improve-
ment committee and Intetpersonal and Leader Behaviors," Technical Report
No. 230, Wisconsin Research and Development Center for Cognitive Learning,
Madison, University of Wisconsin, 1972.

-
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.
s
A

Structure and Consideration and the @omgatibility of the chaifmaﬁ and the '

members; 2) the interrelationshib of the chairman's regard fé} the comfort,
. [ s . !
well being, status and contribution of the members; 3) longer monthly

meetings; 4) members preferring close personal relations toward and from

. -
»

people; 5) fewer members; 6) a chairman who does not domigate; and 7)
the involvement_of the IIC in prescribed taskéf Nerlinéer,44 utilizing

a version of the instrument developed iy is study, found that the extent

-

of involvement of the IIC in decision j ig was strongly related to the
effectiveness of the units.

S————
2

"In the studies of deéisidﬁ mak%gg in IGE schools, the persorinel
typicélly have perceived their schools to be ;omewhat decentralized. 5
These perceptions were significantly reléted to organizational and personal \
variables, as’well_as to implementation outcomés. These studies, however,
have not addressed two key issues.pertinent to the study of deéision

making in IGE schools, First, with the exception of the study by Ner-

linger, the conceptualization of decision process uperationaljzed in the .

studies have h;t accounted for major elements,of 1nvolve¥ent in decision
making in IGE. The étudies have either focused on the locus of the act
of choice itself and, consequently, have. left unexamined the involve-—
ment in other steps of the decision process, or have impg;ed ordinal
scales on selected steps of the process which may not be accurately or-

deted in their importance. Alsd, the potency of thé decisions which

~

4

. 44Connie M. Nerliﬁger, "Participative Decision Making in IGE/MUS-E
Schools", Technical Report No. 356. ‘Wisconsin Research and Developmenit
Center for Cognitive Learning, Madison, University of Wisconsin, 1975. p. 90.

S
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have been decentralized in IGE has not been determined. Second, yhe

~

‘degree .to which the studies have represented observable decision behav-
1 .
45 '

¢

lor in IGE schools has nof been established. The conceptualizations of

the decision structures and decision process utilizeﬁ ini'the studies

%

have not been verified through PbServations or reports of r;gl world

ol AR

events in IGE schools,

Little information has been gathered regarding the extent of
involvement of various individuais and groups in the process of making
potent decisions in IGE schools. Studies have not been conducted to deter-
mine the discrepancy between the present or "real' decision structure -

utilized and the desired or "ideal' decision structures to be utilized,

7
)

< or the present level of decision involvement of teachers and the desired

# " .

level of decision involvement of teachers in IGE.- Without such informa-
¢ .

’
[

tion, the degree to which IGE schools have been successful in restruc- .
Y . .

turing the decision process can not be determined. )

Statement of the Problemr

N

The purpose qf this study was to develop 1nstrumentation to mea-

e Y—

sure the discrepancy between the present, or real, and the desired, or ideal

- -
.

decision structuré and involvement in the decision-making process concerning

-

¥
potent dec¢isions in IGE schools. Presumably, IGE has changed the decision

«

structure of schools from a relatively centralized process to a more de-

-

centralized and interactive process. Little information is available,

»

4sAlbei'L M. Holmquist "A Definitional Field Study of Decision
Making in Individually Guided Education Elementary Schools," Doctoral
dissertation, University of Wisconsin-Madison, 1976, °
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v

however, regarding the decision structuﬁg, the content of the potent

’
. ’ >

- .

decisions, or the extent of involvement of various individuals or groups

B * ' ’ \
in the potent decisions in IGE schocls, The degree to which present

o
decision structures and present decision involvement match the desired

‘__\.‘

structure and involvement in IGE is not known. Systematic inquiry into
these areas may help verify decision theory and improve the implementa-
tion of IGE. Such‘systématic inquiry requires valid and reliable instru-

mentation. N\

E This study was designed to develop an instrument -useful in corre-

lational and longitudinal research, Consequently, the instrument should
provide a means for measuring relationships with other:variables at a given
'y L]

time and should provide a means for measuring the discrepancy between the

real and ideal decision structure and thgreal and ideal decision involve~-
: N,

meﬁt.as schools progress into IGE,

@

. . -, .t .
R Specifically, this study was designed-to develop a valid and reli-
. .

able instrument which: .

1
w

1) Measured, for descriptive purposes, the perceptions of the
re¢ decision structure fér‘pgtent decisions in IGE schools.
’ . C { ;
2) Meawured, for descriﬁ%ive purposes, the perceps¥ions of. the.
. J/ . -

ideal decision structure for potent decisions in IGE schools.

~

3) Measured, for descriptive and correlational purposes, the

-

perceptions of . the real extent of involvement of teachers i

7

the decision-making process for potent decisions in IGE

schools .

. % 4

36
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a li). Measured, for desc“riptive‘ anq correlatiopal purpoées, the
4' \p‘ércepcions oﬁ the ideflw extent of involvement of teacpers
. in the decision-m;g:r:é\proce§s for~ potent decisions in IGE
- schools. ~ .
. } - A
. Definitidn/_o erms °
The following terms were defined fc;r the st:uc’iy as:
1) Real Decis&on Structures . 'individuagl or group‘ perceived as
a \ pre:sent:ly responsiblg for t;zaking the final decision opn pot:ent/’
decisions in IEE schools. o
"~ 2) Ideal Decision Structure--the indi’vidual or group whi;h id.eallx
| should be re\sponsible for making the final decis_io'n-on potent, )
o ‘ decisions in IGE.schools. o
' \3) Potent Decisions-—-tﬁose decisions whi;il deal with t:hés major
~
tasks and functions: inj IGE schools: ’ i
. - .
- . 4y Real Decision.Involvement--the extent .to which teachers presently
R W . .
- 7 / perceive themselves as beiné involved in the decision-making
-~ process concerning potent decisions in IGE schools.
5)’ Ideal Decision Involv(ame.nt——the extent t:o-w\hi‘ch teachers desire
~ e ;—'-?\‘tb b‘e 1nvol‘ved’ in-the dec‘:l\gsic;f;‘-makiz‘ag ?rc;cess concerning potent ‘

.

decisions in IGE schools, ' = =« -
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e

‘tion phase, and 3) the instrument testing phase. Then, the signiffcaﬁcex

- district-levél personnél serviced by ‘an IGE tegitnal organization jm she

:( ’ ) 2 k ‘ .
Wisconsin. The other two conferences weye for school leVel, digprip;

level, state department levels and college—level personnel aqtiveiy in-

" Volved in IGE from throughout the nation. The participants were asked

CHAPTER II

, DESIGN OF THE STUDY
' s,

This chapter presents ghe procedures utilized in each of the three

™

phases of the study: 1) the definition phase, 2) the instrument construc-

1 - .

and limitations of the study are delineated. ° - . B

. The Definition Phase

. o

The definitidn phase of the study was designed to accomplish

three objectives: 1) to verify, the relationship between the model of

the content of decisions made in IGE scﬁools.

' Three-varying modes were utilized—to gather the déta necesse/g/
- N I -

acoomplL§h these objectives, First, open—ended questionpaires were ad-

- .
4 -

ministered to pafticipanté/af three conferences for IGE practitioners  °

held fin the fall of 1973. One conference was for°IGE school-level and N

” ¢+ X T . ) —

- .
-— $

$ - , -
to ;den;ify the one or two most significant préﬁizms an IGE principal en-

-

*

. 3 — - 7

counters in four categories of ad(iiiii:ative activity: 1) Planning,



. %, ' 27
. ) 2) Changing or Motivétfng, 3) Organizing or Coor@inatiﬁg, and A A§sess- -

ing or Evaluating. The itég; nominated were analyzed for the tent of

decisions made in IGE séhools. -~ ’ S

.Secpgg}/{ﬁtervieds were conducted-with—teachers, unit leé&ers, and

.7

'pilncipals 1n nine IGE schogls to identify the’aecision structures, the /

.

ntent of dec131ons,/and the process followed 1n making dec1sid%s in

P

those schools.’ The intervxew schedule is preJe ed in Appendlx A. The

\
state cons1dered exemplary 1n five areas: 1) the-school's organization

-

into multi uﬁits; 2) the functioning of the Instrectional Improveméht

Committee;

) the funét*gnlng of the unlts, 4) the indIV1dua112at10n of ...

ast one curricular area; and 5) the 1nvolvement of the sta}f in
¥
1 :
\

decision making . \ .

-Thja:}né schogls'aisp yere'selected to pepresent diverse sBcipéconomic.
\\ féctors. Three.wér; located in gconomically depreséed urban ar;as, two
~/”/7f1§¥~: ( in pearly'all-white middle class;;uburban .areas, two in lower-middle and R
‘ . middle class suburban areas with 30 percent or more minority population,

and two in rural areas with 30 percent or more mingnity~ poputatisii; The

- schools varied in size from.seven teachers and 190 students to 38 teachers
~ ) . . . n . "
. ey ‘s ) - ,,\ . “ oA e -

"+r " and nearly 13155 students.” One school was a K- 3 campus, one a K-5, one

/ ) ' ; /—U » - . N
' T a K-Qa;and six were K-6. Five of. the schools.had racially integrated
- ! . \ -~ N @ . -
' " staffs and four had gnly one or two minority teachers. Two schools had
e

X women principals and one school was a non-puﬁlic school with Q/teaching-

&4

-»

principal.” Two of the schools were in their first year of IGE implementa-

tion, three were in their second year, and four were in their }hird~yé§fff

e T o o8
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, . & ;
. . - , [3 ‘?;4/“\: ( . e
- Jb€ interview schedule was piloted in three Wiscoénsin IGE .schools Ty

and ,refined for use in the nine schools selected. - A focused interview

- . -
T view schedule: The final interviews were conducted in January and Feb- -

‘//////' , ruary, 1974. . \ ¢ ‘. ' -
. L ' , ’ .
- .

Tﬂ}rd,.IGE research and imp]ementatien literathre was reviewed to .
¢ , %, ‘ f »

ddentify decision structures ‘and decision content either found to exist )

///)///;ormat-soliciting open~ended responses was‘utilized for the final inter-

.

in the field or prescribed for model IGE operations. This review was .

conducted after the questionnaire and interview data had been compiled ) "

and categorized thus reducfhg the structuring influence the literature

~

may have had on the researcher's interpretation of the Yata collected in

hY
Lt

- the field. Qnly two decision content_items and no decision structures
- P - -7 . . ]

- !

N - . v ‘ N ¢
were produced through the literature review that had not-been extracted
? . . N .

-

previously from bhe field' data. The two content items were taken from a’

study by Paul 4 atd involved decisions conoerning the relationships be- :’ —
< ' . .
-tween outside agencies and the inservice programs of the schools.

Through content analysis of the questionnairea interview, and litera-

e * -

ture Teview data, seventeen decision structures and 220 decision content

/ .
/items were compiLed The positions or groups making up the seventeen

- .

L

. 4 ~ i’ @ .
e . -
kg decision struetures were collapsed'into 13 categories. . S

* 1) Board of Education S ‘ ' b
sy *2) Superintendent e& other Central Office PerSonnel - L
4 [} . - < ) - A .

. -

: N , - g

- -, - 46Douglas A. Paul, "The Diffusion of an Innovation :Through Inter-
¥ organizational Linkages: A Comparative Case Study," Technical Report No.
’ i *308, Wisconsin Research and Development ‘Center for Cognitive Learn}ng, -
Madison‘wQ§sconsin, 1974, = . . . _—
. . . ) .
. \ g 40 . . N .

- -
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3) Negotiation Teamsy . . : *

NS
-

o 4) Systemwide Program Committee
5) Principal or Assistant Principal ) -
: .6) Entire Faculty as a Group .2

, » ' 7)! Imstructional Improvement Committee

. «
€ - \

8) Unit Deader
9) Unit Teachers as é Grioup .

10y Individual Teacher . . : .

™
\ . '

il) Paraprofessionals

i

S

1 o

12)>.Parents or Parent Ad;isdry'Committee . . -
\ - P
’ 13) Stqgent ; ' > ' S ‘ h
- The 220 decision content items were categorized into six decision .
=~ areas defined e;. : . ; Ce - . \ . - )
3 -
e 1)5 External EnGironménts'" decisions concerning relationships .
o ﬁ’ between a school or school district and the students! homes .
. , ) tnf community, the State ﬁducational~Agency, and oth;: outside P
™ ) © ) i aé%ncies,such as other schools, teacher education institutions,
- ~2 0% L AI6E 12agues and the. Wisconsin R and D Cenfer. = ‘ .
. : L, JIGE gues, 4 censin, r . ‘
. - .- 'Z)Q Einanciél and Physical Résources: decisions concerning the T )
RS ) . 1' ' Oacquisition of money, materials,ﬁand s%ace and tiWeir allocation
.“g" ! N :among competing §touEs'or persons within a school or schooi
o . " ?' :district. . ‘ . - ) . c B .
5f7’ S . s ) Instructiqnal’Program: decisions concetning'the philosophy,
;;>:. , goals,.objéctioes,'and activities to@ard whicn student behaviop . )
S, R . ’




. . . ’ * .) ’

is to be directed. - This includes student behavior during struc-

< : tured instructional time as well as student behavior ddriné

-

.

\ unstructured instructional and recreational time. Thus de~

I

v ' -
cisions concerning student behavior during recess, IMC study, -

"and Woving to and Erom instructional groups would be con-— )

- o sideted part of the toFal Instructional Péoéiam: \. ) '
4). Organization aﬂH;Operations:“ decisions:concerning the érrange;

4 y ment of a school or school disiric; into roles, with Quties )

and responsibilitie§, the intérrelationships among these roles,

-

and the parameters within which role. incumbents muSt operate.
Specifically, Organization and OEerations decisions concern
‘such items as: v ‘ : )
‘ ’ -g ° The membership, functions, and operations of tHe .SPC,
, . IIC I and R units, and other committee structures.
. o ..
. ° The'duties and resonsibllities of ‘the central office’
. . personnel, the principal, the_unit leader, and the staff
' teacher, special area teachers, the student, and intern .
teachem, “#he instructional and secretar1al aide, the -
volunteer, and all support personnel. : ) .
2 R . , ‘ I
- “ ° The school calendar, the school day schedule, the de-
termination of a school's attendance area, and the age
span and size of T and R units, the length of .the lunch
houro . ) - R
The f&rmal relationships among the various persons and .
. committees (I and R units, IIC, parents advisory, commit~-
» T tee etc.) within a school. . . .
. . .° The formal relationships among Ehe va;ious schools, dis-
trict-wide committees’,” and central office personnel

C oy within a schools district, .7

- . : ©5) ReSearch‘and Bvaluation: decisions conterning the processes

) . . . ‘.

of research and evaluatign of childxén, teachers, administrators,

LY




: the;cpmmuﬁit}, and lhe.program pf azfchbol or school district.
A@\\ 6) Staff Pefsénnelj. decisions‘regarding a school:or school

' . co. v < v PO .
di%trict's‘processesgpf staff selection,.assagnment, mnotiva--’
tion,eand developmentitand decisi%ns éoncefningsstaffﬁmoralé

. N .- 0
4 v [ ) .

and interpersonal relationships. , . AR
y - . - ' "\ © . :

The interview data concérning:the decision-making process was’or-‘ v

‘ »
. LI

«

ganized into.flow charts depicting the sequence 'of- steps the persons in-

.

sterviewed perceived to be taken ithheir'school in making a. maJor decision.

LY

The flow charts were then compared to the decision}making model utilized in

v »

s the study. Of the 62 interviews f10w—charted 56 matched the five—step

“ \

process of the model. . Of the six not matching the model- all six included

the steps of identifying the problem, determining alternatives, choosing -

-

,

an alternative, and 1mplementing the decision and- excluded only the
- a ' ~ £
fifth step, determining effectiveness. This was considered substantial .

evidence verifying that the decision-making model utilized in the study

¢ L)

accurately répresented the decision—making process functioning in IGE

Y N A N ‘ : «
.schools. "o

. .
.-
’

The definition'phase delineated three dimensions‘*of decision making

in IGE: 1) the decision-making prgcess, 2) the decision structures, and

(3

3) the content of décisions. With these dimensions deﬁined, a de- .
cisidn involvement analysis instrument could .be constructed for use in .

£ ‘, * ‘ € -. »
IGE schools. . . ' T,

ot

» =
]

/ ~ ’ The\lnsirument Construction Phase . ‘ S
N .

4

” . M .

s Two objectives were toqbe accomplished in the instrument construg-
- P ] . - "\

s - “ . A oo X
-tion phaseof the study: 1) to devVelop an IGE decision involvement analysis

- . f ’ 2 , o
) ~ . ) ¢




' r - ® > ¢ -
. . [ 4 . - N M
. * instrument with content and construct validity, and 2) to determine the

.

appropriate scaling pnacedu;éé to be utilized on the instrument.

N )

4 . € .~ -

Validity . . ST

’ &
[

‘. .
. The types of validity required of an instrument vary according

N ) _to the purposes for which the inétrument is intended.ﬁ7 The instrument
R ¢

.
. '

——,

. developed in this study had twé primary pyrposes:” 1) to describe real

. S
and ideal decision structures uqilized and desired in IGE schodls, and
- * L 2

'2) to infer the real-and ideal degreé of involvement of teachers in the

- decision-making process jn IGE schools. Consequently, evidénce'regafding

. . .
Dy . '

B \
the content and construct validity.of tHe instrument.was needed, °

- v “

iAs Nunnqlly48 pointed out, content validity is'not tested after a

, measure is construgted;'iqther it should be ensured by the plan and pro-

cedures af construction. Nunnally listed two major stahdards for ensuring

.

content validity:(/ﬂli\g representative collection of. items and 2>'sensib1e‘ .
49 '

’ . o

. methods of test construction,"

:

The procedures utilized to define the

-

. dimensions. of deéision makipg in IGE schools, .described. in the previous

.

section, ensured that the domain was adequately defined and that the "uni-

-

_ verse™" of items collected represented events occuring in IGE schools.

’

» ) T

v - * e

., : - . ] . . A
' : 47National‘Commit;tee on Test Standards, '"Three Characteristics of '
Validity," in David A.. Payne and Robert F. McMorris, eds., Educational and "
Egychological Measurement (Walpham, MA: Blaisdell,.1967), p. 77. .

e . : . ' * ]
. 48Jum C. Nunnally, -Psychometric Theory (New York: McGraw Hill, .
“ 19%67), p. 80. " )

- . \ IS ’
- »

< - ¥ _.__..Ibid', p. 81, ' \ ) - S,

] - N - N e




) S£;2L the instrument was intended to measure the decision structures uti-

€ - v

. . ‘
lized and the decision inv@lvement of teachers in the major or potent .

i\ngigzsns in IGE schools--not in all decisionglin,IGE sclools--a panel

: S

of experts was utilized to ‘determine whi¢h of the 220 decision items -

were the most potent. The panel was constituted of two teachers, two

« ‘.

unit' leaders, and two principafs representing reputationally superior IGE

. ~

schools in Wisqonsin. In add tion, two Wisconsin R and D Center Prin-
cipal Investigators invol;gd in ‘rganizational theory with eﬁphas%s spe-‘
cifically on decisio; ﬁaking.éérc included’on the paAel. The panel was
directed to eliminate overlapping:items, reword ambiguous items, dgterm@ne

the appropriateness of an item for its designated category, and come to

common meaning of each item. Then, the panel was directed to rate the

Ny
4 [N

* iMportance or potency of each item using a five-point scale with™"1"

representing '"very little" importance, '2" representing "1itt1e"'impor-«

I . ' . °
tance, '3'" representing “some" importance, "4 representing "much" impor-
tance, and "5 fepresenting "very much" importance. Items receiving mean

’

*scores between 3.5 and 5.0 were considered to have the degree of potency

needed to. be included on the instrument. For the pilot instrument, seven

items were randomly selected from the pool of potent‘items for each of

-

five decisidh content categories: Exterhél Environments, Financial and-.

Phyéical Resourcés:‘organization and Operations, Staff Personnel, and

Research and Evaluation, Fourteen items were randomly séiected from the ‘
potent Instructional Program decisions, representing the importance of

that category. The rating form utilized by the panel of wexpert# is

.
.

presented in Appendix B.

‘ ’ — oo '4155
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To ensure that the format and readability of the instrument fol- -
lowed "sensible".methods, a first-cut version of thé instrument was devel~-

oped and utilized in a study of decision involvement in a Wisconsin school

A

district with IGE elementary schools, Respondents provided feedback re- £

garding the clarity ®and readability of . the directions and format of the

N L}
. -

instruments, ° Refinements were necessary to shorten the administration of .

the instrument and to reguire less respondent discrimination between

1

varying levels: of involvement among the five steps of the decision process.

The first-cut version of the instrument is shown in Appendix C.

Based upon the feedback received‘from respondents to the first-—cut « +

instrument, the decision process outlined in questions 3 and 4 was col—
"lapsed into one general statement regarding involvement in the total

decision-making procéss. Subsequently, the response ‘set was modified
to represent degree_of involvement rather than freqﬁency of involvement.
ol . .

\

, Also,,ﬁinor modificatiods were made in the questions and the response set

b} .“' '

for questions ﬂ and kR These refinements were utilized in construction
of the pilot inStr&ment, as can be seen in Appendix D.
The extent of evidence required for a construct to have validity’

varies according, to the number of‘related variables in "the construct and ¢

the tiéhtness of the dEfinitdon of those variables.50 Relatively ° -

‘few decision structures were identified in IGE schools and each was

carefully defined as a person or a group with specific membership. For

-

Othid., p. 85, =~ o



such a concrete constrict, the  comparison of the percentage of respon-

.

dents nominating the decision structures in IGE schools as real and ideal
was considered adequate evidence for initial corstruct validity, In
contrast, decision involvement was a relatively abstract construct and

- L~

required additional evidengce for initial valida;ibn.

Nunnally noted three major aspects of the process of establishing

validity for abstract._constructs:

1) Specifying the domain of observables; 2) determining
to what extent all, or some, of those observables cor-
relate with each other or are affected alike by experi-
mental treatments, and 3) determining whether or not
one, some, or all measures of such variables act as
though they measure the construct.5l

Thq domain Bf decision invoivgment in IGE was carefully defined,
as de;cribed prqvi;usly. The exgent to which theé observaples in t@e
domain were similarl& affecgggj'or reacted similarly in varyiné deci=
sion settings, and the extenf to which the instrument acted as though

it measured real and ideal decision involvement were determined in the

third phase of theAstudy: testing the instrument.

Sl:Ibid., p. 87.

[Snatot iy
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Scaling . '

The procedures chpsen for scaling a measure require several assump-

[}

tions be made that effect the appropriateness of the interpretations of
the results of that measure.>2 Three assumptions were made in the con-

struction of the IGE Decision. Involvement Analysis Instrument, First,

< . [y
LI AR 4 -
et . .

no leveling or ordering was consigeréd adequate to describe gfﬁierarchy' '
of decision structures. Consequentiy, a nominal scale was uéilized, making
data gathered concerning decision structures appropriate only for deScrip-
t;ve'purposes or for non-parametric statistical analysis.
J Second, decision involvement wés assumed to have no zero point. -

"Wery Little" was considered to be the ‘lowest point which could be repre-

“

scated numcrically on a five-point Liker: scalc. Although the iatervals be-
tween levels of involvemeng were not, defined, they were assumed to be equal
distances apart. Based upon theseé assumptions, interpretations and sta-

tistical treatments of decision involvement data appropriate for ordinal

- ‘

scales could be made with’coqfidence,ybut intef%retations and statist}cal

treatments implying magnitudekor quantity needed to be made with care.

Third, decision involvement in the potent decisions in IGE schools

was assumed to be a unitary factor. Consequently, the three dimensional \'

[}
.

data matrix to be obtained in the study could be collapsed into a two-

A ]

dimensional scale in which the responses of  all respondents ffom a school

AR

\_
52Fred-N. Kerlinger, Foundations of Behavioral Research, 2nd ed.
(New York:. Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1973), pp. 426-441. ..

.

~

- 4:23 .
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on all items of the instrument could be summed to represent the involve-

ment of the teachers in that school in decision making. The two dimen~

—_— b ~

1 1
sions could be collapsed further into a unidimensional scale in which

-

the résponses from all of the schools could be summed to represent the

- ’

decicion inyo%yement of teachers in IGE schools. The unidimensional

4

scale assumed linearity and that only one factor, involvement in decision

-

making, was measured by that section of the instrument. Factor analysis

< .z

was conducted on the results of both the pilot and final instruments to

- -

determine whether the assumptions of unidimensionality could be supported.

-

The results of these analyses are reported in Chapter III.

The construction phase of the study ensured that the instrument

Y

had content validity and designed pxogedures to provide initial eyidence -

-

regarding the construct validity of the instrument, Alsg, the assumptions

inherent in the scaling procedures utilizéd were identified. The instru- .

ments could -now be piloted, refined, and tested.
A ‘ ‘ -

, ) A ' ’
Testing the ;;::¥hment

>

a : N

»

. The'phase of ‘testing the instrument had three objectives: 1) to

determine whether or not the assumption of unidimensionality could be

»

supported, and if not, to determine "the anpropriate factors represented . .

[y

by the ;nstrument; 2) to determine the reliability of the instrument;

and 3) to provihe initial -evidence regarding the validity of the

. | Cow
cohstruct ''decision involvement" repregented by the instrument,
- ' .

Unidimensionality - . - o

' .

Data obtained from adm}nistration of the pilot insttument and the

final instrument were kactor analyzed to determine the support for the

' v 4v9~ . | ¢
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-

assumptions of unidimensionality, Through use of PROGRAM BIGFACISQ, the

,data were subjected to step-down analysis for the R mode with both

orthogonal and oblique rotations. This produced item weightings for

/

eight factors down 'to two factors. Results of these-analyses are

presented in Chapter IIT. ‘ ) ) -

Sample and Data Collection Procedures

A

The pilot version of the instrument was administered in five schools

from those selected for interview sites that were considered most 1ikeLy

to provide the widest variance in responses,\Agail\, the schools were
/
located in California, New Jersey, and South Ci{roliina. Each principal
>

administered the instrument to the teachers and leaders of his or

her school at the beginning of a faculty meeting or at a meeting called

v

specifically for completing the instrument. One hundred and four of the

106 teachers and unit leaders in the pilot schools responded to, the pilot
instrument;. The completeé forms were collected in unmarked envelopes
by the principal and returned to she researcher. ’

H One hundred IGE schools which had been randomly selecte& for~paf- /

«

. . . . . 5
ticipation in recent studies by Evers > and Gramenz56 were invited to

-

<

»

TR

.

ﬁarticipate in testing the final instrument. Thus, data gathered by Evers .

- . ’ Pt
‘53Denn13'w. Spuck, Donald N. Mcisaac, and John A. Berg, PK%@RAM.'
BIGFACT (Madison, WI: Wis¢onsin Information Systems, 1972).

54Nancy A. Evers, "An Analysis of the Relationship Betyeen the
Effectivencss of the Multiunit Elementary,SbQog}”s Instruction.and Re-~
search Unit and Interpersonal Behaviors,' Techpical Report No. 298,

‘Wisconsin Research and *Development Centef for Cégnitive Learning, Madison,

University of Wisconsin, 1974,

// 55-Gary W. Gramenz, _R.»éit.
+

B /r-;'o
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. \
)andGramenzregarding the effectiveness of I and

’é

be reléted .tb the data gathered regarding decision making. The 100

§'Unit operatiopns could

*schools were verified as meeting four minimal standards f(} IGE schools:

1) the s’—ntire school was organlzed into the multiynit pattern, 2) the i —“

structional programing model was' utilized in at least one curricular area;

1

3) the school had“ad functioning IIC which met at least once a week; and-

4) the school had multiage grouping in each I and R Unit.

Seventy-seven of

the 100 schools agreed, to participate., Of the 23 not participating, 13 ~

Vs

indicated that their staffs had decided not to be involved in another

study during the 1973-74 school year and 10 indicated that their school

-

'schedule was already planned for the remainder of the year and time;yould

%
«The§77 participating schools were from 13

not allow them to participate.

LY

states representing New England, the east‘coast, the southeast, thezmidwest,

the mountain states, and the west coast.

The instrument was._completed by .

™o

1266 IGE teachers and unit leaders. B

The principals were instructed to administer the instrument to the

A

teachers and unit leaders at.the beginning of a faculty meeting or- at a

2

meeting called specifically ‘for completing the iﬁstrument. Each principal -

*was asked to read the instructions, to ensure that refondents did.not con-

>

fer with each other, to ¢ollect the campleted instruménts in sealed, un-

marked envelopes, and tg return the instrument to the researcher,

In addition to being utilized to determine the support for the as-

sumption of

unldimensionality, the data collected in the 77 schools were

utilized to establish the reliability levels and initial evidence of con-

~

struct validity of the instrument. -
p . ¢ L
ol

/ v

4

.
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, Reliability *

To determine the reliability of the final instrument, a test of in-
\ N ‘ 3 ’
'\ ternal consistency56 was conducted on the real and ideal decision involve-

-ment scales. The correlation of items to scale and to the total ipstru-

" ment, and the alpha-coefficients of the scales and the total instrument

are reported in Chapter III. ° ‘ . - .

. Cénstruct.yalidity'

To pfpvide initial evidence regarding the construct validity of the

“ instrument's measures of real and ideal decision involvement, two sets of

-

hypotheses concerning the relationship between teacher involvement in
- T ,
decision making and perceived effectiveness of I and R Unit operations -

ﬁerezdeveloped. The first set was based upon the assumption that decision

]
involvement consisted of a unitary. factor. The second set was based upon

7
the assumption that multiple factors would be discovered through the fac-

tor analysis of the decision involvement data, /Only one set of assump-

tfons would be supporited Ey the "factor analysis of thé data of the final'’ '

study' and, consequently, only one set of the hypctheses would be t&ted
' i
in the final-study.

L}

*The literafure supporting the hypothesized relationships betweén
teacher involvement in the decision-making process and the effectiveness

_of I and R unit operations in IGE schyols was carefully reviewed in a study -

v

by Nerlinger. She summarized:
. « . there is supportive research -in_industry to show a
positive relationshlp between particlpatlve decision making
-~ ' and production. Considerable research in school settings ’
related decision sharing pos;tlvely to teacher attitude and
gsome research has been done qs tie participation to enhanced

4

L] .

3

SGDennis W. - Spuck, Program TSTAT ‘(Madison, WI: Wisconsin Informa- .

Q , tion Systems, 1971). . R -

o 52 . H . .
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problem solving by teachers.57r ! \\ : “é“
~ ' $ . ~
Two null hypotheses were developed to test the relationship 8

between a unitary factor of teacher involvement in decision making

and effectiveness of I and R unit operations:

<

H(l) There is no significant relationship between the perceived
real involvement of teachers in the decision-making process

for potent decisions and the perceived effectiveness of .

[

I and R unit operations in IGE schools.

H(2) There is no significant relationship between the‘discrepancy

5 [

of perceived real and ideal involvement of teachers in the

decision-making process for potent decisions and the per-

ceived effectiveness of I and R unit operations in IGE

- schools.

The following hypotheses were developed to test the expected

-~

' relationship between a multi-factor view of teacher involvement in

decisjon-making and effectiveness of I and R unit operations:

-

H(3) There is no significant relationship between the perceived
real involvement aof teachers in the (Factor 1) of the *
decision-making process for potent decisions and the perceived

. N A )

*

= - effectiveness of I and R dﬁit operations ih IGE’schoéls.
Hypotheses'similar to H(3) were developed for each factor.
H(4) There is no significant relégionship between the.discrépancy

°
of perceived real and ideal involvement of teachers in

. ,- . , i \
e . ¢
. R @ . . © b . L.
57Connic M. Nerlinger, op. .Ei_t;’ P. 1‘ -
~ ' -
. ‘58 '
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the (Factor 1) of the decision-making process for poteqt'

decisions and the perceived effectiveness of I and R unit

operations in IGE schools.

Hypotheses similar to H(4) were developed for each factor.

' -
. The I and R Unit Operations Questionnaire, develeped for the. '
studies by Ever§=58 and Gramenz,59 consisted of fifty;one items based _
on the performance objectives identified as the responsibility of the
I and R unit.60 The items were grouped into four categ’gries:' Instruc-
tional Program, Staff Development, Organizational Operations, and -
-School-Community Relations, Reliability levels, defined as internal
consistency, for each scale and for the total instrument are presented
in Table I. S o :
[} ' . L-?*' " <
TR TABLE I
RELIABILITY LEVELS:FOR THE I AND R UNIT OPERATIONS QUESTIONNAIRE L
s : ¢ - N C'I.U‘
. Categories ’ N=673
w - wfn,s_truct_ignal Program . 9329
; ' Staff Development ‘ .8209
DOrganizgtiohal Operations . .985_3
) School-Community Relations ‘ .7885 )
Total \ © o .9589"
2

]

urce: Evers, op. cit., p. 46,

L

58Nan¢y.k£\~."’E\‘1ers, op. cit. -

A
59Gary W. Cramenz, op. cit.

60Herber't J. Klausmeier, et. al., Individually. Guided Education and
the Multiunit Elementary School: Guidelines for Implemedation (Madison,

Wisconsin: ' Wisconsin Research and Development Center for Cognitive Learn- G
-.1ing, 1971), pp. 91-126. . : '

54
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The statistical procedure utilized to test the strengﬁh of the relation- .

- - j . N ' - . - - *
- ships between variables was the Pearson product-moment correlation o
- ) coefficient, PROGRAM WiSE*STAT.DISTX'61 was’ utilized.for thi‘s‘ analysis.,

\ -
< .

In, addition;. graphlc representations for .the hypotheses tested were. -

~ p
/

*obtaineg through use of CROSTABZ 62 N - \ . .
§ % :
Smmmﬁ R . . .. \\; .
| =ihasur;mz::y, the study hadl;hree phases, each .with a set of )
.okjectivgs to be aghieved: S " - S

The Definition Phase: . .
1) -Fo verify the relationship between the model of the

»

decision-making process utilized in the study and.the
. . ¢
\

decisibh-makino process as it ‘occurred in TGE schoels

» -~ - ~ . * >
' 2) To identify the decision structures utilized in IGE
- e , A ‘ RN
schools. P : y .
. R . . <y R -

¢

3) To identify and categérize the content of decisions’ . N
' made in IGE schools. '\ R . .
N - ¢ > N
- i - N .
The Instrument Construction Phase: . .
. . .‘ - v + I3 - , " - ; , s “.
e .- . ' 4) To develop an “IGE Decision Irtvolvement Analysis‘'Instrument
’ c - ' with content}and conStruct validity . . .«
. . ) ©5) To determine the appro{riwge scaling procedures to be™ A
. : B . utilizged on thé instrument, - ) .
- ) . 3 .
’ T ¢ BN N . .
\ . o "L :
61" S
- vennis We.Spuc Fredgrl P. Stofflet, and pavid J. Fleckenstein
. A PROGRAM WISEKSTAT DISTX (Madiison, WI isconsin Information Systems, 1971)
Wt A * . e i< ~
! . - 6Z.Peter WOlfe, Jim Allep, and Ralph St John, CROSTABZ 1st Revision
-, T (Madison; WI: Acdﬂemic Computlng Center, 1975)
4 - P " 3 \_.»; .

¢




’The.Instrument Testing Phase

~?

To determine if aSsumptions of unidimensionality could

~ ¥ .. be supported and, if not, to determine the appropriate
factors represented by the instrument. o S
- ‘ I, ) " .
' 7) To detefmine the reliability‘of the ingtrument. |, ‘\r\n

Lo

- g8) To provide initial evidence regarding the validity of

“the construc\\"decision 'involvepent" Fepresented by the-

s 2,

. | instrument. , N2 . ) N
S \ . . \ )
._The\achjevement‘of these objectives held considerablé import for the,

ance of the “5tudy. e o : -

.

Significance of the Study R £

.- C I ~
»

goificance in three areas, . First,‘decision theory

.. The study had
- #

process., The validatiéon procedures extended both into the concrete world

L P of phenomeﬁa and into tﬁe abstract world of relationships*betwean coﬁétrubts. .
: " The study relat;d reports :of deciaion'events to a deofSion model, a step <
. which hrad ‘not been undertaken previously for validation of intuif®d theories ~ N
. . of the%decisiqp~gaking procéss. Also; the study provided means of ooapti—. »

‘ fying to the ordinal level involvement in the decision-géking process.” Con- ..
- . N, ' . . ; ° L.
sequently, relationships between decision ‘involvement and other constructs

‘s

. could be tested through parametric statistical procegures not‘appropriate

¢ ]

-

. ’ ' P ' N N
for the nominal 3evel of measurement provided in previous studies.

¢

* Second, the studp prohided an instrument which may be utilized in

future .studfes inve igating th relationsﬁip between decision involvement

¢ . N . . ‘-

N .
organizational, and situational constructs.

P

)

O ) ‘

|
|
‘ " and a variety of persona
|
|
|
|
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b ' Such studies would add further evidénce ri:garding the construct validit§ of

W~

the decision—making model utilized in this study. ?5

Third, the study provided a variety of information useful in analyzing

. . the\degree to which IGE has réstructured the’ decision—making process in ele—\

-

nientary school\: Information was produced regarding the decision structures

[N

presently being utllized in IGE schools, the decision structures teachers

~

ideall\\w 1d utilize in IGE schdols, the .present levél of inyolvemenw’ of -

teachers in the detision-making process in IGE schools, the de31red,1§?el

‘ N
of involvement oiiteachers in the decision—making process in IGE schools;x\
i'”’—.-\\
and the relationship QEFFEEn\teacher involvement in the decision-making™ ‘
N . .
' RN ) I~ <
‘\\\\\ . pProcess and the effectiVeness\of I and R unit operations in IGE schoel\\
~ N

in non~IGE schools or in non-school organizations. Studies néed to be

« . -~

57
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s events which may not have actually occurred in such a rational, logical’
e IR : v ‘
e ' Pattenn."65§6¥V5Eionalwstudie§ would' provide mbre adequate data to

s N

N -

verify the relationship of the model and the decision-making protess *
. > >
S . : -y .
" utilized in IGE schools. : ’ A
“ N Ps “

B ¢ '

K

K

Finally,Ithe statistical procedures utlllzed in this study assumed

a 1inear relationshlp between involvement in dec1sfbn making and ,the

. »

effectlveness of I and R un1t operations. It is)conceivable that a e

«

, curvilinear relatlonshlp exists' between the two variables, with a .

¢
’

, . mlddle level of 1nvolvement in dec;31on maklng correlating to the great-

est degree of effectiveness and both less and greater decision involvement

’ h} . v

. correlating with decreased effettiveness.: The linear statistical

.. procedures utilized were considered the best means available to provide

(2N

'

. ) s N ) i 3 * [l
A 7'p*_racticgle firgb\ifiifflmatioh to a complicated relationship."6

ra

-

“ .

23

illlam L Hays, Statistics for the Soc1a1 Sciences, an ed.
HolT5-Rinehart and Winston, 1973), P 701.
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o CHAPTER III '

- _ . >
; ———

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

This chapter begins with the présgntation and 'analysis of the

reliability and factor analysis data from the pilot version instrument.

Next', the reliability scores and factor analysis of the final version

instrument are presented. Then, data describing the real and ideal

! .

decision structures and the real and ideal levels of' involvement of

«

IGE teacyers in decision making are discussed. The chapter concludes '
with the presentation and analysis of the data relating decision

involvement and I and R unit effectiveness. . .

Pilot Version Reliability and Factor Analysis

B N
» A 4

The pilot version® instrumerit.had six subscales representing

decision involvement in what were thought to be mutually exclusive ‘
and exhaustive categories of decision content. The reliabilitytscores .

b e

of the subscales and of the total instrument were determined by a test

~ .

-~

for internal consistency of real‘decision inyolvement items. Igble_

"II presents the correlations to scale and to the total instrument of

, .
the decision items in each scale. * . :

. v .

Each of the subscales contained one, or njore items with, low

corrclation to scale or with higher correlation to the total instru- ~

©

ment than to scale. Consequently, the alpha coefficients of four of

' -

the six subscales were lower than desired, as can be seen in Table III. ‘
. : 47

59 e



CORRELATI

OF SCORES TO SCALE AND'TO THE TOTAL PILOT VERSION
INS?BQEEMI_REALJQ_\ISION INVOLVEMENT ITEMS (N=104) .

SCALE AND ITEM NO.

r-Item
to Scale

External Enviromments

2

5
18
30
45
46
.49

Financial and Physical Resources

10
13
29
33
36
38
44

Instructional Program __——

+5560
.3544
.6129
4433
.6574
.6165
.6351

.4015
.3520
.6577
.1737
4560
.6211
.6262
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TABLE II (continued)

Research and Evaluation

27— — = T
14 !

16

27

34

37

39

Staff Development

15
17
20
31
32
35
43

3

Staff Personnel

6
7

11

24

28

40 Y

N

. 5264
«7256
.6947
.7300 - .,
.5620
775996,
.3358

.5734
4842
.5438
.6068
.6629
+5952
.4368

.3881 \
.5849 -
.5293

«5970

+5562

«5072 ~
.1945

.2365
.4067

L4155 .

4634 , .
.6211 ’
.5059 .

.3718 ’ .




. ° . ‘
¢ . TABLE IIT » .
. P ¢ .. ‘) ’ 5

RELIABILITY SCORES OF PILOT VERSION SCALES AND

) TOTAL INSTRUMENT_(N=104)
- __SCALE J i AlPHA -
' External Enyironments ‘: 6251 ™™
¢ . - -, -
Financial and Physical Resource - ( . 4558 ‘
Instructional Program . C o . 8486
N Research and Evaluation . .5345
Staff Development ) .7163
Staff Personnel . .6365
Total Instrument ’ .9203

-

- ® -

In addifioq to the low reliability scores of the scales, the

<

“administratign of the pilot version instrument averaged 40 minutes,

-~ . . '

well over the maximum of 25 minutes desired so that the instrument
could be utilized in a series of measures. Since the alpha coefficient

. 3 .
of the total pilot version instrument was high, items could be deleted

- without considerable loss to the reliability. Reducing thé’number of
" items, however, would reduce the reliability of the scales even -

further,

Factor analysis was utilized to help determine if the six scales

would be retained on the final version instrument or, if not, which

[

items Qould be deleted. The six-step orthogonal rotation of the
‘ . -

; .62




factor analysis dispersed the items of the scalgs widely among ‘six
*‘ x «

" a

e \ ..factors. Té?le v présents tpe.loadings‘of the items on each of the
) six fgikgrs. The'asteégfki-ﬁndicate the factor into which the item
B ’ was placed;' The seven item; of "External Environménts" were plaéed
. . . .
Lo _ in gh;eerdiffqpézg factors, tﬁeegeven.items of "Financial and Physical

Resources" in five factprs, the 14 items of "Instructional Program"

. 4

f

in five factb‘f: the seven items .of '"Research andigvaluation“ in five

factors, the seven items of "Staff Development' in four factors, and
. e
A

the seven items of '"Staff Personnel'" in three factors. Furthermore,

4 -

each of the factors had numerous items with nearly equal loadings in

two or more factors. It wa$ evident that the theoretically defined
- &

7

structures were not validated in the six-step rotation.

Conceptuaiiy and mathematically, the most credible factors of

the pilot-data emerged in the two-step rotation. Conceptually,

the items could be categorized as "Instruction Related" and 'Manage-
“ment Related." The Instruction Related factor accounted for 78.37%

of the variance, however, and made the usefulness of a secornd factor

b F

In addition, 11 of the 22 items placed “into tﬁe.

e

questionable,

Management Related factor had 16adings of nearly equal weight Bn' \

factors I and IIf

.

\e

ERIC ' : o '

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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TABLE IV
FACTOR LOADINGS OF 49 PILOT ITEMS ON SIX STEP .
"ORTHOGONAL ROTATION (N=104)
- . . m ’

_ SCALE AND ITEM NO. o FACTOR LOADINGS o
- - I. 11 " III ' v - v Vi ‘ |
ST External Efvironments i o o

2 164 -.067 - -.226°  .616% - -.110 - -.048
. 5 et .022 -.046 ~.016 L411% .032 .046
18 L468%  -,131 ~-,072 .378 -.037 .454
30 .160 -.287 -.520% .14§ .325 - .026
. 45 . LA46% - ,242 ~-.237 .133 .090 ~.140
RN 46 ' .656% ~,105 -.137- -.020" 417 r. 141
49 ’ «753% .072 ~-.026 -.020 .077 .033 -
Financial and “
Physical Resources : - . f
‘ -
10 . -.086 .118 .013 -.084 -.125 .642%
) . 13 .017 .096 -,289 . 358 .189 .233
29 . <396*% -,229 ~-.381 .121 -.224 .323
. 33 ' © T -.149 .047 -.186 -.011 .619* .027 -
36° . .217 121 -.332 .180 .391* .066
38 »514% -~ ,150 - ~.329 .053 -.121 .106

44 .185 ~-.021 -.599% 173 .129 141

Instructional Program- -




TABLE IV (continued)

N

. ' ‘ S | I I IV . v vI
: X
) Research and Evaluation
12 -0131 ' " 124 -0082 .452* -0104 -0002
; 14 .261 .~ -,295 -.126 * 189  -,217  ,535%
Q 16 ) .389 ' -r455% -,105  ,151 311,123
= f\va\\\ N .161  -.,18  ,022  ,071 .688% -, 244
VA 496% -.421  -.263 043 — -.038 -.184
37 . . ..465% -,175 -,315  ,071 - ,199 -,061
2739 - 212,079  -.307  ,477% -,271 -,371

Staff Development

« S "

15 . .620 7=.136 .249 | 3510+ .202 T ,165

. 7 7165  «.506k =,250 = .,282  -,0% -,0l1
20 \/L/‘/ -0043 -.477* -04,23 0202 0197 . 0149
) .229  -.427  -,505% -,055 049,139
327 - +500% "-.429  -.136  -.094  -,2001 . .047
: .35 . -.015 -,319 -.619% ,237  -,026 _-.098
. : 43 .061  ,033 -,386% -,065 184  -,115
staff Persohnelr)<d )

, T 033 -,130  ,107  .475%  .,295 -,171 .
-, | 7 .103  -,165 -.003  .661%  ,273  .168
~ 11 7 . .009. -,650x .031  .152  -,013 -.093
24 _.160  -,318% -,237 .129 .129 .273

28 , 361 -,531% -,151, -,005 402 -, 017

40 0149 ‘-0108 .. 608* 0224 0218 -0296 .

i 41 . .021  -.113  -.622¢ ,102  -.062 _-.115
‘ -
~ e ,
-1 - - —
) “‘-~______;,,_—/ﬁ;;/
. /\ . -
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. Due to the lack of reliability and lack of factor credibility" '
. ' ’ . o
of the six scales on the pilot version instrument, and due to the

3 N
N

conceptual and mathematical shortcomings of the factors emerging in

each step of the pilot version factor'analysis, the domain of decision - 7
content was left uncategorized for the final version instrument. To ’

shorten the instrument, anly the 30 decision content items of the . .
. T -

pilot version instrument determined to have the highest correlation to

. d e .
- ~- — _the total instrument were included-on the final version instrument. A

. - - = e -, e (
*The 30 items sampled each of the six original sc;?es, which ensured '}% “

‘ « #~
that content validity was not violated. .

. ) . Results of the pilot study indicated-that the -content of potent
f. '
decisions in which IGE teachers were involved was more appropriately

. y .
conceptualized as one factor than as either the pre-designed or the -

~

mathmatically extracted multiple factors. Results of the final study .7

were subjected-to factor analysis to determinéjif*the;unifactor

H ]
*

conceptualization of the content dimension of decision making could be

. substantiated or, if not, what factors best described the content of

s I -

“

" decision involvement. » .

-

// . Final Version Factor 'Analysis and Reliability A
s , . €

The final version instrument was designed to elicit*respoq§eé

- $ 4 -

to four questions about each of 30 decision content‘iteﬁs. The first

- and second questions asked the respondent to nominate the real and the
‘ ideal person or group responsible for the final decision on each -~

conterit item. .Questionf three and four asked the respondent to rate

‘ L -

< 6 N . . . \
~ ™) . N
. . C . M ‘ A

| . - .
| ‘
1
\ g R -
‘ ],. - - = rd . -
| MC N - i - " a b CEa
. . B . ? .
e »
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) Appendix E. . :

<

the real and ideal level of involvement of teachers in the decision-
making process regarding each content item. This was the same-format

as was utilized for the p1lot Version.

- £y

factor analysis of the f1nal Yff§i°r data was completed prior

7
to tests for rel1ab111ty so thatfrellab111ty scores could be obtained

L

for factors determined to be credible. Orthogonal rotations beginning' ‘//////

~

with eight steps and-descending to two steps were computed with no
eigenvalue cutoff designated. Highly credible factors emerged in the//

three step rot’at1on‘m Although a few items were weighted nearly /

N —— . __. . /
equally on twe factors, the three factors exhibited little mathematica R

confusion. Each gf the three factors had a core of items that remained °

$ 4 s
intact through all of the descending rotation steps with the strongest

~
-

mathematical and conceptual relationships emarging in the three step

rotation. . ‘1

. .

Conceptually, the three factors represented varying degrees of

the scope of decisions in IGE schools. Itéms placed into the same

factor had the same scope of primary'lmpact regardless of .the decision
. ' d ., . .

content area represented. Consequently, each factor included $tems .

| 13 -’ h e N

~ b
from a variety of decision content areas such as financial, petsonnel,

4

instructional program, and evaluatién. . )
s

o~ -

The three factors were named according to the scope of primary
impact. of the’ dec1sion conteiit itenis of each factor Factor I, Extra-

éghool Factor 11, Schoolwide Factor III Unit and Subunit, The mean-
7 N '
sdores and standard deviations of the items in each factor are ( .
- Y -
presented 1n Table V. The loading of each item on each factor is",
~ h.

presented 1nh&able V1. The wording of cach item is presented in ,
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TABLE V ¥,

- > - / R
MEAN SCORES AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS ,OF RESPONSES TO REAL DECISION 3,
INVOLVEMENT ITEMS OF FINAL VERSIQN'INSTRUMEN; YACTORS (N£1266)s
™

\ .
- ¥ A

ITEM* MEAN SCORE STANDARD
’ . DHVIATION

, ] -/
FACTOR I - .

. ‘ 1.701 ' 1,130~
. 2.170 . 1.204
2.348 ©'1,270
1.961 ° 1.137
2.107 1.199°
©1.838 1.093
" 2,157 1.%63
1.383— - ~0.838 _
1.852 - 1.063
2.356 1.531
2.264 ' -1.362
1.698 . 1.172
2.%08 1.301

3.028 , 1.240
2,699 - 1,251
3,482 " 1.106
2.966 . 1,239
2.905 1.392
2.248 " 1.301
3.934 1.153
3.736 1.162
14 . 2.352 ©1.248 .
13 . 2,302 1.203 -
FACTOR III S
17 ~ 4,002 1.179
26 ' 3.970 203
16 4,217 .7 1,014
18 . 3.890 - 1.187
25, . 3,400 .0 1,459
8 3.596 1.19
20 . : ©3.252 1.380

kItems are listed in order of placement by factor analysis.’




. FACTOR® LOADI
FACTORS® DE

" “ TABLE VI . ,

¢

¢ -

s

Lo

-\

NGS OF FINAL VERSION REAL DECISION INVOLVEMENTF ITEMS ON | )
KIVED FROM THE THREE-STEP ORTHOGONAIL. ROTATION (N=1266)

“

- ITEM -

FACTOR' I

FACTOR IIf /;%ETEE‘iII -
.0 ! ’ UR i
e . . ' A v < . N
28 . 589 N SR -.110
.21 .588 -.163 -.152
2% TV -.274, -,206 -
29 .543  ° -.117 -.049 -
22 o .531 -.205. ¢ -,097
19 .531 -.123 . -.103 ,
23 © L5177 . -.259. -.155 <
15 .508 -. 104 . 005
2, . *.453 -.335 080 .
30 447 5 . =.025 -.267 . .
27 . 3 40 REENT. . -.158 T .
7 : 437 T 2,268 -.109
11 . 2328 ) -.285 ~.296 °
6 .118. -.667 -5 . @
10 .243 -.601 -.105 ' .-
1 ,210 . -.511 7,183
4 . .197, -.511" " -.098
12 46 -.506 — . ~-.093
5 . 248 -.500 -.050 :
3 -.027 c-.473 -.381 0 {
g . 040 - 469 -.254 . '
14 426, <462 T <163 .
13 .392 =439 =121 ‘
17 . .090 - _=2105, To-.685 1 ¢ e
26 ° 145 7 -.101, -.670 . L
16 .030 #8140 -.670 v
18 . .161 seme =,173 . ~.652 A
25 £ W251 o o132 -.595 g
8 .101 e ==.405, ,7=.511 « o
20 .381 - -.176 Q5070 oL
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» Six items were weighted nearlygequally on more than one factor

v

in the three-step fotation., To determine the factor’in ﬂhlch these

) items 'should be placed, the conceptual relationship between each item

& . "

. - L7
: and the strongest items in each factor was examined, In addition,

" the'movement attern, of the six items from factor to factor wa§‘

- 2

examined as the\enalysfe descendéd from eight to three rotation steps.

The cluster of items with which-the six i@emé tended to move was con- ~
- : A hp “

. y ‘s ) . J ‘
sidered in determining the factor in which to place the item. %

* ’ Of the six confuse items, thvree were‘weighteﬁ;nea;ly equally

— b

’ on the Extra-School and the oolwide Factors, Ali three were

. - AN . - ' )
. . ‘ . .
determined to belong with the oriéigal factor into which they were

[N

. .
“placed: Item 2,-'"the amount of money ignated for implementation

- . N

of new programs within the school," was left in‘the Extra-School -

z Factor because of the impact the decision had on the school di:strict
* ¥

budget, on district tax rates, and on political consideratione'of IR
' > E .
- board members and district level personnel; item 14, "The chan 0
,be.made in the schbolwide _organizational pattern," and item 13, "The
P S -

e ‘criteria to be utilized in evaluating the effectlveness of IGE within

.

a school " were left in the Schoolwide ,Factor because thgapfimary o

< impact.pof the decisidns would be supon the program and staff of;the

- i) -
. N .
. -
N . . -

IGE school. . . [ ‘ ° . . . ¢
- N . - PN . -
“Two items were weighted nearly equallyroh the Schoolwide and

’ v . Yoy ~

* \ Unit-Subunit factors. Both were determined to belong with the_factor

. A

*

. . g;ﬁlnto‘which they wererp;aced originally. Item 8, "The duties and
¢ ) ; ‘ :

[ERJ!:“‘ - T ;%' | . | \. L N _,._;/;> »

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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" responsibilities of Members in a unit,"

. . < . w . -
r o ing the core of the Un1t Subunlt factor in every rotation step in the

-

: =,\\\nalysls Even though 'general Joh descriptions.could set guidelines

'
~——— v -

regardlng the duties and responsibilities of all unit leade

remained with the items fqrm-"

¢

’

——

teachers;»and aides for an IGE school; "each unit gould modify,

. 'S . . .
roles to fit their fideds.

‘wThe major impact of.such decisions would

x

be at ‘thé unit or subnit level. Thus,
N )

item*8 remained with the Unit-

* -

. Subunit factor mathematically and conceptually. Item 3, "the nature

4 .

and durdtion of specific instructional aébivities," was the least

< consistent item on the instrument.

-

It was W81"hted nearly efually on

~ [N

three separate factors in everx rotatlon step of the analysis except
S - .o ,

. . the three-stgp Conceptually, the nature and duration of an instruc-
L

;\\\\\\

el EE it INE TRIT" "As an entire school changes to- new, ‘methods
* 3

and néw Qaterlals to individualize instruction,

however many

instructionat % act1v1ty dec1sions have schoolw1de unpact For instance,

3
-

the nature and recommended t1me span of 4ny act1v1ty in the Develqplng .

t

Mathematic

rocess (DMP) wpuld be the same regardless of the unit

in which the program was being utlllzed .A school deciding tovimple- ’

\EEnt DMP would in effect be making a. schoolwide decision about the

nature’ and durationv math activities, Since-the. concepr\ual ties of /
- . LS
’ item 3 were strong to both™ the schoolwlde and the Unit Subunit factors,

.

g‘ N

- and since the

<

ctor weighting was stronger on the Schoolwide factor

.
.

than‘on the\Unit<Sub t factor,tﬁhe item was left inﬂthe.Schoolwide

.. factor.

Ny
a

3

-
s
< “Qf
-

. . ‘l-:" . o~ . -
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.tlonal activ1ty-wou1d seem to have prlmary 1mpact on the stude nd. T
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.

\ N ) “w N ‘ .
Item 11, "The relationship of art, musig, and physical education

. to the instructional program," was nearly equally weighted on all three

fagtors; As the item read; the’ decision cotld have been interpreted
s effecting district-wide policies and buhgets, schoolwide programs

" and schedules, or unit™level programs. Since the conceptual ties of
‘ . . v 7

the item are equally stfong among the three factors, the mathematical

\5\\Wejghting was utilized to determine final placement of the item.

. ‘ '

Consequently, item 11 was left in the Extra-School factor.. The item

should be reworded to establish-the gcope of the decision involved
and the corresponding factor into which the item‘should be'placéd

before futyre administrations of the instrument.

After three factors were established through the factor analysis

14

of the final version data, the instrument was analyzed for reliability.

Listing the factors as subscales, tESLreliabglity scores of the

&

subscales ané of -the total instrument were,defefmined by a test for
= . ) .
internal.cgnsis néy of rral™decision involvement ilems;‘ Table VII
presenfs»the corr 1a€agn of items to scele and to the final version
total 1nstrumeet of each decision eqntent 1tem. The rellablli.z/%cores
of the scales and of«the‘total f1na1 ver31on ins trument are presented in.

¥

Table VIII. It is evideht.that the three ‘factors are internally

consistent and that the total instrument is,bf adequate reliability

- ’ 64
for most research purposes. . .
* [ 4

- . . . .

64Dcnnis W. Spuck, Technical Report: " Item Analysis and Relia-
bility Assessment of School Scentiment -Index, (Madlson, Wisconsin:
University of Wisconsin, 1971).

© .

.

D)




TABLE VII

CORRELATION (R) OF SCORES TO SCALE ANDv'i‘O TOTAL INSTRUMENT (}
FINAL VERSION INSTRUMENT REAL DECISION INVOLVEMENT ITEMS

* '

¢

(N=1266)

SCALE AND ITEM

5 R Score R Score
. To Scale To Total
» ) . N -
. « Extra-School '
: T2 .511 6456
S 7 .5432 . .4881 |
+ 11 .5186 - .5228
‘15 . 4663 L3796
, 19 . .5344 L4611
: 21 .6124 .5375
22> .5739 " 5045
: 23 ___.6076 .5557
. 24 . 6406 .5986
, A 5178 « .4581
. 28 . - 15457 .4350
. 29 * 0’ .5238 .+ T 4439
30 .5280 . 4529
School-wide “ c’ .
1 ‘. .5675 .5127
.3 . .5207 L6483
B o) 4 . .5548 .4785
5 . .56186 ¢ 4844
6 ) L6464 . .5329
9 _— .5191 .4293
10 Cel.6438 . 5498
- 12 Y .5574 4475
13 . 5987 © 5562
. ia . .6388 .6110
.
Unit-Subunit v, ks ’ )
8 . 16330 .5546
- " 16 #,0 %" 6293 4365
D T R .6710 . 4661
. 18 ¥ .6966 Lo .5278
- 20 .6628 ,¢5957
- 25 .6908 .. 5436
- - %6 .6835 L4891 ¢

~)
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L TABLE VIII | _ ot
RELIABILITY ‘SCORES OF FINAL VERSION SCALES AND .
TOTAL INSTRUMENT ‘(N=11§6)\ ’
a N . ‘
SCALE . .~ 7~ o " ALPHA
- ' : - l‘ ’ ’
h N ' ~ e . Fd -
Extra-School : .8032 _
School-Wide .. - - L .7812 ;) e
K R . o . ' l . [P N L.
.Unit-Subunit t . ©.7888 ¢ ‘
Total - / .8954 -
4 = n ,
‘ l) l} ". L._‘
¢ U ;
The factor analysis and tests for internal consistency esta%-
lisked that the Decision Involvement Analysis Instrument was-a reliable .os
B /
measure of teachers' perceptions of the real and ideal decision !
structures utilized in making potent decisions of varyiqé scope in ~

L]

IGE schools and of teachers'}-perceptions of the real.and ideal levels

of involvement of teachers in making potent decisions of varying scope

in IGE schools. The descriptive data and the correlational data

]

collected .in the study could now be organized meaningfully and analyzed. - )

o ) Final Version Descriptive Data ‘ :

] ¢ T -

“Data collected in the.study provided descriptive.information

-

-

og_teachersﬂ pesceptions ‘regarding 18 questions abolt the decision-

making process in IGE schools. :For purposes.ok analysis, the 18
- y

questions were organized into six sets of three interrelated questions,

ol
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Set I .

L 1. What decision structures were utilized in making
s

' potent decisions of unit and subunit scope? -

‘ ’ ‘ e

) ~-
o 2. What decision structures should be utilized in

\

mdking potent decisions of unit and subunit scope?

- . 3. Was there a disqrepancy between the real and ideal

-

decision structure utilized in making potent
decisions "of unit and subunit scope?
The data summarizing teachers' perceptions of the real_ and the

ideal decision. structures for the decisions of unit and subunit scope

- ’

in IGE schools are presented in Table IX. One may infer from

o+ 3
the data that the unit structure was operating as a decision-making _
\ . . . .
K 3

structure for decisions of unit” and subunit scope.
. - .
Unit teachers as a group or as individuals were perceived by
r =

' 59.5% of the tedchers as makiag the final decision on decisions of.

PR ~

unit and subunit séope. Unit feachers as a group were perceived by

\ 44.67% to make the final “decisions, and individual. teachers. were per-
".

“rceived by’ 14.9% to make” the final decisions. In addition, 6.7%

. perceived unit leaders to make the final decision on decisions of

= *

. unit and subunit scﬂ.e. Unit level decisiod‘structures, therefore,
were perceived by 65.2% of the teachers as reSpb‘nsi;ble foy, making

the final decision on decisions of unit and subunit scope.

e

Schoolwide decision structures were perceived by 19.07% of =

’

the teachers to be responsible for final decisions of unit and subunit

- ) [

scope. The principal was perceived by 8.7% as responsible, 4.7% perceived - ¢

) ]

ERIC - - " -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: .
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-

the engire faculty as a group as ressrnsible and 5.6% perceived

the(\IC assresponsible, T N
- *{ e

Unit level decision structures were nomipated by 74.5% as the
*

person or group that should make the final decisions of unit and sub-
unit scope. Fifty-seven and three tenths percent felt the unit as a’

group should have the final decision-making responsibility, -4.1% felkt

the unit leader should have the final decision-making fesponsibility
and 13.17% felt the individual teacher should have the finql decision-
making responsibility for decisiéﬁs of unit and subunit scope.

A sthoolwide decision structure was nominated by 17.9% as the

-

person or grbup that should make the final decisions of unit and sub-

unit scope. Two and two tenths percent nominated the principal, 8.3%

nominated the entire faculty as -a group, and-7.4% nominated the IIC.
The discrepancies between teachers' perceptions of thie real

and the ideal decision structures for decisions of unit and subuni t

H

. |«
‘scope were not large. The largest discrepancy was in the final

decision making responsibility of the unit as a group. Twelve and

"

seven tenths percent more teachers perceiveé the unit as & group'as‘
the decisfon structute that sﬁZuld be responsible than peéceivea
thé unit as a group presently as responsible for Secisions of unit
and subunit scope. The only éther ai;crepancy of more than five
percent of the respondents was in the perceptions of the re;l'and ideal
responsibility of the principall.Six and five tenths percent fewer
teachers perceiyed tbe principal as the position that should be

responsible than_perceived the principal presently as responsible

~

’
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) the IIC in decision making had not been firmly established.

~ . - e

¢ - .

. N - N
for decisions of unit and subunit scope..—Only 8.77 of the teachers -
’ - ¢ = et -

o -

perceived the principal'presently as_responsible, however, for such

pa—

-
- ‘ . [ 4 ., .
. .

decisions. . . .

]
04

) . . . S
The data indicate that unit structures were perceived as utilized

* .

to make potent decisions of unit ‘and subunit scope by a majority of . :
IGE teachers. Furthermore, teachers wanted even more utilization of -
- N © . 1 ' é
unit structures for making potent decisions of unit and subunit scope.
T - e

Teachers did notgdesire individual autonomy for such decisions,

however, as-the unit as a group was the decision éf?::;ﬁ?E‘nominated
. ~ / .

. . ~ . e e N

for the increase: The c8ncept of the unit as the appropriate«dggisia1- -

LS > . .
making structure for decisions of unit and subunit scope appeared to

have been well accepteﬂfaﬁd was perceived as being imple@entedfﬁy

«
< » )

over 60% of IGE teachers.

. . »*
Set II ' - )
. ‘ ‘:. T . *
4, What decision structures weréyutilized in making
. ’ ' ‘

potent decisions of schoolwide scopé? g ) ot
5. What decision structures should be utilized in making

potent decisions of 'schoolwide  scope?

- ’ . .
-4 N

6. Was there a discrepancy between the real and ideal .

decision structures utilized in making potent : .

\ c . .
decisions of schoolwide scope? . °

The data summarizing teachers ' péréebtiong 6f the real and the

*
. i .

ideal decision structures for making the final decision of schoolwide

scope are presented in Table X, The data indicate,that the role of
. , % :

a
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s Twenty-four and seven tenhths percent of the teachers perceived

district lgvel structures presently as *having the responsibility for
. - 4 o
making the final. decisions of schoolwide sEope. Fourteen and four
. .
— tenths percent perceived the superintendent or other centr%lﬂoffice
[ L]

personnel as having the responsibility, 5.5% perceived the school board

» £

as having the re3ponsibffgfyj~andmégﬁzﬁperceived”fﬁg SPC as héving
~the responsibility for making the fina{/deéisions of échoélwide scope.
Forty-two and foLr tenths percent of the teachers ‘nominated
school level structures pre%gqtly as making the final decisions of-
- schoolwide scopql Only 11.5% nom}nated the IIC, however, while 25.32

nominated the principal and 7:6% nominated the entire faculty as a

3

group. More teachers perceived the unit as a group to be making the

- “~ final decisions than perceived the IIC to be making* the final
A ’ - 4 1 3

) Lo decisions of schoolwide scope. Six percent of : té ers 1t\no .

* -
one presently was responsible for final schoolwide decisions.
Only 2.9% of the teachers nominated district level positions
N ] s .

. .
or groups as .the structures that should have the responsibility .

. for making final decisiohs of schoolwide scope. This was 14.8% fewer

~

than perceived district level structures presently to make such
- LN
’degisioné. Only 2.6% nominated the superintendent or other central

\\\ e office personnel to be the structure that‘shbuld be responsible for
. )
schoolwide decisiois, 11.8% fewer than perceived the superintendent »

or other central office personnel presently as making thé final <

Ve
e

~ ,
decisions of schoolwide scope.
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. Fifty-one percent of the teachers nominated school level struc-

¥

tures as the ideal structure fo6r making final decisions of schoolwide

- -
.

scope. Only 20.0% ﬁoﬁinqted the IIC, however, while 23.3% nominated

N

the Sntire faculty as a'group. Only 7.7% nominated the principql,, '

Y,

15.67% fewer than‘percéived the principal presently to be the final ‘

, N
decision maker on decisions of schoolwide scope. Twenty~five and

N . —

nine tenths percent of the teathers' nominated the unit as a group

‘
2

be the idcal decision structure for decisiohs of schoolwide scope

I . - v’
5.9% more than nominated the 1IC. . .

One may infer’ ofrom the data that the IIC was not function-

| - .

1 4
ing in a decision-making role in schoolwide decisions in most IGE .
: »

o~

schools. Furthermore, the IIC was not wiewed as a viable decision- :

. »

making structure by over 80%'of thevteachers in~IGE schools; Teachers

-
A 1

: appecared either confused or skeptical of the decision-making respon<
- sibilities of the IIC,*nominating instead faculty meetings and unit

- mectings, where every teacher had -equal voice as the ideal decision

- -

structures for decisions of @khéblwide scope, The Becision:making
3 ‘ O L - ;
role of the IIC listed in the IGE literature had not been realized in

a large majority of IGE schools. : . R

Set III.

~
‘

Cos . ; s . 2 .

7. What decision structures were utilized in making potent »
§

decisions of extra-school scope?

»

v

8. What decision structures should be utilized in making

potent decisions of extra-school scope?

. ¢

ERIC . . ; .-

o o e .
R
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9. Was there a discrepancy between the real and ideal -« - -

& decision structures utilized in making potent dectsions Ve
. ) ) " . - Ve

L
of extra-school scope?

w . . B

The "data summariging teacher's' péroeptions of the reai_and ideal S

4 .

v -, ' ' ‘
decision structures for making the final decislons of extra-sthool

y ~

v ' ) . b ", 5’ ‘e '
.._Scope are preésented in Table XI. It was evident from the data ‘that , .

Lo , .

* 4‘:‘ = ‘o - . - L3 . )
the SPC was not functioning as a decision-making structuré in most
- “ , 5 . ‘ ' AN

- districts with IGE schools. . : - o L

- .
P

District }evel struqturesiwere'perceived‘as hé;ing'éhe fig&l
. . N P .
decision~-making respénsibility f@r déé&sions of extra-gchéol.SCOpe By ’ -
, : 7 . ’ - . )
46.8% of the teﬁcbers. Only 2.5% percegved’ the SPC as having such .-
Kj\\ﬁ' resPOhsipi@itym‘.Tgén -%i£ énd six tenF§§ percent pefceivéd the

-
’ ¢ o . \ ]

Superintendgnt\or other central office personnel as responsible, and At f/

11.2% perceived school, boards as responsible fbr final decisions of. .

: VY 1} 13
extra-school scope, .. - . : ‘o /

s N ' . . .~ . ,/
-Thirty-two ard two tenths pércent of the'teachers’perqeiv;d //
the principal or.a;sistan; priﬁcfpal tglhavg ghe final dequioﬁ:ﬁaking //’
. - ! ‘ “ /
responsibility for ﬁ;cisions of extra-school scope. «-This was 5.7% '/
i "% more than nominated the superintendent. In‘all, schdol’ level //' :'

structures were perceived by 40.3% of the teachers to have the extrav/ o

school scope final &écision-making‘résﬁonsibilify. ‘Six and three tenths

3
P
/

percent felt no one preseﬁtly held the responsibility. ' /

/

6n1y 20.6% of the teachers nominated district level positions

. & .
C or groups as the structures that should hagg final decipion-making .

= ’ 1

responsibility for decisions of extra-school scope. Eight hnd,nine-ténths .
L)

§2

-
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percent nomgnated the superintendent or..other central office pexsonnel,
‘. . 0 3 ]
17.7% fewer than perceived that group to hold the reSpon31bi ity

‘. - . ,
-

presently Fogr and six tenths percent noanated”the school boaru .

6 6% fewer than percelved the school board to hold the r05p0n31b111ty

presently. Onﬂy S.SZfof'the teachers-nominaQed the SPC as the struc-
(2 . .. ’

’ -

T ture that should have the final decrslgn maklng reSpon51b111ty for

~

.

* decisions of extra-school‘scope. I
. - -g,\ .

v .

Eighteen a seven tenths ercent of the tea
g I P

positions presently held gge ertra-schoolhseohe de

5 -

' responsibility, Twenty and six tenths percent nominytedthe entire

faculty as a_group and 14,09 nomin%ted the .IXC. Ih alN
‘ <

e ll

. nvmlnaxed school level structures as the structurea”tha

5

the fingl decisibns of extra-school scope.' ThlS was 32511 more. than
% v - < . e . :

« nomingted district le%el strﬁcture§: ' , ) M

~~ ’

~ » 9 . ~

-unit .as a group»as the\structure that should be reSponSLble For £

. LI - . . . . -,

decision&'of ektrafsqhobl scqpe. This relativehy high percentage was

- ', . -~

i M) . . .

a result primarily, of teaehers Tesponses to three -items: Item 30,
"§ . IS ) ., 4 ¢

""the seledtiqn of unit leaders'; item 11, "the relationship of art,

. music and ph&sichl edhcation'to the inétructional.progrep"}‘eng {tem”7,

. .o

""the sele&tion'of new teachers for the school." All of.theée items oo

| ‘N . have<4mmed1ate énd potent impact on the operztlons of tﬂe unit, The - . -
oo A B . d . —
l H ~ -
JE deci%ione@are of extra school' scope howe‘\{er an& to give final --
: A 1’
1 N decision- making respon51bility to the unit; may ' be inapprOpriate - .
i - K . . . (Yo ’ . « » . - -
h F. . -v N ! EAN .
!. < hd R : ° . Al
oy : - '

Vf‘ " '4 s : ~
e \ ... 84 v - ‘ .

.
- ’ . . i !
, ", N v
- . v 7
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. Large -‘screpancies in teachers perceptions of the real an

N scope: item 2, "the amount of money designated for' implementation
- . new programs within tne school ;" item 15, "the procedures to’b
/- o ) ’ - t -
. . utilig din evaluatrng a.principal’s performance;" item 21, "the cxiteria
- ) to be tilized in evaluating preserv1ce and 1nservice programs;"
NG sitem 22, "'the nature and extent ‘of consultant help from outside the |
school"“‘and .item ZZ\ "the topics for the inservice prograns '“ On
’ 2 "
- edch of these items, over 20 percent of the teachers de51red a shift
SR eway i o _district 1evei structures to scnpol ievel structures éther‘

than to teacher -eing involved on a district 1eve1 through*the SP

’ ~ - »

. The concept of th®SPC 'as a structure thrqugh which ,teachers

+ 4 ¥

~ - - - /.. . N
may be involved in decisions of-extra-school scope either was not-

~ : . LNy e ' ]
understood by or had not been accepted™h GE teachers. IGE teacﬂenﬁ "

. - . -
v

desired-a shift away fi'om district 1ebe1‘str tures to school ‘level

- . '] v . -
- A . N

. - ‘“StructUres to thake decisions of extra-school scoz®\ -The school level

G . - , ~f. - "
.

. " structure nominated by the highest’ percentage bf teachers-was the -

<

-

L . entirc faculty as_a group,’- The new structures intended t\provide .

o “ . \ N

.. o . ‘ interlevcl decision;makipg pﬁrticipation'by the IGE mode]~<the Ic. . -

] and the SPC-~Were not perceived to be. functionipg*and were ‘not perceived
- ; ‘ ' [
‘ - to be the-ideal structures for decisions of exffd-school scopeu\ “ -~
,)' . < . v 4 - .
oy . . . . X,
! e . 'The questions in Set I, Set and Set'III,related to teachers'

s °

perceptions of the real and deal decisions structures utiliZed in

N .
[ - o v

IGE schools. The questions in Set IV Set Vv and Sbt VI relate to

] - v "
teachers' p CCptions of their involvcment in the decision- making
. PR ! ‘
[~ .
¢ 8 :
N . 'Y [N —
" > "’/. . '/ \ - Q -

.
. .
s -
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: 10. How muth involvement did teachers have in making

[ vt

74

. o
.

a

process regardless of the structure;perceived as having final deeisioﬁi

N »
-

“set W, . | .- e

f

. ©d ) -
potent decisions of unit and subunit scope?
. o ' . i ’

* 11. How.much involvement should teacher$ have in making
. . -

”

. -~
-potent de%isions of unit and subunit scope? . '

12. Was there g discrepancy between the real and ideal . /
level ofinvolvement of teachers in making potent

D N

devisions of umi¢_and ‘subunit, scope?

- .
‘<1§?’Héta»summarizing teavhers® perceptions of their redl and
ideal levels of involvement in the d‘-ision-meking process regarding

. -8

potent decisions of unit and subunit swpy in IGE schools are presented

LR W - - .
’ e

. !
in Table XII. It may be inferred from he data that teachers had a

. '
< ’

L3

'moderetely high'levei of involvement byt désiréd an even higher level .

of involvement in the~decisiof-making process utilized to make
N g & <

ot ‘. . . - o ¢ .
. @

by ’
decisions- of“unit and %ubunit scope. . .
L)

«~ The mean score -representing teachers' perceptions. of the
- ' ‘. © '

’ .y N

present level of involvement 4n the-decision-makitrg process utilized
N - . Y - .

N
] . . N

N toﬁnake decisions of unit and-subunit scope was 3.76 . on a Sspoint

»
™~ . . P v - -

.

Likert soale, where nyr representeﬂ ery 1itt1e involyemerit' angd ''5" >

*

-

“

represented "very much inVolvement" highest level of involvement
- ~
was perceived on items-16 and 17, ''the’ §roup1ngs to be utilized for

’ L . h

1nstruction (one to-one, Csmall group, .etc.)}" and '"the prokedures to

Iy

. . . ,/ 0 N
be utilized in pre- assessing an individual udent’s level of achievement,
¥ p ' ! \\- v a X
1earning style, and 1eve1:of motivation." - . oa? . -
. . T, '/1\ . & N . - ?
. . EB(E. 3 ) . .
' r N ' tow oy » e o & ,: LI
c LI < . i * ey e

4§



' TABLE XII °
MEAN-SCQRES ON A 5-POINT LIKERT SCALE OF TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS OF
REAL’AND IDEAL LEVELS OF INVOLVEMENT IN THE DECISION-MAKING -
PROCESS KEGARDING DECISIONS OF UNIT AND SUBUNIT SCOPE IN
| TGE SCHOOJS (N=1266)

Mean Score Mean Scoré ) : :
‘Real’ Ideal , Discrepancy
Involvement ' Involvement :

s

3.596 . 4,272

Z

4,217 . 4,547

4.002 4.472
3.890 %.958

3.252 4,214

3.400° 4.204

3.970 - 4.423
™ '

. 3

3.761 [ 4,370

THe mean score oflteaéhers kberceptions of cheir ideal level
of im clvenwncﬂwas d.37.\ This was 0. 61 more thaq tﬁeir perceived
, real levei“of invbiyemeet and shcged'ar8é§ire to be highly involved
iﬁ,decisions of unié and‘;ubuniz scope. feachers perceived the
large;t discrepancy betWeén real and ideai levelcaof 1nvolvement on
two items, itém 20, 'the curricular are;’to be individualized first

second« ete." and item 25 ‘""the area(s) in which" unit teachers should g

gpecialize. =




~ 1t wbuld appear that t%;chers had moderat ly high involgeMcpt in

[ . Wt

¢ M
making decisions of unit and subunit scope. AThi§ complements the

S -
3

data relatfng to the queskionsuin Set I;Mh%éh é#owed unit structures
. : ' /
were utllizcd ﬁg} decisions of unit éﬁé subuniQASQOpe.: Analyzing the ‘
data of Set I ;ﬁq,Set iV, one ﬁay infer tﬂat ghii'structure§. N '
\ li ¢ ~ .
were funktioning ;ppropriately to provfae‘relétively high }evélq of
- \ . v -

involvement of teachers in the decisidén-making process regarding

decisions’'of unit and subunit scope. Fﬁrtheimore,ﬁ;eachers desired

. £ ' - . .o
even higher levels of involvement through tHe structure of the unit as

“~

-
~

a group.

Set V . ~ . ' .
] / -

. 13, How much invo}vement d%d teachers have in making potent
] e *

s ) . Vo ‘
decisions of schoolwide scope? » .

4 -~ w "

\

Ad 3

14: How'much involvement should teachers have in making
e " L. ! - N L] ¢

~
s

potent ‘decisions of schoolwide scope? . -
. . . _
15. Was there a discrepancy between the real and ideal

' - s ! .

levels of invglvement of teachers in making potent
‘ ] LA
decisions of- schoolwid! scope? -

.
’

£

-~ - - o
- The data representing teachers' perceptions of their real and

' v . . T L% ° . *
ideal levels of involvement in’the decision-making process regarding
. . S e .

< - ) . .

decisions of schoolwide scope in IGE schools aré presented in Table

- -

XI1I. The data indicate that teachers perceicgd themselves to have

v 4 .

some involvement but desired greatly increased involvément in the

‘ decston-ﬁaking précgss at the schoolwide level.

5

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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) TABLE XIII

MEAN SCORES ON A 5+P@INT LIKERT SCALE OF TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS OF~
REAL AND IDEAL LEVELS OF INVOLVEMENT IN THE DECISION-MAKING
_PROCESS REGARDING DECISIONS OF SCHOOLWIDE SCOPE IN IGE

- ~ SCHOOLS (N=1266) : ,
It ,\, . Mean Score Mean Score
em " Real - Ideal _Di:screpancy
. Involvement Involvement . /
P .. . '
S | = 3,482 ’ 4,396 . ’ 0.912%
3 3.93 b 675— ~ 0,541
4 2,966 4,105 . - 0.139
5 .. 3,248 °3,867 - 0.619
6 3,08 Y 4175 - P N 7Y A
9 : 3,736 ~ 4,356 T 0.620
. . w
10 2,699 . 4,039 " 1.340
. 4 B . ®
12 2,905 @‘.294 - 1.389 «
v : . ) ' ~
13 2.302 © 3.953 .. 1.651
. . - ’\ " [ _'. .
14 - , 2.352 ,  3.938 c< 1k 1,586
" : - - . N
- Total . \ )
Sedie _3.065, .4.160 _ 1.095
XY 3 . ’ &
- } Iy = v
s ' [ : ' s 4
\ N \ . , ’ . . . ]

»

¥ nTﬁé mean score of teachers' perceptions of their present level |,
Q o

of involvement was 3.06, very near the "some invol§¥ement" level of -

3.0 on the scale, Teaéﬁzrs percgi@ed themselves to be highly

involved in the decision-making process on two items of the schoolwide

<o

S
89 o




'y .

- scale, item 3, '"the nature and duration of specific instructiomal

' .
acttvities' and item 9, ''the methods ased to modify student conduct,"

. ’ Teachers perceived themselves to have little invélvemenf on two items
: “ N
of schoolwide scope, item 13, "the criteria to be utilized in evaluat-
. .

ing the effectiveness of IGE within a school" and item 14, ''the changes

- »

© . to be made in the schodl-widé organizational pattern." 7
*. 'f The mean score of teachers' percepéions of the level®of involve-
i . ' ment they shoula have in .the process of'makiﬁg decisions of school-
P wide scope was 4.16, above the "much igvolve;ént" 1evelap£ 4.0. This.
- - LY ° - ~

“ . was 1.09 points above the pqrggzbedflevel of involvement presently.
. " . . . . O . '
ﬁDiscrepancies of over 1.0 point in the mean scores were found on six

- items: “item &4, '"the coordination of curriculum across units’within
- - &

-

a school;" item 6, "the procedures‘to ‘be utilized in eValgEEing
L4

instructional materials within a school3" item 1 "the criteria‘to
b4

. be utilized i evaluating iﬁstructiogal programs within the school;f

1 3 'Q

é igcm 12, JThe number and nature of pagent-teacher conferences;"

- [
v -

- .
v item 13, "the criteria to be utilized.in evaluating the effectiveness

of IGE within a school;" and item 14, '"the changes/to be wade in the

; ) * schoolwide organizational, ?attern." N
13 ‘ B '

-

-

y Analyzing the data from Set-II and Set V, one may infer that—

v, ’ -

while IGE teachers perceived themselves to.be somewhat involved {n"'

schoolwide decisions, they desired greatly increased involvement,
) * [

14
&

. . The teachers were split, however, as to which .structure should be

utilized to increase teacher decision-making involvement regarding
, , . . “
} 'schoolwide decisions. .Although many teachers nominated the IIC, mote

. . * i A

T

e . L
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. -
- s . T :
s ~ . 79
S ‘
- teachers nominated the entire faculty as a group and thé unit as a
' ' N ) .
group. - . . .

h . <
7 Set VI — ,
W g o

16.~Hqﬁ~mpch involvement’ did teachers have in making

v

potent decisions of extra-school scope?

17. How much involvemenL should tecachers have in making . #

.~ potent decisions of extra-school scope?

18, Was there a diserepancy-betwefn'the real and ideal levels

- -t
- ,

of involvement of teachers in making potent decisions of
*

extra-school scope?
. . o

. -

The data representing teachérs' perceptidbns of their real and -
P g P P

o . . -, '
* ideal levels of involvement in, the decision-making process regarding

» . * H

deccisions of extra- school scope are presentcd in Table XIV. The data ..

L P de

-

~%  indicated that teachers had little.invblvement'but desired moderétely

high involvement in thé process of making potent decisions of extra-

N

school scope. ° . . o ' .

. )
“

L]
The mean 3core of teachers® perceptions of their present level

of involvemént in the dec1sxon-making process regardlng dec131ons of

« 0

extfa-school scope was 2 02 "very ’ near the 2.0 "little ihvdlvement"“
=

7’ [

indicator utilized an the Tikert scdlé Teachers perqeivgd themsebu's . -

¥ PRI RS
to have*very little 1nvolvement in item- 15,,dec1d1ng the proceéuges h
t !‘l‘l.‘“
‘:r,-';..
| to bGVutllized in evaluating a, principal °s performigcg " Addlti L ¥ o !
X 4
4 ¥
. teachers perceived Ehemselves o have 1ess than—little 1nvolvcment on’
RECRE A
ftve other items: 1tem 2, "thg amount 0f money deszgnated‘for imple-
®* ™~ .
. N S , < v N s < u
' :meptgtion of ngw pragrams within the sphodl;" ite@g? MThe selection <.
RS R . o~ , . . ¢ r,.\' : é ‘ ’
-3 ’ . : . . .
O T A ,94 e
P . . - .L', .
. . . “ o

ERIC ' R . | :
| o e . ., . . t \ ) ] -
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TABLE XIV

MEAN SCORES ON A 5-POINT LIKE
REAL AND IDEAL LEVELS OF INVOLVEMENT IN T?§Qg§QISION-

g& SCALE OF TEACHERS' PERCEPE NS OF

IGE SCHOOLS

(N-1266)f

ING

L) f s . -
. ) Mearf Scores< Mean ScoTes s .
Item " Real Idea Discrepancy
//N\invo}vement\ Inydlvemefit .
1.852 3.593 1.741.
P s . P N »
2.408 7 3.096° 1.398
-~ ’ r .
2.408" 3.922 1.514
. L= »
' 1.383 v - 3.435 2,052 o
1.838 3.504 1.666
2.170 3.869 1.699 *
2.107 3.661 1.554 -
’ 2,157 - 3.600 1,443
© -y’ s * LT
2.348 4,063 . 4 1.715 .
L)
‘ ' j?V/() 2,264 - 3.555 1.291
‘ 28 -, 101 3.199 1,498 .
. TS : .t -
.o cat 2 = ., 1,961 3.288 ' f.327,
S R [ NN ¢ s 2,356 . '3,746° + 1,390
. ) o LY \‘ A R . ] .
.:\‘“\\ " \* “i‘ . . "‘J ’, . . . oa \ * ' . .‘/5"’“?
N . §°‘al‘ e 2019 3.579 1.561

a

s

-
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of new teacherssnfor the school;' item 19, '"The procedures to be
o . ‘
.utilized in-evgluating a teacher's performance;" item 28, "The budget !

c for the school;" and item 29, "The extent of invoIvcment of pareqt

‘ advisory«grodps in the programs of the school."

o

The mean score of teachers' perceptions of the level of involve-
- . i . . L

- ~{_, .ment they should have in the process of making decisions of eftra-

] - . e

’ o school scope was 3.58, a moderately high,level of involvement., The

T - A i R b
items on which teachers desired the highest decision invelvement oo

» - r _'3' !

were: item 24, ''the topics for the insgrvice program;" item 11, "the

b -' ' ‘» - * .
‘relationship of art, music and physical education to the instructional

s . ‘ — e

- & . .
program;® item.21, '"'the criteria to be utilized fn evaluating pre-

. . . . . A
service and inservice programs;" and item 30, 'the selection of unit

e
©
-

o [

-~ "" ’
leaders. ) . - '

[y - N ~ =

‘The discrepancy between teachers' perceptifns of their-real

. . ) _
and ideal levels of decision involvement in decisions of extra-school

L3 -

. . , : L
scope was 1.56, the largest discrepancy score of the three scales. .
[+ 4 [y 4
» The largest discrepancy was on item 15, "procedures for evaluating

‘. principals.' —Major discrepancies between real and ideal'levels of

. * i

dec1sion 1nvolvement were found on all items of the scale &he .

greatcst being.on items 2 the money for new programs, .24, the inservice ¢

-
v

t0pics, 21, the criteria for evaluating inservice, and 19, procedures .

LI .o . 0
. - -~ .. -~

. for evaluating teachers.! ° ) N u
\ 1 . . .

- . One may infer from the combined data of Set III and Set IV

r’ - ‘o / . - Ll (
. thatr' IGE teachers desired a greatly increased 1eve1 of involvcment e

[} . ’
.

. 3
N in theadecisionrmaking process regarding potent decisions of extra-school
e e Y . . ,
-~ ) . . " i{/\ :.‘ . . " . -‘l . . a‘e - .

T

S 0




" of decision involvement.

o

scope. As in the case of decisions of schoolwide'scope, however,
’

teachers were confused as to which structure should be utflized to

gain the increased }nbolvement, Unit level, school level and

, .
district level structures were all nominated as appropriatd structures,

- . .

The SPC, the structure pre¢scribed in the IGE literature, was not seen

as Qy! structure through which teachers could increase their level ™ -

+
a

»

+ The descriptive data presented in Sets I through VI lead to
several conclusions regarding the role of various structures and the
level Qf involvement of teachers in ghe decision-making process of
IGE ‘schools. These conclusionsﬂhave consiﬁérable import to agencies-

facilitating and researching the implementation of IGE.* They are

presented in the first section of Chapter IV.

~

Decigion Involvement and I and>R ﬁnit Effectiveness
‘. ‘1 . . N . , . /

N - . " v
. The final phase of the stuay was -to é%alyze data’ that wquld

-

provide initial evidence regarding the construct validity of tii:i;%/// ’ \,
. -~ 4 .

. y b c :
Decision Fnvolvement Anélysis Instrument. To accomplish this, eighb\\

*

hypotheses were tested o . \ .
& o - ‘ -
. H; There i® no relation¥hip at the .05 ‘levél of~§ignificance ,//////7

between the perceived }evef of real involvement in the

P -

; Qn-making prog;ss regarding.decisions of unit-subunit . ‘
1 - ' ’ T ¢ /\/_'/#—“-‘
.. 'scope and' the perceivéd effectiveness of I'and R unit ‘opera-
. . , N . 15 - . ‘ * -
«  “tions in IGE schools. R \ h
Lo ) ‘. ) . ‘ - - n i ':\

. N . L . - ' .
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ber H, There is no relationship at the .05 level of significance.

7

1 between the perceived.level of real involvement in the decision-

a

¢ - making process regarding decisions of schoolwide scope and the

'

perceived effectivemess .of 1 and R uait operations in IGE
¢ ‘ . )

o " schools. ’ f\\\\\\ _ . ‘ ‘ .

. ”
®

3 There is no relationship at the..05 level of significance

between the péﬁbeived level of real involvement in the decision-

myking prgcess regarding decisions of extra-school scope and

»
percetved effectiveness of I and R unit operdtions. in IGE
i "' o~ \
’ ' schools. |, —~ ’ AR -

. =

t ' & -

H, There is no relationship at the .05 level f significance betweeh

. '

\ . . the perceived level of real involvement in the decision-making

:\ “ -~ -~ / . . ‘
. . ‘pfpfiff/én /géfgéived effectiveness of T and R unit operations
P - b - W

' ' ‘ '////TH/IGE‘sggpqls. ot

is no relationship at the .05 level of significance between

the discdgepancy of perceived levels of real and ideal involvement

\ )
~ s

in.the decision-making process regarding decisions of unit-subunit

éqope and perceived\gffecfivedess of I and R ynit operations in

-~ TGE schools. : . * -
h e ) ,
~ ’ H6 There i§“337;elationship at the .05 level of significance between

(e - . - . L

th?igiSErepancy of perceived levels of real and ideal involvement

in the ﬂecision-méking process regarding decisions of schoolwide

~ ) . } . .

scope and pergeived effectiveness of I and R unit operations in
N o

L
. » 5 . .

iGE schools. )
. . % .

, . [/
- H7fThere is no relationshia}at the .05 level of significance between

s
I - .

# " the disgrepaﬁcy‘qf perceived levels of real and_ideal involvement

. S -+ 85
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. A in the decision-making process regarding decisions of extra- v ‘
' ‘ ? -

. . ‘ school scope and\perceived'effectiveneés of I and R unit :

- . . ] . .

-

operations in IGE schools, =~

Hg There is no relationship at.the .O§ level of significance between

~ i ¢

. the discrepancy of perceived levels of real and ideal involvément

. v
[ ' -

in the decision-ma&iné process and the perceived effectiveness,
. ' ’ . ~‘l(\ ’
‘of I and R‘uPit operations in ¥GE schools.

.~ * ]

The school was the unit -of analysi§‘ﬁqilizedlto test "the
hypotheses. 'To obtain a school's real and”ideal decision invglvement

score for each of the scales, the mean score of responses to each scale
< .

was éomputed for teachers 'from each school. : To obtain a school's
re}@ and ideal decision involvement store for the total instrument, N

. ‘ the mean of a schJO}'s scores for each §£§1? was computed with each
) scale score receiving équal we{ght._ A school(s di;crep;ncy Eégres C e ‘ w
. . . A
| were computed by s;btracting the real scores #rom ‘the ideal scores for ‘
' . - . &
, each scale and.for. the-total instrpmentuﬂ Eight scores were computed - -, !
C o : $

N ~

to represent the teachers' involvement in the decision-making process

PO : — t * !

v in each school: : ) 2. B - .
‘ ne - . ) 4}
1. perceived real level of involvement in the sprocess of making,

- . ™
. . -

decisions of unit-subunit scope. %

. ¢ '
. . N (9

-

| ‘ 2 2, perceived ‘real level of involvement in the afocess 6f making:
N I -

. .
- ) N T ’

decisions of schoolwide scope, . te . . .

: P
3. perceived real level of involvement in the prodess of making

. decisions of extra-school scope. _ .’ " . .

. . .
< A -
* — ) ~ 4 .\ 1 . ': v
. . R .t . . Lo . ,
L

o o . 4 . ; ) . S




. . -7
R, * . . A . . e
~4 .

4.'petceived real level of ifvolvement in the deéision-making

°y

~ )

process, »
. ‘5. discrepancy between perceived real and ideal levels of o
b v o . ,
‘ involvement in the process of making decisions of unit-

. [}

sybunit scope.’ < .

6. discrepancy between perceived real and ideal levels of

e ‘ »
. - involvement in the process of making decisions of school-~
wide scope.

7. distrepancy between perceived real and ideal levels of
- ¥

.

invélve‘.ih the process of making decisions of extra-

" school scope. .
. 23
. y 3
8. discrepancy between perceived real anﬁ ldeal leve‘s§§£
N » g
. - . - - -"!
Lo ] involvement in the decision-making process. &
N ‘. . “ i . *

. ) , @ These eight became the independent variables, The'depengznt
.l L . , Lo T .
variable was the perceived effectiveness of I and R unit operations,
\ - - )

~N
. . Lo

. "* A school's .score for effectiveness of I and R uni- operations was
- ~ v i et ) - P

.v

» determinéd by computing the mean of respohses of teachers from a school
' N R e ) o .
to the'i\iﬁd R Unit Qperatiion Questionnaire.65 - -
. f B . .‘ : ) AN
rrelapipn'of each hdependent variable and the dependent

66

[N

The’

'

. varlable was computed -through use of PROGRAM WISE*STAT,.DISTX,

- ’ The corrclatlon ma rix computed is presented in Table X1v, Extraczihg

-

the apprOpriata data from the matrlx, the follow1ng conclusions were

~ T

E\: 65Nancy'A. Evers, én. cit, © “ - * ' . .

~

66Denﬁis W. Spuck, op. cit. )

‘e
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drawn regarding each hypothesis:

-
]

-

H, The correlation ,coefficient between teachers'.perééiyed real

-

. level of involvement in the process of making decisions of
. ¢

-

- .unit and subunit scope and perceived éffectiveness of I and R

-

. ' 7
. unit operations'yéds -.222 with a significance level of .052.

4

level of inzplvement i?%she process of makimng decisions of

schoolwide scope and perceived effectiveness of I and R unit

operations was -.311 with a significance level of .006. The

., R

. ot
p SOA

' A

. Y
’ the null hypothesis was rejécted. Since only 9.6% of the

izrrelation coefficient -was statistic?lly gignificand&and\
. .

pat it

N -
s L

3 . variésée of one variable was explained by.the othe®, the

2

P

. : ‘ ‘relationship may be of limited importance.

! [

L 9%
H3 The correlation coefficient between teachers' perceived real

N extra-school scope and perceived effectiveness of I and.R uﬁiq,

X . operations was -.326-with a signifiéénce level of .004.. . «

¢ ¥
-
‘

Consequently, the null hypotheses was rejected. The amount

o..

.of.one variable explained by the other was .*

-

- . " of variance

minimal, however, limiting the importance of the relationshfb. ~

}{4 The correlation coefficient between tegchers“ perceived real
sl

level of involvement in the decision-making“procgﬁf;agd

. ~
perceived effectiveness-of I and R unit Operagions'Q;;\:T§l¢

99\ T

level of involvement in the proces§ of making decisions of * . .

o

Ay




7o

.
L] . ~ -
' s [ . L
- > o N

LN ’ -

with a significance level of .005, The correlation coeffi
X ) . T

was statistically signifiéant and the null hypothesis was

rejécted. The amount of variance of one bariaple expf%ined

PR . by the other was minimal, however, limiting the importance
. : . : . w - ,

. . ¥ . N
. : of the relationship. SR

A d

HS The correlation coefficient befwéen the discrepanty of teachers'
: . . ’ -

.

. T perceived real and ideal levels ofsinvolvement in the process
D * v .’ .. N LY . * + i ' o
el R of making decisions of unit and subunit scope and perceived
- - = S ) K ?
g ’ 7 t effectiveness of I and R unit operations was .1;;\;EEH\3\ -
~ AN . T * N
T < significance'level of .125. The null hypothesis was not T
S . re jected. . ‘ vl L 3
< RN . " * : . ‘. -
y 4 FY s . T . . .® )
) H6 The correlation coefficient between the discrgpancy of teachers'
* ‘i o oo .
«, . * . . '
© s . perceived real and ideal levels of involvement in the process

bf making decisibhg of schoolwide scope and perpeived'effgctive-

- ’

‘ ness of I and R unft Ope¥ations was .345 with a significance
- ' )

.

- level of .002. The correlation coefficient was statistically

. éignfficani and the null hypothesis-was rejected. The amount

o of Variance of one variable explained by the other was minimal,

13

¢

. however, limiting the importance of the relationship.,

H7 The correlation coefficient between the diécrepancy'of

,
teachers’ perceived real and ideal levels of involvement .in “the

- <

process of making decisions of)extré-scﬁool scope and perceived

.
effectiveneés of I and R unit operations was .341 with a

" y ~ significance level of 3002. The cbrrelatiqe\:ff§;ficient'was

L ' ' “ZQ
i"“ . - gtatistically significant and the null hypothesis was rejeited.
| .

r

o 100\ .
1 ‘ ¢

“~




. The amount of varfgnce of one variable cxplained by the other

4 -
N : [}

~ variable was minimal, however, liquing the impoftagce of
thé'relationshi'p.—- ) '
H8 The correlatiPn coefficient between Ehe diécreéancy of teachers'
. N . : perceived.real and ideal levels of'}nQBlvement in the decision-.
- \\\> making process and perceived effectiveness of I and R unit
’ operations was .291‘wiph a;significande level of .010.  The
‘ ;orrela%§;ﬁ~coeff1c1ent was statlstlcally 31gn1£;é2nt and the
& ! null hypothesi; was rejected. The a;duhflbf variance of oné
variiéZQ exglained by the othe;;&as minimal, however, limiting
. ) the 1£}ortance of the rela o;shlp. -
. -
’ ) Six of the correlation oefficients were of sufficient strength
to reject t?e ?;ii hypth ses. T?e tendency of the relatlonshﬁps‘
’ was neg&i&yg;iiThe mo invol;emenﬁ/t;;:;:E§ percelved themsflves
. to h;ve in gﬁe decfsion-making proésif thdxless effective tééy‘%ﬁd* ;
- : NE4
perceived théi I and R unit operatiop;)to be; th% larger the- ‘
discrepancy between teachers' perceived\realaénd ideal levels of
involvement in the aeciiion—making_process, the more ;ffectivé‘the,
- A perceived their I and R units éi’ These results should be uti ize§
) wléh extreme ?aution, however, None of the ed:/
) more than 10% of the variance of the;variablesgw ﬁénn\ )
studies in aﬁAareé of research require correlationcoefficie
20 or higher to warrant further investigation >
, e
’ ' ?7Fred'N. Kgfiinger,‘ggsxgig.,‘p.201. ‘
’ ' \
p « v - o N . Lo
, : ~i01 |
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. L -

. _ coefficients in this study were in the .20 to .30 range. 1If the
.\ . N

negative relationships arefﬁo,upd to bt of significant strength -in

_ PR ! \ r- ! [ .
future’ studies, however, the basic concept embodied in the IGE model
1 ; L

of increasing decision-making responsibilities of participatory

L . PO
decisiop stryctures appropriate to the scope of the decision would °*

3 -

be suspect. evetal possible explanations for the t@dency toward .

degative rélationships are discussed in Chapter 1IV.

-




- CHAPTER IV . , C 5
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’

. - CONCLUSIONS AND REcor«mENDATIONS(" ) ’ .

" - . - - . A

- - This chapter begins with a preséntatiog of conclusions based

{/ - . on the.@eseriptiv% data of the study, Next, conclusions concerning

. S the relationship between involvement in the deéision—making process

.and T and R unit effectiveness are discussed.” ‘Then, conclusions

regar;}ug\iiizreliebility and validity'of\fhg\?ecision Involvement ‘
' ~

Analysis Instrument ‘are presented. The éhapter concludes with

~ . ’

. ‘recommendations for future research and develqpment .activities related

‘to the dec1s1on maklng process in IGE schools. b

&

Conclusions Based on Descriptive Data

.
. 4 . t

The descriptive data of the study le&’to conclusions in three
) ” L] ‘ . -
N =y - * -
areas: 1) the degree to which varjous decision structures were per-

ceived as functioning in IGE sEhoels, 2) the percelved real and 1deal

levels of involvement of teachers in .the dec151on-mak1ng process in . ‘ \\‘::
4

* IGE sphools and 3) the various decision structures ,teaghers perceived .
- ! v & °
“as bcing ideal for assuming increased decision-making responsibility.

\ .

Fdnctiohing of Decision-Structures ' ’ ' .

L4

. . . .

Five major conclusions were drawn concerning .the functioning of

-

- varjous decision structures in IGE schools, ‘

- : - 91 ‘
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Conclusion 1.- There was litt}e consistency among
IGE schools in the structures utilized to make )
decisions.

‘ 4
-3 ' '
////4 To describe a 'school as, an IGE school apparently would not

-
.

* -ensure thﬁtqthe structures utilized to make decisions would be the

.
A 3

\1 1 £
same structures utilized in other IGE schools. The gréatest con-

sistency was found in decisions of unit and subunit scope. ‘Evén
here, only 44.6% of the teachers perceiyed the same structure, the

unit as a group, as making decisions of unit and subunit scope. 1In
\ 2

. ' decisions of schoolwide and extra-school scope, only 30% of the

teachers perceived the same structure as makkqg’the final decisions.

! '. The results of this study indicated that research.examining

-

- the relationship of involvement in decision making in IGE and
\ . . N X ) )
Giriagiss‘SUCh as teacher morale or I and R unit operations could-

3 . . ;
not att;;BEbe increased involvement of teachers in decision making

) @,7 ! -
o ) ' .
- ~ * s ¢ ? M
» 5 ° - 92 PN
. - . ‘ ' .
] . e
/ . e ,

v

’ -

to the structures of the 1GE model unless those structures were

verified as utilized in making the decisions. The increased involve-

2

.

ment in decision making could have been obtained througﬁ structures

utilized in nij;;GE schools. .

Coficlusion 2. - Group decision ‘structures with }eer

embership were functioning much more fully than
were group decisiom structures with qnembership from
more than one level of the hierarchy. '

’

-

- .
The unit was the only decision structure with group membership

..

hat was perceived to be making final decisions of any scope. The

/// IiC, the SPC and negotiating teams were perceived as making finhi'

-

-

decisions by fewer than 10% of the teachers. fufthermore, more

®
“a

' ¢

- ) st . 104 E - . .

’




teachers nomindted group strucfu;es with peer membership than
. * * nominated individual positions or groups with drnter-level membership
as the ideal decision structures. The pafticipétor& decision

) 3 ) .
structures with membership from more than one level of the hierarchy

-

ware not functioning in a Qgcision-making role in the majority of .

D - ~

- -

-0 -IGE schools.

Y
.

) Conclusion 3. IGE principals were perceived as ) o
. having con31derab1y more decision-making trespon-

' sibility than was considered ideal on decisions

‘of schoolwide and eXtra-school scope.

. “ ’ . -
PN .

¢
The principal was perceived to bé making thé final decisions

of schoolwide and extra-school scope bﬁ 15% more teachers than

» nominated the principal as the position or group that should be making

/,/’/Eg; final decisions. Over twice as many teachers perceived thé

principal to be making final decisions than oefceived the IIC to be

. making final decisighs of schoolwide scope. Principals were notf
r /< A «

. . . )
utilizing the IIC in a decision-making role.

‘Conclusion 4. The haJorlty of decisions ofschool-
. . wide and extra-school scope were not pérceived as. .
- being made in decision structures of the correspond-

\hv_;_,/’// . ing level of the organization,

Over 50 percent of the teachers perceived decision structures

» -

- other than thes® of the corresponding level of“the organization as

\ &

responsible for makiﬁé decisions of schoolwide and extra-school scope.

" If the teachers' pcrceptions were-accprate, most school districts

with schools implementing IGE were not following the IGE model
. ‘ A}
Y concerning the decision- making roles of school level and district

. level structures. ] i




'S e o S S
. 7 “ //( ]
W ~ - he
N — e .
\. — ’ E ) . +
) . o r~ ., 94
‘ [ M . . , . .
— o ' 5 ‘
g Conclusion 5. The unit leaders were not perceived
e "as ,decision makers. .
-~ - as de i ma . { ) . .

P

Less than 5% of the teachers perceived unit leaders to bﬁ\%\

making final decisions of any scope. In addition, less than 5% ©

-

the teachers mominated the unit leader pqsitionfas the one that should Ct

. .
-~ ! . N

be responsible for making final decisions of any scoﬁe. At least ‘in

terms of decision making, unit leaders were not perceived as having - ‘

. greater responsibility than their teaching peers. This indicated
. Vi ) “
~ . .
that ‘the unit leader was not perceived as an assistant adm#istrator.
~- . '

.
t

‘ Teacher Involvement in Becision Makiné

i * -
Iwo major <onclusions were reached concerning the perceived , 4
. real and ideal levels of involvement of teachers in the decision- ‘

making process in IGE séhoplé. ,

Conclusion 6. IGE teachers perceived themselves to
have moderately high-involvement .in the process of
madking potent decisions of unit "and subunit scope,

. some involvemeht in the process of ‘making potent
decisions of schoolwide scope,, and little involvement
in the process of making potent decidions of extra- ' ”"fj'i;i//
school scope. !

b . -
v

©

% The lack of involvement of school leveLfand dlstrlct level
Q Ay

partic1patory structures in maklng decisions of schoolwide and extra-
. school scope was reflected in the teachers' perceptions of relatively ;

wlOW Tevels of involvement in making those dec;sions"‘ Increased

. utilization of the IIC and the SPC would be a major Qtep towgrd' ) ‘<

.

- increased levels' of ifivolvement of teachers in making potent decisions

of schq{iwidc and extra-school scope. . The moderately high involvement

2 ( ,
of unit level, structures in making decisions of unit and subunit

1

v




Ecopehwas reflected in the teachers' perceived level of involvement
. . U '. [ ]
in the process of making potent decisions of unit and subunit scope.

P

The involvement of peexs in making potent decisions of appropriate

-
0

‘scope was occurring through the unit structure. ) — .

.
! L4

Conclusion 7. IGE teachers. desired greater involvement,
in the procass of making potent decisions, especially-
decisions of schoolwide and ektra-ﬁchool scope. .

.

IGE ‘teachers desired greater .igpvolvement in the decision-
¢

/ making process on every decision content item listed on the Decision

N f

y . -

Involvement Analysis Instrument. Evidently, téachers felt increased
. ) /
involvement in the process of making potent deciSions was worthwhile
regardless of ”he scc'h of the decision. . A
3 IR - B ; 8

Decigion Structures Perceived As Ideal o

. “Two major céuclusions weré drawn concerning teachers' per- .

.

decisions in-IGE schools,
N . P . . . . IS i 'f
Conclusion 8, The unit structure. was accepted by
: - IGE teachers as the decision structure -that should e
. be respon51ble for making potent declslons of unit’ '
and subuynit. scope. AR

- . <, . . - -

‘. T g
' ceptions o§~the decision structures that should be utilijei\iij?aking

The unit was.nominated by ﬁearly 60% of the IGE teachers as’

- t .~ AN . ' \ o

the ideal -Structure’ for making potent decisions ofiunit and subunit

scope.- Only 13% of the teachers.felt the individual teacher shpuld
» e . .

be responsibie._ The loss of individualiteecher autonomy as teachers

3

moved into unit teaching evidently was accepted and shared decision-:

2
—_— ) mat/yg among peers was considered worthwhile. - . )
: « U ‘ .o —_
LRI R _ « |




"of the structures as.megns of involving teachers in the decision-’

i the effectiveness of I and R unit o erations /

,/" - ' ¢ - e
4 N . ¢ .
~ . o, - . ’
L} ot \\ 4 -
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- Conclusion 9. ICE teachers had mot accepted the IIC
or the SPC as structures that spoufd be reSponsible
. for making potent decisions of schoolwide/and- extra- .
~ SChool scope. . - / /

Although the ‘IIC was nominated by 207 of the teachers as the

- 3 e

‘structure that_ should be reSpon31b1e for making otent decisions of

«
. ~

schoolwide scope, nearly 50% nomifiated the entire faculty as a

. . . .
N . S -
L4

group or the unit d's a group. The unit -and €he entire faculty as Ry

-

N ’ \ . / v - - - R -
decisio.ns of extra-school scope ,by seven ttimes as many tg(chers as

' groups were nominated as the ideal structures for. making potent/

nomidated the SPC, IGE teachers 'a;g,peaared oonfused 'ais to the de'oision_,-

» . 7 . - . } .
making role of various structires. This could stem from a lack qf

P
. . '
‘ . \ . N ‘ .

understanding by the teache_rs~ of Lhe scope of dec'isionkrés'ponsibility,k

- . . PO

»' .- :
- of each .sthcture or from experiences which have.made them skeptical
. i

- ..
a

~—

making,process. co - o L

~ - R e - o N - e . .
- : . X

. i . . » /- //// / .

Conclusions Based on Corr@lati,onél Data B .

e

‘ /_/
e i . .

4
Two conclusions werle made ba/eﬂ/nydzf@nized to/;est t,he"

relationship® be tween 1nvolvement of’ tea;:h/erJS’i’//ecisﬁn mak)g‘ and .
¢ o . // /L//

-~

found be twgen the

- -effectiveness of I and R unit ope/rations in IGE

schools.’ \ . T e - e et
‘ im e/ ”///’/ ’
e
che‘%' 1evels ‘o/f inv/bl ent in de aion/ afing and the .

-7

/

- ’ ~

, - 100 S

/

J
-

Conclusion' 10. Sl%y negative velat onships were /

N

verfess of I and R uni:: operations vere found ty’ eeignifir’

ant “but minig\hl negative correlation, Although the r 1ationship was
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very slight, the negative tendency of the ccrrelation could signal
. a problem area in the IGE ;odcl. 1f research finds increased invoiver
. . ~ P
' 3 ‘ment in the'prccesSLOf'making‘potent decisions relateq‘to less .
. | - ,efféctivevl and R_dnit ope;ations, the crganizatiqnal omponent of

h ¢

che:IGE modal providing for particieatory decision makiggPWOuld

R vneed to be rewexamined. - , P .

L

. Coe ~, Several explanations for the negative tendency are posséble.

' -

'Ihé‘interviews and observations of the first phase of the study support .
.o . two different expfanations. Time is the key element in the ‘first

4

. f'\;\\:' explanabion._'Nearly every IGE teacher imterviewed said that teaching .

\Ihag~unit requ#red mort time than was required for self contaiqed
\\\ . teaching. More tige was needed for lesson preparationy.management o

.+ tasks, and cbmmunlcatlon among unit members and with parents, Many

. 4“,=‘ N .
. - 5
P of tie te chers céme to school early.and remained well beyond the

- .

« . . .contract May in order to accomplish all that was fieeded for effective .
. . . . 3 AN ‘ N . "t
o, unit operations. . .
. * . FY

‘" - -

N

. S . ‘ ‘ Add involvement in decislon making to the demands on teacher R

ST time and somethlng must suffer. The dec1sion-mak1ng process utilized

. \\\\\\Ec\make potent decisions could be expected to be time consdmipg.

‘ b .

s ) ~. . ,TeaEhers\gciiirhave to spend time meeting with task forces, with _

their units, wit parE?t adv1sory groups, with the IIC, and with S . .

% e the' cntire faculty to e re adequate involvement in the decision-

‘ S making procegs for most potent décisionslof schoolwide scope., For
- . : - . i T ) - ‘ .
-decisions of extra-school scope, additional' meetings would be required
) P ) - h
at the district level and with task forces involving teachers from"
. N ‘ . , *

o . . other schools. ) - (/

.

R . - . 1G9/ . R
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Although these forms of involvement were considered worthwhile
by the teachers interviewed and the data of the study indicated that

teachers want more involvement in the decision-making process, such

.

involvement tequkres time outside of the unit's Operetiogs. As more
‘time is given to scheolwide and extra-school matters, the time needed
" for keeping the operations’ of the uhit at very efﬁective levels may
not ee ;yaileble. As one'increases, the other must decrease.
.A second poesible explanation supported by interview data is

related to the scope of teachers' involvement, Involvemegp in decision-

making beyond the scbpe-oﬁ.the.unit usually gave teachers contiﬂuié%:y
[ 4 - ~

. . . - . ~
access to alternat}ve ideas and materials .that teachers involved only N

“ . [

—~
at the unit level did not have. For instance, three of the teachers

intervicewed had served on schoolwide task forces to develop objectives

b}

and materials for individualized math programs. In their task force
work, they had met with representatives of publishers of individualized
programs, with teachers from.other units with varying ”‘s of how to

individualize math, and with central office curriculum specialists.

Each of these contacts probably provided new insights into the ways

A\] M A}

math could be individualized and altered the-teachers' perceptions of
the adequaEy of their unit's present math program. The'information

[

7/ “ .
gained through increased involvement in the process of making potent

decisions may have altered teachers perceptions of the ‘effectiveness
L]

of their unit. Consequently, even though their unit may have been

rated ”yery effective' in comparison to other units, the increased

awareness of the,teacheré gained through higher levels of involvement

‘o 120 . I
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T H -t \ ' .‘
T \</ ~ o
. X

“in the decision-making process may have led to more modérate ratings

~ - I3 *
. ’ ® .

. of their own‘e{fectiveness. ) e TR '

. (O i £
- .

If the slight negative tendency of the eorrelation of involve--

.

ment in decision making and I and R unic_effectiveness fourd in -this

'
1 N ‘9

study is substantiated in future studies, the effects,of increased

time demands and incxeased/iypreness‘of alternatives would be‘woagh

. .. -
+ )

examining, c - ’ .

'
. . s -
- < . T

. Conclusion 11, Slightly positive relationships were ’
. " found betweengkhe discrepancy df perceived,real and
' ideal levels 6f involvement in the process of making.
A potent decisions and the éffectiveness of I and R ‘
unit operations in IGE schools, - v s

z

The discrepancy of teachers’ perceiyed- real and ideal levels

>

ofvinvolvement in decision making and perceived effectiveness of I

and R,unit operations in IGE schools were fo&nd.tq have siénificant
. ~ [} .

but minimal positive correlation. As discussed in Concliision 10,

i v

the explanations for the relationship, if substantiated in future

.

research, may relate to increased demands upon teachers' time and

increased awareness of alternatives through teachers' involvement in

the decision-making process, . .

. Conclusions Regarding the Reliability' and Validity
of the Decision Involvement Analysis Instrument

< L)
’

Tthe conclusions were reached. concerning tge reliability andl

~

validity o;;@pe final version Decision InVOlvement\fnalysis Instrument.

"Conclusion 12, The scales and the total Decision
Involvement Analysis Instrument were of adequate
reliability ‘for research purposes. :

e s st
-

]

R . .

*

~
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The alpha coefficients of;the scales, and the total instrument

-

ranged from .7812 to .8954, all above thé levels required for

v . ‘ . Ry - . \ -
general research. School districts' could also be confidert that the

instrument would provide rfliéble data describing the involvement

of IGE teach;rg'in aécisiontmakihg. ' o

(]

¢ Conclusion 13. The Decision Involvement Analysis:

Instrument had content vilidity.
The procedures utilized in the first two phases of the study

ensured careful attentigp to the development of an Lnstrumen;”thég o
accurately represented thgzcontent of potent decisions in IGE- | -

t4 . -«

schools, the decision structures utjlized in IGE schools, and the.

B A : : .1, !
. levels of involyement of ‘teachers in the decision-making proc§s§:~ -

o .

arring in the decision-making process in IGE schoels
. » L] -

represented on the instrument.
. ’ ,
Conclusion 14. ‘Little evidence concerning the
construct validity of ‘the Decision Involvement
Analysis Instrument was provided by the study.

v Y

v The data concerning the correlation between teachers' involve=

’

ment in decision making and I and R unit efféctivenesi were iyconciugiqé”’

N . ' P
v . “

Future studies utilizing the Decision Involvement Analysiéblnstrument

.
i
P

v . . . .
will be needed to_petermine if thg constructs .embodied in the instru-

oy . .~ .

Fe

x AN
o~

.
Py

ment react in the expected manner with othe¥ constructs.

v o

Rt

. . ~ \

The Decision Involvement Analysis Instrument did représent ’
: A" . ﬁ‘_: - P2 " ' ‘ ’ .
constructs found in the decision-laking literature. The instrument

' ’

hccounte¢ for the three dimensions of involvement in decision making
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. were represented in the reigpngé set for questions regarding decision d

. ¢ . .
conceptualized by Lipham.64 The content of decisipns was accounted

for by the decision content items, the extent of involvement was
accounted for by the Likert scale response format, and the fersonnel

involved was accounted for by the format'of the qgestiods and ﬁy the -

. N
format of the response set for decision structure. The detail of . N

-

Lipham's65 conceptualization of the decision-making process was —

collapsed into the pHrase '""the decision-making process' in 'the third .

- 4
.

and fourth questions asked about each decision cofitent item.:

" Three of thé four descriptors utilized by\Dé1e66 to define SR O

decentralization were a£90unted for by the instrumqpt: The poténcy
. Y J ‘ <

A »

- : - N M ~
of the decisions, the scope of the decisions, and the frequency of
A -
invblvement, The amount -bf checking requifed by superiors was not

accvunted for on'tﬁe;;pstrument, altﬂg:;; the lévels of the hierarchy

’

\

-

structures. Consequently, the instrument could be utilized to

3 By
P v

gather data appropriate for studies of centfa}@zatiqn of decision

making based on Dale's defipitipna The instrument represents only

potent decision content items and would not be sensitive to the
possible over-involvement of teachers in the process of.making trivial

decisions, suchH as may be included in studies based on Hage's67 /

-

) . , -
.
.

§L’JelMLih ( t )
am s M. pham, op. cit.

65James’ M. Lipham, op. cit.

———

66Ernest Dale, op. cit. S~
67 : ‘ ,
Jerald Hage, op. cit.
’ " ‘ :‘ﬁ“ ﬂ’/
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definition of centralization. .
- - . { .
Future. studies utilizing the Decisfon Involvement Analysis

Instrument not only would provide evidence of the construct validity

of the instrument, but also would provide evidence regarding the

adequacy of Lipham's model of the dimensions of decision making,
Liphgm's model of the dec{sion-making process, and Dale's definition

of centralization of decision making. This study provided an instru-

v

ment which accounted for the major elements of Lipham's models and

> i ) J
Dale's definition, but prov1ded no evidence as to the adequacy with -

wh1ch it measured such constructs.

L

”
*

‘. ‘
Recgmmendatlons for Future Research and Development ' ‘
o +« & .Activities .

.
L - - 1.
- N
3

-

‘%ive vecommendations were made for future research and develop-
. L4

Y

.ment;agtivities concerning the decision-making process in IGE schools.
. g .

- a
[l

v - Recommendation 1. The relationsh{pﬂbetween teacher
. ) involvement -{h the decision-making ‘process regarding
. . decisions of unit-subunit scope, schoolwide scope,

; t . and extra-school scope and the effectiveness of I and

. ¢« Runit operatlons in IGE schools need to be examined _
further.

v

°‘\\> The IGE model presciibes o%tﬁ teaching in multiaged units and
\

olvement in the decis1on-mak1n§ process through participatory

Q .r . ’t L4

structures of appropriate scope. If both are elements necessary for
P oviding an improved 1earning envirbnment and 1earﬁing program for
sthdents but are found to be negati&ely related, the suspected

causes for the negative relationship should be examined and appro-

priate modi%ications developed. These modifications may range from

»

L2

1




4

minor factors, such as reddcing the time demands placed uponwggéchers,

T,

to major factors,”’such as restructuring the role of the IIC primarily

to handle potent decisions of-sehoolwide scope.

( ‘~ 3

Recommendation 2. The relationship between teacher
involvement, in the decision-making process and

student attitudes and student achievement in IGE '

schools needs to be examined. ;

“

Reliable instrumen?ation validly representinglthe decision
process i2 IGE schools>is now available., The evgn?ual obje;tive of
all eiements in the IGE model is to provide improved s&ddent

})tognitiv; and affective behaviors. The hypothésized&rélaqioﬁéhip
-

. . . oo | .
between teacher involvement in-decision.making of appropriate scope
and improved student cognitive and affective behaviior should be

tested now that instrumentation is availahle,
Recommendation 3. The decision content items of
the"Decision Involvement Analysis Instrument should
be reworded to clarify the scope.of the decision in
question, ;

-
4

The apparent confusion of a few of the decision content items

Sy

probably stem from Qarying interpretations by'respondents of the

“scope of the decision. “Once clarified, little qonfusiogtwould exist
|

and the reliability and validity of the scales would be %trengthened
: ¥

- even further, Item 2 shguld be rewotrded to stat;, "The amount of

money budgeted for inplementation of new programs in schools through-

>

out the district."_ Item 14 should state, '"The numher and age-span

of students to be included within each unit." 1Item 13 should be
. » *

reworded to state, "The methods to be utilized in evaluating the

LN

effects of IGE upon students within a school. Item 8 should be

L~

115
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be restated as, '""The duties and responsibilities of teachers in the '
. [

learning program of the unit.' Item 3 should become part of the /
i

unit-subunit scale and restated, "The instructional activities in 4‘ A
’ . A

which each child should be involved{“ Finally, item 11 should be
N \‘ ) ! {,».-\.\ -
, rewerded to state, ''the number .of art, music, ana‘physic?l'edqcation

“

specialists to be provided by the district." R - ‘ __—

- Recommendation 4. Materials fnd programs should

be developed tg provide principals and unit leaders
of IGE schools the opportunity“to improve their ,
utilization of the IIC as a decision-making
structure. .

4

Maﬁy IICs are not being utilized to make potent schoolwide

A decisions and,‘consequently, many IGE teachers are not as involved

in the decision-making process as tﬁéy wsuld like to be. Clarifica-
tion of the deéisio;-maktng role of the 1I¢ may/bé‘%éegeﬁ. Programs ‘

. and matefiafs training gpincipa}s and unit 1eaq%rs in éhe }olé of tge
IIQ and in séra;egies ind procedures that make tH;J;}é effecti&e in -

-

that role would be of great help. Coee . -
S i ) .
s Recommenaati;R 5. School districts with schools
\ : . - 1implementing IGE need to re-examine the district ‘
s g level commitment to involving teachers in. ° ‘
’ decisions of extra-school scope. T _ i :
+ N 44' 1% e N

. The IGE model provides for support for teachers from their
central offices to implemenf IGE. The central offices need to

? ’ i , A ]
communicate with IGE teachers effectively and to involye- them in .

"

decisioné directly affecting the IGE school's Operétions. The IGE
§

model providés for this communication énd involvement in decision

. <

making through the SPC, Most districts have nqt.effectively utilized
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’ f R M

Eion commitments to'IGE. .

Al «

N\ The potential of the IGE model will nat be realized until the -

b2

-

deci;}BQ:making structures designed»to‘provide participatory decision- o
N - . :

(8 b h ! 0

making witQL:?equate vertical and horizontal communication are more

I3

fully implemented; This study indicated that IGE teachers were .
committed to the increased levels gﬁ involvement in the decision- s

making process the godel prescribed for them, Principals and : : )
g p @ ] P k 3¢

diwtrict level personnel apparently have not had the skills required L

.

to move the teacher commitment into action in the majority of schools

and*districts implementing IGE. ~ Personnel throughout the facilitative -
¥ MR v
network for-IGE, from the local educatiorn agency to the Wiscgnsin | o

R and D Center, need to direct a considerable portion of their ‘
. < ) PN ’ N Q‘

research," development, and implementation efforts toward improving
. 1y a . ". ;| . N

the)functioning of the:decisig& structures and to capitalize on the

d
.

- P . > - .
commitment of IGE teachers to-shared decision-making. ! : . ¥ 4
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\; INTERYIEW.SCREDULE

e . ‘ . . : . ' .. <. .
‘ .

1. How has your participation #n thiss school's decision maki-g changed

. - - from what it used to be? . LT \
¢ , , . "\ 1
\
1A) What decisions are you 1nvolved in now that you ﬂever used .
) to be? - , PO

’
- . « » ,' - . . 4 “ . N g.~.-, ‘@ [ e

) : 1B) What dec131ons did you use to make that you feel you can no
C - i ‘longer make?

v - -«
’

1C) Are there any decisioms that you would like to be involved in
pveéently that you are not? ‘ s .

I3

1D) what decisions are you presently involved in that you wish you

. . didn't have to be? .’ s "
.. —;3 ‘ . Coe ’

2. If you had to pinpoint the person or group that makes the most
important decisions for this .school, who would it be? . . -

’

’ ¢
2A) What decision does (she/he, this”group) make?

) How ¢ ou afiect these.decisions? . T
2B) How canyou a t ‘ isions?
1] .
2C) How do other people .affect these decisions? - "
~ ! )

L 2D) How do other people affect you in your decisions?

\ Jrjé: 3. Who presently is not involved in the decision pracess of this
A school as much as they ought to be? How would you involve them?
- “4, What decisions need to be made in this school which are not being ~ -
made? Who shotld be involved in making these decisions? ) .t : §

5. what is the most important decision that was made in this school »
this year in which you were involved? . P

. SA) .For ypurself how did you come to your final position oh this
. decision, that i, can you set out in order the things you
ot thought about .and did? ’

1 R A -

. 5B) 1f this deéision were‘%i be made over agaip, what sho&id be -
done differently?

, 6.>You a;e involved in mlny other decisions in addition to this™one.
.- What is the usual way which you come to your position; that is, .
) ' can you set out in order“the things you usually do in arriving at -
a decision? " ' y )

® - '
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3 . s 116
=~ . : PANEL OF EXPERTS : > -
Rating I-‘m'm--l’oténcﬁ .
Instructional Program ¢
2/26/ 74 - §
. Y
How ruch importdnce do you attach ' )
to the decision on . , . - IMPORTANCE .
.’ Very ‘ ' * Very
e - Little Little Some Much Much
1. ‘The needs and characteristics of individual f

Z~=The use of corputer-assisted rozrammned
. 2 >

3.

10.
11.

12.

13.
. 14,

153

chj dren |

v A o 9090 W,

instruction, and sets of curriculun materials

The @e of stinuldtion and guidance provided .

each child 1- .2 3 4 .05
The buildingl:i de instructional improvement ¢ )
affort . . . - .1 2 3. 4 5
The nature and content of pre-school pr'ograms 1 2 3 4 5 ,
The vrature and aumber of field tl:ips - 1 2 3 4 5
'il-%e-r siuject areas thay will be "individua%lizco" ,
-ireading, math, et 1 ~2 3 4 5
The Spced of .changes in curriculum 1 2 3 4 5°
The advancement of children from one unit to . .
another v . 1 2 3 4 5
. /. :
The objectives to be mastered by each child 1 2 "3 4 5
The supervision of students on the playground N 2 3 4 5
The assignment of instructional objectives ’
and groups of ghildren to be taught by teachers 2 3 4 5
The schedule of student .activitiles with unigs' 1 2 3 % )
. N ) e 1
- P . N ~

The instructional time to be spent on each T~ -
curriculum .area 1 2 .3 4 5

’ -] ’ - - [y
The seléction of instructional materials to ' )
be purchased . - . 1 2 3 4 5
The tidetable to be followed in implementing e
curriculum innovations v - 1 2 3 4 5
The dai-ﬁsghcdule of a unit ‘ 1 2 3 4 5

. ) Very ot Very
o o 128 Little Little Some Much - lMuch

-

B .2 3 4 s

Y \e
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‘ . DECISION INVOLVEMENT ANALYSIS ) 118 . .
Questions ro, Responsés for Questions 1 and 2
i Please answer thc following ) The person or group primarily respon-
 questions in terms of your " Decision Item #2 sible for-making the decision:
~ school or school system by 1 - Board of Educaiion .
' placing the appropriate number . o 2 - Negotiating Teams
~ of the response in the boxes " |The selection of unit Bot 4 & Tex
, . & 3 - Superintendent’
 provided for each decision leaders or.block leaders .
| item. Place only one answer . 4 - Asst, Superintendent (Business,

in each box ' ' Special Ed.) .

’ 2t 5 - SPC (Systemwide Policy Comm.)
-~ . 6 - ‘Special Districtwide Comm.

1. Which person or group is - s M
primarily responsible at the 1. .' 7 - Principal or Asst. Principal
present time for makin&.this 8 - Resource Person (Counselor, -*
decision? - ~ IMC Director, Reading Spc., etc.)

’ 9 - IIC (Instyuctional Improvement
Comn, ) .

2. Which person or group gdo you . .
believe should be primarily 2. Un%t Lgader or Bkock Leadgr
responsible for making this Unit or Block Members as a.Group

. EEE%EESE7—— ' ’ . Individual Teacher

’ . = 13 - Aide
14 - Student
® S . : 15 - Other (Please explain .
- 4

3. Whenever this decision is 3 .
made, how often are you '
involved in:

'A) providfng information A) )
pertinent to the decision —d/:> , :
B) developing possible pu
alternatives? B)-
.C) recommending an ' ) Responses for Questions 3 and 4
alternative? . oY) ]
MD) raking the final ’ The frequency of your involvement
decis'on’ D) in each step of the .decision-making
jon: process: :
E) evaluating the decision? E) L, - i
. o I 1= Never
¢ ' - .

4, Whenever this decision 1is made, 2 - Seldom
how often do you believe you ) ' ' )
should be involved in: 4 . 3 - Sometimes”

A) providiné information 4 - Often

pertinent to the decision? A) o -

) 5. - Always

B) developing possible . . .

“alternatives? B) N

.~ i N -

C) recommending an , ~

alternative . C), .
D) making the final degision? D) . ' ’
E) evaluating the decision? “ E) P
Qo : ' .. ’

. ’ l.ﬁ )
I - v .
- B I o N o o
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Thank you for participatidg id the p:'llot?test of the Decision . ’
. Involvement .Analysis Instrument. Enclosed is a copy of the final °’
instrument which is presently being completed by. nearly 2,000° ‘
] teachers and unit leaders in over 90 IGEschools around the nation,
Y« - Once the data : 1s been anglyzed, I'll send you an abstract of the "
findings. ,- . o~ o . .

* . \d \

-Once again’, ‘thanks for suffering through all of the ‘inter\;fgwin‘g
. and pilot testing. Hopefully, your effort will significantly behefit

.; IGE schools' operations and the R -and D Center's understandigyg of
" teachérs' involvement in, the schools. A

Y

-
.

‘ . ' . o N 'S . .
- Have a good end-of-the-school-year afd a good summer. Call if you ?
evér need as$istance. o )

~ ‘Sincerely,

.

, .
. DN . r . 4

A ) ' 4 N
Mo 4 "~ - - ¥ . )
"« « Kemtneth W. Wright ¢ R . - " . o
. - . P e ] . N v R, ¥ N
Research Assistant® oL L ., T A
" * "R-3 Comiponent - ' : ' T <
N p PP"K N S S

v . . -
v . ‘ . . , . -~
N . P v . .

KWW:_ad( .

Enc. e .




the . - ' . ) g
Wisconsin

> 8
" Research and Development Center 12
for Cognitive - . .
Learning - :

the University of Wisconsin - 1025 West Johnson Street - Madison, Wisconsin 53706 - (608)262 - 4901

o . april 10, 1974

: ! i 2 - .
» o « i
- ‘»5* ‘ .~
) ¥ It - 3
< ‘ﬁf . . ‘\‘ . .
- Thank you for ,agreeing' to papticipate in-the study of the relationship 4
e between L‘each§rs' involvement in decision making and I and R umit '
effecliveness®¥ As was explained over ‘the telephone, this is a follow- B
- up stpdy of the research conducted by Nancy Evers on I and R unit T
o - . effeckiveness. We ‘sincerely appreciate your willingness to take the .’
extra tire' to help in the research effbrt. o oYL v : -
) e T el F ) - . . . . o - . 7 h . ’ ’
, = In order to provide you with some feedback from research, I have : - . 2
. enclosed a summary of the completed and ongoing research of, our .compo- - ’
v nent. If you need more information or other-assistanee, feel.free to - -
. call me at 608/263-4270 (collect) or write, I'll be glad to help -you -
* ', or'put you'in touch with someone who can.. p T , “ ) >
N . ’ ’ ' . . ’ -n ) < i o
. The Decisior Involvément Analysis Instrument will be mailed to you - v
/‘ ,during the week of April 15-19. A complete set of instructions will g 4
. ' be, included. Presently, I expect to report a_summary of the results ’ ) s
. by August, 1974, im letter form tofall the participating schools. ‘The e
! K final" technical paper may nfot;7 be published until t}3§ spring of 1975, .
. * . co. o * Sy ) < : cadT -
. ’Qanks again for all of'your cooperation. . : P
. . '\ ° .- . - - . t ¢ '
Sincerely, . . ’ » Yo , ) .
- N e Lt w e L o ‘
. . “. . .. . . :‘ . . ) ‘ ‘: . —4\ . . L p' .« V.
~/ XKenneth'W., Wright' IR ] : S . R
S T Research Assistant I ' " N . T
' .~ * R-3 Component . N T ’ o R .
LI Vd s, Ty . v . . AR s o *
| .. - . . 7 ‘ T e t ’ .
o KW:pp | 7.~ - LT . S T

- . . . ~ ‘ ‘
; Enc. . . . ' i . \4\
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ThaﬁK you for" agreelng to partlc!bate in the study of the relatlonship
?between teachers' involvement iqidecision making and I and R unit -
effectiveness, As. was explained over the telephone, this is a fbllow— .
up study df the researth conducted by Gary Gramenz on I and R unit

'8

"effectiveness, We sincerely appreciate your willlngness to.fake the

K4

~

-»

‘e

extxa time to help in the research effore, -

In order to provide you with some eedback&ffEm rescerch, I have én-
¢losed a summary of the compieted and ongoing research of our compgnent.
If you need more information or other assistance, feel free to call me
at 608/263-4270 (collect) or write.  I'll be glad to—help you-or put

you in touch with someone who can. 2

-

, N .
The Decision Involvement Analysis Instrument will.be mailed to ybu
during the week of April 15-19." A complete set of 1nstructions will
be included. Presently, I expect to report a summdry of(;he fesults'
y August, 1974, in lettdr form to all the partlcibatlﬁg schools,. The
final technical paper may not_ be published until the spring of 1975..

- 1

Thanks again for all’ of your cooperation.

Sincerely, ' ’ . ' N

- .
. - o & , . '

« : . ., : . v . . ‘. 1
. N ~ . M .

Kenneth. W. Wright ' = . T ’ ECI R ! L
Research Assistant . -+ = R oot LT Co
R-3 Componént :> -’ v v T

R . . .t . ., Ly - . '.' . R N -

~ . . ’
»” P \ . . R L

LT e T . . .
wa:pp" ; ] v, .o ) o
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. - Thank you for participating in .the R and D Center's study on . .
, - . teacher.inyolvement in decision-making in JI6E-schgols. Your D
. : responses have been received and are being prepared\fﬁf\cem—\\ .
ha‘ ' puter analysis. Once the results have‘been analy.zed, you will 7«
recelve anisabstract of the findings. The final technieal re- - °
port: probably will not be published until spring or summer of . .
- 1975. You will receive a copy when it is ready. oo ~.
\\\ . 12 , . A . . q\
If you ever need assistance from our ¢bmponent of the R and D .
1 Center, feel free to write or call. Thanks again for your help.
- . ~ L ) . . X —— ]
Sincerely, ) - e e -
. - -3 =, . & .
- oo vy .
w .¥ . ] . . . . - <~
. I . . .,,'4' - ¢ ‘ P
‘ Kenneth W. Wright. - . . ' N
: Research Assistant . - _ . . . .
¢ R-3 Component ) ' : ‘ ..
o 608/263-4270 «+ I RS ", - . . ¢
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"I AND R UNIT OPERATIONS QUESTIONNAIRE

DIRECTIONS: The following items are based upon the performance objectives
identified bY the Wisconsin R and D Center as being the respon-
sibility of the I and R unit. Please indicate how effectively
your unit achieves these objectives by circling the response
which most accurately describes, in your opinion, the operations "
of your unit.

VE = Very effectively
E = Effectively

SE = Somewhat effectively
I Ineffectively

VI = Very ineffective}y

Instructional Program

Our I and R -unit, in the curricular area(s) to
:which we are applying the Instructional Program-
ming Model: .

1. Develops and/or selects outlines of skills and concepts
. to be learned which are appnopriate to the student in
the'unit.

.
e

2. Develops and/or selects behavioral objectives related to
the skill and concept outlines.

3. Specifies materials, equipment, personnel, space and
time needed for 1nstruction. :

— .
3

4. Uses a variety*of materials for each of the identified
instructibnal obJeetives. .

5. Specifiés teacher activities needed for instruction.

6. Preassesses students for attainment of the 6b3ectives

. within the first month of implementing the Instructionar\

- Programming Model.

Z. Preassesses students motivational level, learning style,
interest .and att1tudes,\and special problems as soon
after the preassessment of obJective§ attainment as the

. <)\,un:lt staff can conduct the assessment ~and utilize the

results, T

. 8. Places students-in initial groups in IGE curriculum areas

. based on preezsessmeﬁf“’Esults regarding achievement,
o 1earning stylé, metivational level, interest, or other
relevant variable(s). .

.

1447




Very effectively ' . N

<
=

T v “® = E = Effectively .
: SE = Zomewhat effectively
Y \ I = Ineffectively. )
Vi f,Very ineffectively ' o

. . ' ‘ ? .
9. .Uses a variety of student grouping patterns in the course
e of a particular curriculum such as a) independent study,
b) ore~-té-one (teacher-student), ¢) one-to-one (student-
student), d) small group (3-11 students); e).mgdium group
. . (12-19 students) f) class-sized group (20-39 students),
VE E SE I VI _.and g) large group (more than 30. students).

v &

. 10. Assesses students for attainment of objectives after
JVEE SE I VI. . instruction, .o

11. Records assessment results in a ugable form (e.g., on
VE E<SE I VI charts, McBee cards, lists or individual folders).

. 12. Conducts evaluation regarding the percentage of students
VE ESEIVI : who ‘attain specific objectives.

13. Regroups students at least every two to three weeks based -
VEE SE I VI on needs.and attainment of objectives, _ =

0y

14, Plans for all I and Ry unit teachers to teach in the, IGE
VEE SE I VI subject-matter areas.\

) 15. Conducts evaluation regarding the effectiveness of the
VEESEIVI ) instructional materials currently‘in user,

16. Conducts evaluation regarding.the'effectiveness of the T
VEE SE I VI instructional techniques currently in use, ' -

i 17. Conducts evaluation regarding the effectiveness of the
VEE SE I VI assessment materials currently in use, N

.

18. Conducts evaluation regarding the effectiveness of the .
VEE SE I VI assessment techniques currently .in use,

B. Staff Development .

Our I and R unit:

19. Participates in the school's staff development program
VEE SE IwWI . as planned by the TIC. -,

20. Participates in the evaluation of the school's staff
VE'E SE I VI development plan.
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VE E SE

VE E'SE

VE E

]
.VE E SE

VE E SE

VE E SE

VE E SE

VE E SE

gE E SE

VE E SE

VE E SE

IVI

IWVI

I VI

C.

" . N
VE = Very effectively 134 =
o E = Effectively "
SE = Somecwhat .effectively 3 ‘ S
I = Incffectlvely " ’
— VI =

Very effectively

Parfﬁcipates in the evaluation of the inLern-student

'teacher program?

A

23.

28.

29,

30.

- 31,

32,

.

Keeps minutes of unit meetings. ' -

Meet7 togethor for at least three days prlor to the

opening of school: « . .

a. to make iumediate plans regarding student grouping
patterns and scheduling for Lhe first one to two
weeks of school..

b. to mg%e long—rqnge plans regarding our I_and R
unit's instxuctional design and goals for the
entire year,

when children are
into other curri-,

Meets at least one d¢y per sc
not at school to extend IGE pla
cular areas. N

Organizational Operations
LA . .
OQur I and R unit: 4 ‘
l‘ \ ) * ’ h\' I
24, Schedules unit meetings regularly. o ' =
‘25. Schedules at least two hours per week with one hour in

A

a single_ block to plan.for instruction. o

:?‘ W .
_Hoygg unit meetings during the regu&ar staff wgfking day.

Requires the unit leader, unit teachers, interns, and .
student teachers assigned to 'the unit to attend unit
meetings.

Prepares and distributes an agenda to all personnel
involved in the meeting prior to unit meeting time,

Has its unit meetings chaired by the unit leader,
Focuscs discussion on agenda topics at unit meetings.

Has coﬂsultants,‘ceachers, IMC director (librarian);
aides, and others attend unit meetings at our requést,

a

'l

-



VE = Very-effectively
E = Effectively

SE = Somewhat efﬁectively
I = Ineffectively

%l Very ineffecfively

Distributes minutes of unit meetings to total unit

staff, the IIC, and others who attend unit meetings.
~_ -

Holds goal-s&tting meetings at least once per semester.

Holds curriculum design meet{ggs at’least once per quarter.l\n

! .

Holds meetings to evaluate instructional units, programs,
and unit oper%&ions at least once per quarter.

) - - S e e
Holds grouping and scheduling meetlngs at, least once
every two weeks, »

.
1
.

‘Holds meetings whenever necessary to deal with imnediate
problems.

o . . .
Evaluates the flexibility of the,schedule at least once
per quarter, :

. ]
Assesses each unit member's expértise in subject matter
at least Qqnce per, yeag.
] —
Assesses each unit member's expertise in, instructing,
various sizes and 'kinds of groups- at least once per year.

Provides at least five hours per week released time from
instruction for the unit leader to plan, manage, study
and conduct research‘ fn : .

Provides at l.east one hour per ‘week released time from
instruction far teachers to plan, study, and conduct
research. - T . '

Assigns aides (instructional and élerical) tasks actotding
to broad guidelines established by th IC and/or specific -
guidelines. established by the unit. )

Assigns‘each teacher a specialization in a curriculum
area, or teaching styles to develop, so that he can act
as a resource person tp the unit,.

Identifies each student in the unit with a teacher who
monitors his progress during the year and takes .initiative
. as required in the IGE subject-matter areas.

. .-
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Vi

ESE1I VI

ESEIVI

ESE I VI

ESE I VI

\

(
<

%
o

<3

\-

=
=

il

i

+Very effectively:
Effectively
Somevhat effectively

Ineffectively |
Yery ineffectively

-

D. School-Commenity Relations

Our f and R units

4

vl

Y
4

1‘

’

47,

-

48,

49.

)
50.

Id%ntifies-each/student wvith a staff member for purposes
of home-school rétlations, including conferences and home
visits,. as well as day-to~daw guidance of the student and
monitoring of his performance,

.
~~
St

Reports individual students' progress to parents.
Cooperates wirh the II¢ in interpreting the IGE/MUS~E

qconcept to parents’ and residents in the school attendance
area, '

L)
]

Cooperates with the JIC in utilizing volunteer community
personnel (e.g., parents, other adults} high school and

college students; and people with special expertise) in

the instructlonal program and other school activities.
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